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The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the
chair at 2.02 p.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Snowy Hydro Ltd: prospectus
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. Will the Premier confirm
that there actually was a prospectus for the sale of
Snowy Hydro Ltd and that he had seen that prospectus
when he advised Victorians at the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee to ‘look at the prospectus’?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. There was a draft
prospectus. Obviously it was not finalised, because the
prospectus had not been sent out for publication. In
relation to the matter of whether that draft prospectus is
available for public examination, it is a matter on which
I have sought advice from the federal government and
the New South Wales government, and their permission
is sought for that release.

Council of Australian Governments: national
reform agenda
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — My question is to the
Premier. I refer the Premier to the government’s
national reform agenda and ask the Premier to detail to
the house how the outcomes from last week’s Council
of Australian Governments meeting will benefit
Victorian families.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Bentleigh for his question. I congratulate the member
for Bentleigh for the work he has done in developing
policy over a long period of time. His contribution to
policy debate in this state is second to none, and I
congratulate him for that work. Of course he, alongside
many members of Parliament, would be pleased to see
that cooperative federalism is alive and well, and that is
what was shown last Friday.
As each of the premiers and territory leaders indicated
last Friday, for those who believe in centralism in
Canberra, Friday was a bad day. This was a day on
which the federation worked effectively on the basis of
cooperation to seek to resolve some of the key issues
facing the nation — in particular, the next wave of
reform which will lead to productivity improvements
and more competitive arrangements in Australia
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compared to the nations with which we will need to
compete in the future.
The Council of Australian Governments (COAG)
meeting agreed on a national reform agenda which
includes 11 areas to drive productivity improvement in
this country, of which 4 relate to the question that was
asked by the member for Bentleigh, which was, ‘What
are the immediate steps which will assist working
families in Victoria?’. They include areas which will
obviously be developed now as part of the COAG
agenda and the national reform agenda, including
literacy and numeracy and an effort to increase
opportunities for a larger number of Victorians to
receive more support in the future; early childhood
development, which is a focus of attention in the first
four areas to be developed under the COAG reform
agenda; child care; and a comprehensive attack around
the nation, including Victoria, on diabetes as a disease.
These are four areas which are extremely important to
the health and wellbeing and skills and abilities of
Victorians. They are areas in which we will see funding
and support from the commonwealth in relation to an
independent assessment which will be undertaken
through the COAG Reform Council. It will assess
outcomes, determine the costs and how those costs are
compensated for, and determine the gains developed by
each jurisdiction — determining, therefore, the
balancing of that and the funding that is required to
assist in that process.
This was a big win for Victoria. We set out almost
12 months ago with a plan to have a third wave of
national reform, building on the success, of course, of
national competition policy and building on the success
of opening up the economy and the financial markets
more generally. The third wave is about the skills and
abilities of our people and about looking at common
regulation around the country to see that we are more
competitive in the future. What we have indicated, of
course, is that you cannot rely on the resources boom to
sustain Australia in the long term. We need more
productivity improvement. This plan will deliver that
productivity improvement in the future.
This plan is further evidence that the federation is
working effectively — on top of what we have
achieved in counter-terrorism activities, which we have
signed on to with the commonwealth; on top of what
we have achieved with water reform and a funding base
for national water projects; on top of what we have
achieved through a cooperative effort to ensure that we
have a combined funding resource for mental health in
this country; and on top of what we achieved in putting
on the agenda in February the need for more doctors,
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more nurses and more medical professionals in clinical
areas and the need to assist them to be trained. They are
things that were achieved between February and the
recent meeting of COAG.
There has been a great deal of support for the national
reform agenda — from the Business Council of
Australia, the Committee for Economic Development
of Australia, the Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry and the Australian Industry
Group to, of course, all the jurisdictions in the
commonwealth. There are not many people who
oppose it. In fact I need to go back to 12 July last year
to find one of the few groups in our community that
opposes the national reform agenda. It was the shadow
Treasurer, on behalf of the opposition, who said, and I
will conclude on this, that:
The Bracks government must not continue to hide its reform
inaction behind a smokescreen of gratuitous advice to the
commonwealth.

The commonwealth has accepted and adopted our
proposal, so what is the plan of the opposition now?

Rural Ambulance Victoria: inquiry
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to the State Services
Authority’s inquiry into Rural Ambulance Victoria. I
also refer to the resignations of senior mangers and the
long-term absence of the chief executive officer. I
further refer to media reports that Rural Ambulance
Victoria will now conduct its own internal review of
serious allegations of bullying, sexual harassment and
mismanagement. In fairness to RAVs committed staff
of paramedics and to the broader country Victorian
community served by this great organisation, will the
Premier now direct that a full and independent judicial
inquiry be conducted into the management of Rural
Ambulance Victoria?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
The Nationals for his question. The Minister for Health
sought my support to recommend a State Services
Authority inquiry into Rural Ambulance Victoria. I was
pleased to give that support and a recommendation for
that inquiry to occur. That inquiry has occurred. An
interim report has been received by our government
which will be released to this house, as we indicated it
would be. A final report will be determined as soon as
possible — early next year, as I understand it.
We believe it is appropriate that if you are talking about
management issues within Rural Ambulance Victoria,
the best body to assess what is required in the future to
improve that management ability is the State Services
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Authority, which is charged with the responsibility of
seeing that there is an effectively operating public
sector in this state.
This comes on top of the work we have done in
regional Victoria in improving the number of
paramedics and ambulance stations in this state. In fact,
if you look at the outcome, you see we have now 40 per
cent more paramedics in country and regional Victoria,
we have upgraded some 35 ambulance stations in
regional Victoria and there are also five new ambulance
services in regional Victoria. We are committed to
seeing the best possible service in the future. We have
invested a lot in it. The State Services Authority will
assist in the management of building a capacity which
will assist us in taking even further steps in the future.

Our Environment Our Future: renewable
energy
Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to the
government’s commitment to support renewable
energy and ask the Premier to detail for the house the
most recent example of that commitment.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — Yesterday, with the
Deputy Premier and the Minister for Energy Industries
in the other place, who is also the Minister for
Resources, I was very pleased to release the
government’s sustainability statement, which builds on
the work we have done over the last six and a half years
to ensure that we maintain an excellent lifestyle in
Victoria for the majority of Victorians and to ensure
that we have a sustainable environment in the future to
achieve just that.
Yesterday we released a sustainability statement which
has a plan for 150 different initiatives and an injection
of some $200 million to make sure Victoria has a
sustainable future. The major part of the statement was
a plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in Victoria,
including of course the one referred to by the member
for Ballarat West, which is included in the renewable
energy target of 10 per cent for electricity generation in
this state by 2016. This backs up the commitment that
we made as the government to make sure that we had
renewables as part of the energy future in this state.
We recognise and acknowledge that Victoria has a
significant and overwhelming electricity generation
capacity from brown coal. That is why we are looking
at cleaner coal technology; that is why we have
invested some $100 million in demonstration projects;
that is why we are joining with Queensland, which is
also investing in these new technologies, to make sure
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we can have cleaner coal technology in the future and,
importantly, have those significant breakthroughs; and
that is why we have put our money where our mouth is
in looking at those new research opportunities. That is
also why we recognise that, as the population grows
and the economy grows, we must expand our available
options for electricity generation. That is why
renewables are so important.
What this does is create a market for renewables in
Victoria, and Victoria will be the leader in Australia for
renewable technologies because of the market we have
created. With this announcement of 10 per cent
renewable energy generated in Victoria by 2016, we
expect in regional Victoria some $2 billion of new
investment. We expect about 2200 new jobs will be
injected into regional Victoria. Not only is this good for
the environment, it is also good for the economy and
for the regional communities which will benefit from
these jobs.
Today in backing up the sustainability statement I was
pleased to announce also that Acciona Energy, a
Spanish company, has decided to invest in our state and
is now the owner of the Waubra wind farm. It has
decided to proceed with the Waubra wind farm, which
will generate some 192 megawatts and will be the
largest wind farm in this state and one of the largest in
Australia. It will create about 200 new jobs in that
region and invest about $400 million.
It will be part of what we will see in the future as
renewables, with wind, biofuels, solar and some hydro
projects. These are the projects which will come in as
part of our 10 per cent renewable target. I am very
pleased to see that this is up and running. The economic
base case was not there when the 2 per cent national
renewable target was fully met. Those projects are on
hold, but this project will proceed now, and I am very
pleased to say that the sustainability statement has
already borne fruit with this new announcement of a
renewable source of energy, which, I must say, is
supported by our government but opposed by the
opposition. Members of the opposition have no plan for
the future. Our plan is a sustainable environment for
Victorians, and our lifestyle will be enhanced as our
environment is enhanced as well.

Our Environment Our Future: renewable
energy
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier, and I ask: will any particular
energy users be exempted from the cost impact of the
government’s proposed renewable energy scheme, and
if so, which ones?
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Mr BRACKS (Premier) — The 10 per cent
renewable target will mean about $1 per month extra on
electricity bills for both business and domestic
consumers. That is at a time when real electricity prices
are going down. Victoria is one of the few states in
Australia where real electricity prices are reducing.
There is no better time to bring in a system to ensure
that we have a renewable future; the time when we are
reducing electricity prices is the ideal time to bring it in.
After this estimated $1 per month increase has
occurred, we will still have real reductions in electricity
prices compared to the consumer price index.
Electricity prices are the most competitive they have
been in this state. Not only that, at this opportune time
we will also see this new generation capacity in
Victoria.

Our Environment Our Future: sustainability
initiatives
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — My question is to the
Minister for Environment. I refer the minister to the
government’s commitment to ensuring a sustainable
state for future generations of Victorians, and I ask the
minister how the government’s Our Environment Our
Future — Sustainability Action Statement 2006 delivers
on that commitment.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
thank the member for Macedon for her question. It is
certainly true that over the last six years Victorians have
got behind the push for Victoria to be a sustainable
state. You only have to look at recycling: we are now
recycling more than 50 per cent of our waste. We have
embraced water savings: people in Melbourne are now
using about 22 per cent less water per head than they
were using in the 1990s. We are seeing Victorians
buying more green power than is being bought in any
other state.
It is a good effort, but we want to do more to make
Victoria an even more sustainable state. That is why the
environment and sustainability action statement
delivered yesterday is so important. It contains some
150 actions backed up by $200 million of government
investment. The statement is comprehensive, and it will
lead to outcomes that I would have thought all
members would support — like the saving of
3.5 million tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions a year,
the environmental equivalent of taking 800 000 cars off
the road. It will also lead to business investment of
some $2 billion and some 2200 jobs, mostly in regional
Victoria.
The statement also announces funding to support
business and industry totalling some $36 million. As
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well as promoting renewable energy, it will also help
business save energy and water and will help reduce
waste. As well as helping businesses do the right thing
by the environment it will help their bottom lines. As
the Australian Industry Group said, the government has
heeded the group’s calls to assist business in its efforts
to improve its environmental performance.
As well as helping business, this statement will also
help households save energy, save water and reduce
waste. Around the state we will be setting up
12 detox-your-home and byte-back centres — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — The other side laughs. The
Leader of the Opposition would not have to worry about
that sort of thing: he would have someone else to do that
for him. There will be detox-your-home centres set up in
places like Ballarat, Geelong and Bendigo where people
can dispose of things like old paint or computers, which
can cause damage if they are left in landfills. The
statement will also help householders — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for
Manufacturing and Export! I ask members to be quiet
to allow the minister to answer the question — and that
includes the member for South-West Coast.
Mr THWAITES — The statement will also help
householders by rolling out smart energy electricity
meters that will allow people to see how much energy
they are using in their homes at 30-minute intervals.
This will allow people to save energy and save on their
electricity bills.
There are huge environmental challenges that we are
facing. Even the Prime Minister yesterday
acknowledged the importance of climate change, but
unlike the federal government, our government in
Victoria is taking real action that is making a
difference. As the Australian Conservation Foundation
said yesterday, Victoria is leading national action on
climate change. We are positioning the state as a hub of
clean, renewable technology. As the head of the
Australian Conservation Foundation, Don Henry, said
yesterday:
I would urge all Australian states and the federal government
to follow suit.

Member for South Barwon: conduct
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — My question without
notice is to the Premier. Can the Premier confirm that
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the member for South Barwon again acted with
contempt and arrogance — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members of the
government to cease interjecting in that manner.
Mr MULDER — He again acted with contempt
when he and the Minister for Sport and Recreation in
the other place auctioned a signed copy of the front
page of the Geelong Advertiser about the dead-end
Geelong ring-road, with the headline ‘Whoopy-do’.
The SPEAKER — Order! Perhaps the member for
Polwarth could explain to me how that relates to
Victorian government business.
Mr MULDER — The Minister for Sport and
Recreation was in Geelong on government business;
no. 2, the matter referred to the Geelong ring-road; and
no. 3, the member for South Barwon endorsed his
comments about the Geelong ring-road.
The SPEAKER — Order! If the question related to
the minister it might be deemed to be within the scope
of Victorian government business, but the question
seemed to refer to the member for South Barwon, and
therefore — —
An honourable member interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! That is not quite how the
question was asked. I will give the member for
Polwarth an opportunity to rephrase the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind the Premier and
other members that question time is a serious part of
parliamentary proceedings, and I ask them to be quiet
to allow the member for Polwarth an opportunity to
rephrase his question.
Mr MULDER — Can the Premier confirm that the
member for South Barwon again acted with contempt
and arrogance when he and the Minister for Sport and
Recreation in the other place while in Geelong on
government business auctioned a signed copy of the
front page of the Geelong Advertiser about the
dead-end Geelong ring-road with the headline
‘Whoopy-do’?
The SPEAKER — Order! The member has not
rephrased the question in a way that makes it Victorian
government business.
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Our Environment Our Future: agriculture
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — My question is
for the Minister for Agriculture.
Mr Baillieu interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will not interject in that manner. He seeks to
have silence when he asks a question. I ask him to show
the same courtesy to other members.
Mr HOWARD — My question is to the Minister
for Agriculture, and I ask the minister to detail for the
house how the government’s Our Environment Our
Future announcement is delivering for the Victorian
farm sector.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the honourable member for Ballarat East for his
question. If we can just go back to 2004, the then
president of the National Farmers Federation, Peter
Corish, nominated climate change as the biggest risk to
farming, and he said that better efforts in defining the
problems and the solutions had to be undertaken. With
the announcement yesterday by the Premier and the
Deputy Premier, that is exactly what the government is
doing in leading the way.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr CAMERON — God, you are sad!
The SPEAKER — Order!
Mr CAMERON — I withdraw.
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in terms of the environment but also in terms of
productivity through better paddock management
systems to deal with biology, the structure of the soil,
chemicals, fertilisers and all those things that increase
productivity but also bring about environmental
benefits.
The announcement of $600 000 for the Western Port
alliance to help land-holders in the beef and dairy
industry reduce greenhouse gas emissions has been
well received, and that complements the work by the
DPI on greenhouse research that is under way.
Agriculture contributes 20 per cent of the nation’s
greenhouse gases, so certainly the work in that area has
to continue, and the Bracks government is leading the
way with this statement. The $4 million for dairy
manufacturers to implement cleaner production to
reduce water use and trade waste has been extremely
well received by the dairy sector.
The announcement of $2.7 million to roll out the
BushTender project across the state and $14 million to
develop more market-based incentive schemes for
ecosystem services is very positive, because we are
going to see more of these types of things in the future.
Here again the Bracks government is positioning itself
as the leader in the nation. The $8 million
announcement in relation to Landcare, to see it continue
and to recruit more volunteers, is again very much
welcomed by the farming sector.
It is pleasing to see support for key initiatives from the
Victorian Farmers Federation, a great friend of Labor.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for
Agriculture will address his comments through the
Chair.

Mr CAMERON — Certainly since last week, when
The Nationals announced their policy to abolish the
Victorian Farmers Federation!

Mr CAMERON — The $14.8 million announced
yesterday for research into climate change impacts and
adaptation strategies includes making agricultural
systems resilient to climate change. That includes work
for the Department of Primary Industries (DPI) on risk
management tools to manage adaptation in vulnerable
regions, especially in places like the Wimmera and the
Mallee. That will mean there can be enhanced
community engagement to build confidence and also
allow long-term planning and investment decisions that
will ultimately result in alternative farming methods
being adopted and put into place.

The Victorian Farmers Federation put out a statement
welcoming key initiatives which were announced
yesterday. These initiatives are very important to the
farming sector and, of course, that sector is very
important to the Victorian economy.

The announcement of $4 million for the healthy soils
initiative to help farmers better manage their soil and
make it more productive is also very much welcomed
by Victorian farmers. That is aimed to deliver not only

Lake Mokoan: decommissioning
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Minister for Water. I refer to the
planned decommissioning of Lake Mokoan and the
rehabilitation of the wetlands and I ask: can the minister
confirm that the cost of rehabilitation and ecotourism
infrastructure has blown out to more than $20 million,
some 20 times the initial budget allocation of about
$1 million?
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Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — I thank
the Leader of The Nationals for his question in relation
to Lake Mokoan. Of course Lake Mokoan is a very
inefficient storage, which loses billions of litres of
water every year through evaporation — water that we
will be able to save as part of our plan to restore
environmental flows to both the Murray and the
Snowy, a plan which, I might say, at a national level is
supported by The Nationals.
The local member up there, who has promised that he
would not allow the decommissioning of Lake Mokoan
and apparently single-handedly is going to prevent it, is
no doubt spreading a whole lot of untruths and
misstatements about Lake Mokoan.
Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question and I ask you to have
him return to the question I asked him — about yet
another government blow-out.
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first released last year by the Premier under the title
national reform initiative and now picked up as part of
that national reform agenda and historic agreement
between the commonwealth and the states.
If you look at Victoria’s — the Bracks government’s —
record on regulation reform and cutting red tape, you
find we have abolished more taxes than any other state
government under the intergovernmental agreement.
Secondly, we were the best performer under the
national competition policy arrangements, and we were
regularly recognised by the independent National
Competition Council as the best performer. Thirdly, of
course, we are the only state which has set up an
independent regulatory commission, the Victorian
Competition and Efficiency Commission.

Mr THWAITES — I am trying to address the
question. Statements have been made; I have to respond
to them. I have been asked whether they are true.

Last week as part of our national reform agenda
arrangements I announced further measures to cut red
tape in this state. I released them at a function organised
by the Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce
and Industry (VECCI). Firstly, our modelling shows
that the Victorian government policy will increase
Victorian gross state product by 0.2 per cent per annum,
or around $500 million per year. Essentially we have
established the target of administrative regulation cuts:
15 per cent over three years, and 25 per cent over five
years. Secondly, to make sure that there is no net new
burden going forward, any new regulation made will be
met by an offsetting simplification in the same or
related area. Thirdly, we are undertaking a program of
reviews to identify the necessary actions to reduce
compliance burdens.

The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for Water
has been asked a specific question. It does not involve
making comments about the local member. I ask him to
return to answering the question.

Needless to say, the announcements which we have
made have been welcomed by industry groups. The
Housing Industry Association welcomes regulatory
reform in Victoria. It said:

The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
return to answering the question.
Mr THWAITES — These statements that have been
made by the local Nationals member, as I say — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
return to answering the question. It is not an
opportunity to attack the local member.

Mr THWAITES — The statements that have been
made that I am being asked to comment about are not
correct.

The leadership being shown by the Victorian government in
its attempts to reduce red tape and government intervention is
commended.

VECCI said:

Government: regulation reform
… cuts in red tape will … drive … business growth —

Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — My question is
to the Treasurer. I refer the Treasurer to the
government’s leadership in regulation reform and ask
him to detail for the house the most recent examples of
this commitment to cut red tape.
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I thank the
honourable member for her question. I think it is true
that the Bracks government has provided national
leadership in terms of regulation reform. Of course we
have seen that recently with the national reform agenda,

and welcomed the boost in competitiveness from these
cuts in red tape. This is a good policy.
I want to say that to kick-start this policy, yesterday, as
part of Our Environment Our Future, released by the
Premier and the Deputy Premier, we implemented a
new initiative to cut environmental red tape through
streamlining industry licensing and reporting. I want to
advise the house that this change announced yesterday
will generate total savings of around $15 million per
annum to industry, and it will reduce the number of
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Environment Protection Authority licences by 30 per
cent. So who is delivering that? The Bracks
government is delivering that.
I have seen — in contrast to the proven approach of the
Bracks government, which has been applauded by
industry groups — an alternative policy which says that
a new independent body will be established whose job
it will be:
… to identify and then eliminate or reform cumbersome,
ineffective, unnecessary or obsolete regulations …

I had a look at that, and I thought, ‘identify and then
eliminate’, and I asked myself the question whether that
was constitutional, because only one place can make
and unmake laws, and that is the Parliament. Here is the
Constitution Act, at page 23:
The Parliament shall have power to make laws in and for
Victoria in all cases whatsoever.

You cannot have an independent commission that can
take away regulation.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — You do not even know what is in
the constitution! You are a lazy, lazy, lazy opposition!
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members to be
quiet to allow the Treasurer to answer the question, and
I ask the Treasurer to answer the question.
Mr BRUMBY — I studied very hard at commercial
law at Melbourne University, but the — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Treasurer to
draw to a conclusion.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
South-West Coast.
Mr BRUMBY — The proposal — it is actually
Liberal Party policy — is, of course, unconstitutional. It
is an extraordinary thing, after — what is it now? —
nearly seven years in opposition that the opposition still
cannot come up with a policy which is legal.
The SPEAKER — Order! Has the Treasurer
concluded his answer? I remind the Treasurer that he
should restrict his answers to Victorian government
policy.
The time for questions has now expired.
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Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that under standing order 144, notices of
motion 165 to 168 inclusive and 350 to 352 inclusive
will be removed from the notice paper on the next
sitting day. A member who requires a notice standing in
his or her name to be continued must advise the Clerk
in writing by 6.00 p.m. today.

NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr BAILLIEU commenced giving notice of motion:
The SPEAKER — Order! Has the Leader of the
Opposition provided a copy of that to the clerks?
Mr Baillieu — No.
The SPEAKER — Under the rules the Leader of
the Opposition will have to give his notice tomorrow.
He is required to put in a notice earlier.
Notice of motion given.
Ms BEATTIE having given notice of motion:
The SPEAKER — Order! I believe the latter part of
that motion is out of order.
Further notices of motion given.
Mr SEITZ commenced giving notice of motion:
The SPEAKER — Order! Has the member for
Keilor given prior notice to the Clerk?
Mr Seitz — No.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member will have to
defer it until tomorrow.
Further notices of motion given.

TRANSPORT (TAXI-CAB
ACCREDITATION AND OTHER
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport)
introduced a bill to amend the Transport Act 1983
to provide for the accreditation of certain
participants in the taxicab industry, to enable the
penalties for transport infringements and ticket

CATCHMENT AND LAND PROTECTION (FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
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infringements to vary depending on how they are
issued and to authorise certain public transport
ticket conditions, to make minor amendments to the
Transport Legislation (Further Amendment) Act
2006 and for other purposes.

certificates and requires the surrender of renewable
energy certificates and for other purposes.

Read first time.

ENERGY LEGISLATION (HARDSHIP,
METERING AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL

CATCHMENT AND LAND PROTECTION
(FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Catchment
and Land Protection Act 1994 and for other purposes.

Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — Would the minister
give the house a brief explanation of the bill?

Read first time.

Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Electricity
Industry Act 2000, the Energy Safe Victoria Act 2005, the
Gas Industry Act 2001 and the Pipelines Act 2005 and for
other purposes.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — Would the Treasurer
provide the house with a brief explanation of this bill?

Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
The purpose of the bill is to introduce a number of
administrative enforcement mechanisms to enhance the
management and eradication of weeds and pests.

Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — The bill embraces a
number of measures, but the two principal elements
addressed in these amendments are, firstly, in relation
to the deployment of advanced metering infrastructure,
and secondly, in relation to best-practice hardship
policies and disconnection.

Motion agreed to.

Motion agreed to.

Read first time.

Read first time.

HERITAGE RIVERS (FURTHER
PROTECTION) BILL

COPTIC ORTHODOX CHURCH
(VICTORIA) PROPERTY TRUST BILL

Introduction and first reading

Introduction and first reading

Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
introduced a bill to amend the Heritage Rivers Act
1992 to prohibit the construction in heritage river
areas of new impoundments, barriers and
structures that impede the passage of water fauna,
to amend the provisions relating to management
plans for heritage river areas and natural catchment
areas in that act and for other purposes.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
establish a corporate trustee for the Coptic
Orthodox Church within the diocese of Melbourne
and affiliated regions to hold property for the
benefit of the Coptic Orthodox Church in that
diocese, to provide for the vesting of certain
property in the trustee, to cancel the incorporation
of certain associations and for other purposes.

Read first time.

Read first time.

VICTORIAN RENEWABLE ENERGY BILL

OWNERS CORPORATIONS BILL

Introduction and first reading

Introduction and first reading

Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
introduced a bill to promote the development of
renewable energy generation through the
establishment of a scheme that provides for the
creation and acquisition of renewable energy

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
provide for the management, powers and functions
of owners corporations and for appropriate
mechanisms for the resolution of disputes relating to
owners corporations, to amend the Subdivision Act

CORONERS AND HUMAN TISSUE ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
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1988 in relation to the creation of owners
corporations, to amend other acts and for other
purposes.
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In view of the fact that the Australian constitution
forbids the making of any commonwealth law
‘prohibiting the free exercise of any religion’
(section 116), and

Read first time.

CORONERS AND HUMAN TISSUE ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
amend the Coroners Act 1985 and the Human
Tissue Act 1982 and for other purposes.

decrees that ‘when a state law is inconsistent with a law
of the commonwealth, the latter shall prevail …’
(section 109)
Your petitioners therefore request that the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act 2001 be repealed.

By Mr LOCKWOOD (Bayswater) (39 signatures)
Dr SYKES (Benalla) (15 signatures)

Benalla–Tatong–Tolmie road, Tatong: safety
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:

Read first time.

MINERAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
(SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture)
introduced a bill to amend the Mineral Resources
Development Act 1990 and the Environment
Protection Act 1970 and to make consequential
amendments to other acts and for other purposes.

We, who drive in the Tatong region of Victoria, draw to the
attention of the house the deficient width of seal on curves on
the Benalla–Tatong–Tolmie road. This road is used by log
trucks (including B-doubles), as well as farmers, residents and
cyclists. The width of the road is inadequate, at the curves, to
accommodate both a truck and a car, causing drivers to be in
fear of their own safety. The gravel shoulders quickly break
up under truck use, particularly in wet weather, as trucks and
cars are forced onto them. These corners are extremely
dangerous to inexperienced drivers. We request that
corner-shoulders on the Tatong Road be sealed, most
particularly the following corners, where many accidents and
close shaves occur (see attached map).
A:

Mokoan — 7.5 km from Sydney Road, Benalla

B:

Whitegate, Smith’s Road — 12 km

C:

Whitegate; Knight Road — 13.5 km

D:

McCauley’s Crossing — 29.3 km

E:

Dodd’s Bridge South — 34.8 km

Read first time.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Racial and religious tolerance: legislation
By Dr SYKES (Benalla) (8 signatures)
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Victoria draws to the attention
of the house that:
1.

Religious freedom essentially includes the freedom to
teach, preach and propagate one’s beliefs, and to express
opinions about other world views. This applies to all
religions, and certainly to the Christian religion where
Christ commands His followers to propagate their
faith — Matt 28:18–20

2.

The Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 aims to
outlaw vilification, but its enforcement places ‘an
intolerable curb on religious freedom’ and threatens free
speech itself.

In any case, the legislation is unnecessary in a community that
has always had effective mechanisms for correcting
intemperate or offensive statements (whether on religion, race
or any other topic) — namely public forums in newspapers,
open debate and discussion, talkback radio etc.

Lake Mokoan: decommissioning
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of water users in the Broken Valley and
concerned citizens draws to the attention of the house that the
government has discontinued irrigator involvement in the
decision making process regarding the decommissioning of
Lake Mokoan.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria urge the government to:
Reinstate the members of the Broken System Reliability
Reference Committee in decision making on the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan and the Broken
system.
Undertake an independent assessment of the current
reliability of water supply provided by the Broken
System including Lake Mokoan.

PETITIONS
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Ensure commitments given by the former and current
ministers for water that irrigators will not be adversely
affected by the decommissioning of Lake Mokoan are
honoured in full.
Investigate the possibility of a permanent storage in the
bed of the lake to ensure reliability of supply to water
users.

By Dr SYKES (Benalla) (226 signatures)

Human rights: legislation
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Victoria draws to the attention
of the house that the effect of the charter will be:
to transfer decision making on moral issues from elected
and accountable politicians to unelected and
unaccountable judges
to deny Christians the right to influence their
community. This is contrary to Christ’s command to all
Christians — Matthew 5:13–16
to prevent public debate on human rights issues
to elevate the rights of vocal minorities above those of
ordinary citizens
to create an environment that encourages costly
litigation
to undermine the appropriate ‘separation of powers’ that
has historically safeguarded the rights of all Victorian
citizens
While the charter purports to protect individual rights, it does
exactly the opposite. The charter eliminates the ability of
individuals to influence the governing of their state (through
their elected representatives), by moving issues of human
rights and morality from the parliament to the courtroom.
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Buses: Gembrook and Pakenham
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Gembrook, Pakenham Upper and
surrounding areas draws the attention of the house to the need
for residents to access Pakenham and surrounding areas. The
petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Assembly of
Victoria establish a bus route between the two towns of
Gembrook and Pakenham.

By Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) (159 signatures)

Preschools: accessibility
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the undersigned residents of Victoria draws to
the attention of the house that preschool education in Victoria
needs urgent reform to ensure every Victorian child can
access high-quality preschool education.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria recognise that preschool is the critical
first step of education and move responsibility for preschools
to the Department of Education and Training.

By Mr RYAN (Gippsland South) (247 signatures)

Princes Freeway: noise barriers
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
This petition of residents of Victoria points out to the house
that we the undersigned call on VicRoads and the department
of transport, to urgently construct sound barriers along the
stretch of the Princes Freeway between Clyde Road in
Berwick and Brookvale Close in Beaconsfield.
In light of the increasing numbers of motor and heavy vehicle
movements on this freeway, we demand that VicRoads act
immediately.

We urge you to defeat the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Bill 2006.

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria seek the appropriate action.

By Dr SYKES (Benalla) (46 signatures)
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) (14 signatures)
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) (16 signatures)

By Mr MULDER (Polwarth) (51 signatures)

Rail: Mornington–Baxter line
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition to the Legislative Assembly of Victoria to
re-open passenger service to Mornington.
We, the undersigned petitioners call upon the state
government to re-open Mornington–Baxter railway line and
to reintroduce passenger services to Mornington.

By Dr HARKNESS (Frankston) (143 signatures)

Rail: Cranbourne East station
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of the state of Victoria, draws to the
attention of the house, the insufficiency of public transport in
the state district of Cranbourne, and neighbouring areas. The
existing Cranbourne station is overcrowded and insufficient
to cater for the public transport needs of residents of
Cranbourne East and neighbouring areas, which are rapidly
growing in population.
We the undersigned, pray that the department of transport will
enact the 1999 and 2002 election promises of the Bracks
Labor government, to build Cranbourne East station. And we
the undersigned, state that the Bracks Labor government will
be judged by its failure to build Cranbourne East station at the
next election.
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The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria seeks the appropriate action.

By Mr MULDER (Polwarth) (150 signatures)

Casey: public transport
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria, points out to the house
that we the undersigned, call on the department of transport to
conduct a total review of all train and bus timetables in the
city of Casey, to ensure that there is better connectivity
between two forms of public transport.
We also respectively request that the minister of transport
conducts a total review for the need for additional car parking
at railway stations in Victoria’s largest municipality the city
of Casey. The existing 1510 car parking spaces is insufficient
to cater for over 220 000 residents.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria seek the appropriate action.

By Mr MULDER (Polwarth) (821 signatures)
Tabled.

STATE SERVICES AUTHORITY
Rural Ambulance Victoria
Ms PIKE (Minister for Health), by leave, presented
interim report of review of governance and
effectiveness of Rural Ambulance Victoria.
Tabled.
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Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 7
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) presented Alert
Digest No. 7 of 2006 on:
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities
Bill
Children, Youth and Families (Consequential
and Other Amendments) Bill
Corrections and Other Justice Legislation
(Amendment) Bill
Courts Legislation (Jurisdiction) Bill
Courts Legislation (Neighbourhood Justice
Centre) Bill
Health Services (Supported Residential Services)
Bill
Melbourne University (Victorian College of the
Arts) Bill
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary
Approval) Bill
Victims’ Charter Bill
World Swimming Championships (Amendment)
Bill
together with appendices.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE

Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

Regulation review 2005
Mr LOCKWOOD (Bayswater) presented annual
review, together with appendices.

RURAL AND REGIONAL SERVICES AND
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Regional telecommunications infrastructure for
business

Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Complaint by member for Preston
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) presented report,
together with appendices.

Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) presented report,
together with appendices, minority reports, extracts
from proceedings and minutes of evidence.
Tabled.
Ordered that report, appendices, minority reports
and extracts from proceedings be printed.

DOCUMENTS
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DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Annual Plan 2006–07
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Section 17DA Orders
granting under s 17D leases over:
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Greater Dandenong Planning Scheme — No C72
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme — Nos C91, C101
Part 1
Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme — No C27
Hume Planning Scheme — Nos C60, C63, C70
Indigo Planning Scheme — No C33

Mentone and Mordialloc Beach Park Reserve

Kingston Planning Scheme — No C46 Part 2

Point Leo Foreshore Reserve

Knox Planning Scheme — Nos C47, C51

Westerfolds Park Reserve

Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme — No C28

Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984:

Manningham Planning Scheme — Nos C56 Part 1, C56
Part 2

Notices under s 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule
Nos 41, 59, 80

Maroondah Planning Scheme — No C47

Notice under s 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Waste
Management Policy (Used Packaging Materials)
(Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)

Moonee Valley Planning Scheme — No C60

Notice under s 32(4)(a)(iii) in relation to Waste
Management Policy (Ships’ Ballast Water)
(Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)

Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Nos C30, C45

Melbourne Planning Scheme — Nos C61, C107

Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme — Nos C74
Part 1, C72, C76

Port Phillip Planning Scheme — Nos C23, C32
Financial Management Act 1994 — Report from the Minister
for Sport and Recreation that he had not received the 2005–06
annual report of the Melbourne Cricket Ground Trust,
together with an explanation for the delay in tabling
Murray-Darling Basin Act 1993 — Schedule H to the
Murray-Darling Basin Agreement under s 28(b)
National Parks Act 1975 — Notice of consent from the
Minister for Environment for petroleum exploration within
the Lower Glenelg National Park
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:

South Gippsland Planning Scheme — Nos C23, C38
Wangaratta Planning Scheme — No C23
Warrnambool Planning Scheme — Nos C21, C39
Yarra Planning Scheme — No C62
State Concessions Act 2004 — Orders under s 7 (five orders)
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Building Act 1993 — SR Nos 68, 79
Crimes (Assumed Identities) Act 2004 — SR No 74

Ballarat Planning Scheme — Nos C94, C82, C91

Crimes (Family Violence) Act 1987 — SR No 78

Bass Coast Planning Scheme — Nos C27 Part 1, C45,
C58

Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 —
SR No 70

Baw Baw Planning Scheme — No C34

Environment Protection Act 1970 — SR No 65

Bayside Planning Scheme — No C51

Evidence Act 1958 — SR No 77

Benalla Planning Scheme — No C15

Firearms Act 1996 — SR No 81

Boroondara Planning Scheme — Nos C51, C56, C57

Fisheries Act 1995 — SR No 63

Brimbank Planning Scheme — No C79
Campaspe Planning Scheme — Nos C37, C39
Cardinia Planning Scheme — Nos C58, C78
Casey Planning Scheme — No C81
Central Goldfields Planning Scheme — No C6
Corangamite Planning Scheme — No C14
Darebin Planning Scheme — No C65

Gambling Regulation Act 2003 — SR No 71
Infringements Act 2006 — SR Nos 75, 76
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 — SR Nos 69, 72, 83, 87
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — SR No 85
Plant Health and Plant Products Act 1995 — SR No 62
Prostitution Control Act 1994 — SR No 64
Road Safety Act 1986 — SR No 82

Glen Eira Planning Scheme — No C51

Surveillance Devices Act 1999 — SR No 73

Glenelg Planning Scheme — No C23

Sustainable Forests (Timber) Act 2004 — SR No 84

Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — Nos C34, C72,
C76

Terrorism (Community Protection) Act 2003 —
SR No 80
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Transfer of Land Act 1958 — SR Nos 66, 67
Transport Act 1983 — SR No 86
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994:
Minister’s exception certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 67, 69, 72, 79, 83, 85, 87
Ministers’ exemption certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 63, 65, 70, 71, 78, 80, 81, 82
Minister’s infringement certificate under s 6A in relation
to Statutory Rule No 86

The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were tabled by the Clerk:
Crimes (Assumed Identities) Act 2004 — Whole Act on
1 July 2006 (Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)
Equal Opportunity and Tolerance Legislation (Amendment)
Act 2006 — Remaining provisions on 30 June 2006
(Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)
Evidence (Witness Identity Protection) Act 2004 — Whole
Act on 1 July 2006 (Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)
Firearms (Further Amendment) Act 2005 — Remaining
provisions of Part 2 (other than ss 11, 15, 27, 33, 48, 54 and
59) and Part 5 on 1 July 2006 (Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)
Guardianship and Administration (Further Amendment) Act
2006 — Whole Act on 15 July 2006 (Gazette G27, 6 July
2006)
Infringements (Consequential and Other Amendments) Act
2006 — Remaining provisions on 1 July 2006 (Gazette G26,
29 June 2006)
Infringements Act 2006 — Whole Act on 1 July 2006
(Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)
Investigative, Enforcement and Police Powers Acts
(Amendment) Act 2005 — Part 9 on 1 July 2006
(Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)
Major Crime Legislation (Office of Police Integrity) Act
2004 — Section 12 and Parts 6 and 7 on 1 July 2006 (Gazette
G26, 29 June 2006)
Public Sector Employment (Award Entitlements) Act 2006 —
Whole Act on 3 July 2006 (Gazette G25, 22 June 2006)
Surveillance Devices (Amendment) Act 2004 — Whole Act
on 1 July 2006 (Gazette G26, 29 June 2006)
Transport Legislation (Further Miscellaneous Amendments)
Act 2005 — Division 1 of Part 9 and s 34 on 31 July 2006
(Gazette G27, 6 July 2006).

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 20 June to:
Appropriation (2006/2007) Bill (Presented to the
Governor by the Speaker)
Appropriation (Parliament 2006/2007) Bill
(Presented to the Governor by the Speaker)
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State Taxation (Reductions and Concessions) Bill
Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill
Victoria Racing Club Bill.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
Messages read recommending appropriations for:
Victims’ Charter Bill
World Swimming Championships (Amendment)
Bill.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That, under standing order 94(2), the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 6.00 p.m. on Thursday, 20 July
2006:
Children, Youth and Families (Consequential and Other
Amendments) Bill
Corrections and Other Justice Legislation (Amendment)
Bill
Courts Legislation (Jurisdiction) Bill
Courts Legislation (Neighbourhood Justice Centre) Bill
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Amendment) Bill
Evidence (Document Unavailability) Bill
Health Services (Supported Residential Services) Bill
National Parks and Crown Land (Reserves) Acts
(Amendment) Bill
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval)
Bill.

In moving this procedural motion for the government
business program, I indicate to the house that the effect
of this motion will be to place nine pieces of legislation
before the Parliament this week for its consideration.
The nature of those bills is such that it is the view of the
government that with a little bit of extra sitting on
Tuesday — that is, today — Wednesday and Thursday
we should be able to deal with all those bills easily by
6.00 p.m. on Thursday. It is the intention of the
government to go on the adjournment at 11.00 p.m. on
Tuesday and Wednesday and of course, as
foreshadowed as part of this motion, to go on the
adjournment at 6.00 p.m. on Thursday.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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Also, to assist the chamber in understanding the
progression of those bills on the government business
program, it is our intention today to start off dealing
with the Evidence (Document Unavailability) Bill,
which is no. 2 on today’s notice paper, and then to
proceed to item 3, the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Amendment) Bill, and then to item 5, the
Courts Legislation (Neighbourhood Justice Centre)
Bill.
On Wednesday we plan to deal with the National Parks
and Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill,
and on Thursday the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation
(Parliamentary Approval) Bill. The balance of the nine
bills will be dealt with at appropriate stages on
Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday. We have had some
requests in particular in relation to a desire to deal with
the National Parks and Crown Land (Reserves) Acts
(Amendment) Bill on Wednesday. We are happy to
accommodate that.
Given the nature of the bills and the extra couple of
hours being provided for second-reading debates, we
think this is a manageable task for the Parliament in this
parliamentary week. It is, after all, the only
parliamentary week in July and continues the practice
of this government of having a parliamentary sitting
week in most months of the year. That is in stark
contrast to the old traditions of having a parliamentary
recess so you could catch a slow steamer back to the
mother country, spend a summer in Europe, and then
catch a slow steamer back to Australia.
This government is of the view that we should work
regularly during the parliamentary year, and its
determination to have a parliamentary sitting in June,
and another one in July, is demonstration of that. In
stark contrast to our federal colleagues, who are off on
an extended parliamentary recess trying to sort out their
leadership issues, we are here on a regular basis holding
ourselves accountable and providing opportunities for
scrutiny as we head towards the end of the
parliamentary year. The program before us provides
sufficient time to deal with the bills on the government
business program this week.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I suppose one
should say, ‘Beware of Greeks bearing gifts’, and in
this case it is beware of the Leader of the House talking
about the fact that a program — —
Mr Kotsiras interjected.
Mr COOPER — I apologise to the member for
Bulleen; it is just an expression, of course. You have to
be aware of the Leader of the House saying that a
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nine-bill program for the week can be easily
accommodated. Of course it can be easily
accommodated if you sit long hours and have no regard
for the proper running of a business program and of the
house.
Looking over the legislation on the business program I
see that there are some bills of some moment, but again
we will no doubt see debate truncated. I am reminded
of the last sitting week when we were dealing with the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Bill,
when not every member who wanted to speak on that
bill was able to because it was guillotined. That piece of
legislation proudly proclaimed rights and
responsibilities, but some of the rights of members in
this house were trampled on when they were not able to
make a contribution to the debate.
We are certainly not pleased with the business program.
Again we see an extensive business program being
brought into the house by the government; and having
regard to what we just witnessed, with the Leader of the
House standing to his feet with notices of new
legislation, obviously in the next sitting week another
massive legislation program will be presented to us as
the government tries to clean out its desk prior to the
November election.
The minister proudly proclaims and talks about stark
contrast. The stark contrast is that this house will sit in
this year, 2006, for a total of 38 days — 38 days is all
that this house will sit. That is in stark contrast, all
right — it is in stark contrast to every other Parliament
in this country. It is certainly in stark contrast to the
federal Parliament, which sits massively longer times,
and it is in stark contrast to the parliamentary sitting
programs of this house under the Kennett government.
This house now sits for less time than it ever has. The
government deals with that by squeezing more and
more legislation into a weekly program to try to
overcome its weaknesses with its lack of sitting times
and inability to manage the program. The minister went
on to talk about how the government is patting itself on
the back and helping itself. ‘We are helping ourselves’,
he said — and they certainly are. The headlines in this
week’s newspapers about the Premier’s trip overseas
for a quarter of a million dollars — that junket —
certainly shows who is helping themselves! What is not
being helped is the proper running of this house. While
the government is intent upon sitting less so that it can
travel more, this house is being asked to work longer
and longer hours and shovel more and more legislation
through under the guillotine. The opposition is most
unhappy about this program and will be voting
accordingly on the matter.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Tuesday, 18 July 2006

ASSEMBLY

In the remaining minute I have — and I will probably
not occupy all of it — I again draw to the attention of
the house the fact that two bills have been languishing
on the notice paper — —
Mr Maughan interjected.
Mr COOPER — I think it must now set a world
record. There is the Channel Deepening (Facilitation)
Bill, which was brought in many, many moons ago —
it probably has moss growing on it now — and the
Courts Legislation (Judicial Pensions) Bill. I hope the
judges are not hanging there waiting for their judicial
pensions to go through, because they will be starving to
death, the poor dears. The two bills are languishing
there, and on behalf of opposition members I again say
that we would like to debate them. If the minister is
looking for something else to do in the next sitting
week, instead of railroading through bills that have just
been introduced, he might like to consider items 14 and
15 as items that this house could debate.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — The Nationals will
be opposing the government business program for
fairly obvious reasons. There are nine bills this week,
plus the government matter of public importance, plus
second readings and, as the member for Mornington
has already indicated, there is simply not sufficient time
to allow those who wish to speak on the various pieces
of legislation to do so.
There are two very important pieces of legislation: the
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary
Approval) Bill, which The Nationals will be seeking to
amend, and the Corrections and Other Justice
Legislation (Amendment) Bill, which I understand the
Liberal Party will move some amendments to. You can
bet your bottom dollar that the government will do
whatever it can to avoid the consideration-in-detail
stage to deny members the opportunity to properly
debate the detail of those two very important pieces of
legislation.
The government is always keen to avoid the
consideration-in-detail stage, and I think we will see
that again this week, because in the last hour we have
been advised that the Snowy Hydro corporatisation bill
will not be debated until Thursday. I wonder why. I
would suggest it is so that that legislation gets caught
up in the guillotine and we do not have the opportunity
to have a full and frank debate on it.
Apart from the two bills that I have referred to there are
another seven bills — three legal bills, one on drugs,
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poisons and controlled substances, and bills on national
parks, corrections, health services, and children, youth
and families. They are all important bills on which
various members will want to express views on behalf
of their constituents. The children, youth and families
legislation was rushed through this house in a week
when there was another very important piece of
legislation to do with education. The bill was clearly
rushed through without the community — those who
have a real interest in this legislation — being given the
opportunity to properly scrutinise the bill.
This time around some of the amendments that are
coming in are necessary because the legislation was
rushed through and there were mistakes. There are a
whole range of amendments that are consequential
amendments, and we accept that, and we accept that the
minister did foreshadow that there would be
amendments further down the track — that is accepted.
But the point I make is that because this piece of
legislation was rushed through to suit the government’s
business program, mistakes were made and we are now
looking at correcting them this week.
As I have said, there are nine bills covering a range of
subjects, and many members wish to speak. The
government cannot organise its business program
properly. If we think back to the earlier sitting weeks
when we had four or five pieces of legislation, we were
padding out to fill the time, and now — —
Mr Walsh — When we talked about the
Commonwealth Games!
Mr MAUGHAN — And we talked about the
Commonwealth Games, endlessly congratulating
ourselves. We have spoken about that previously. The
reality is that we are now in the final sitting weeks of
this session, we are going to have eight or nine bills
each week and we are going to be sitting late hours
every sitting week from now on — and I notice the
member for Yuroke is nodding. This is the party that,
when it was in opposition, was talking about
family-friendly hours. What on earth has happened to
family-friendly hours and consideration for members
getting home at a reasonable time?
We will be sitting until 11 o’clock tonight and
tomorrow night and 6 o’clock on Thursday night. I
have said time and again — —
Mr Haermeyer — Heaven forbid!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Without the assistance of
the Minister for Manufacturing and Export! I ask the
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members at the table to be quiet to allow the member
for Rodney to continue his comments.
Mr MAUGHAN — It shows the contempt this
government has for country members, many of
whom — and I have said it before — have a 3 or
4-hour drive to get home. The member for Mildura, the
poor lad, will have to go without his dinner on
Thursday night because the Charlton Roadhouse will be
closed before he is able to get there if he stays until the
conclusion of Parliament. He will not be able to get a
meal on the way home because we will be sitting until
6.00 p.m.
Whatever happened to this honest, open and
accountable government and to adequate scrutiny of
legislation? Why can the government not allow the
opposition parties to know in advance what is going to
be on the program a bit earlier than it does? This week,
for example, I got an email — which I have here — at
3.21 p.m. on Thursday telling us what the program is. It
should be earlier than that. There should be greater
cooperation between the government and the
opposition parties.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — Very briefly,
Speaker, because I think we ought to get on with
debating these nine important bills, can I say that I am
pleased to support the government business program as
proposed by the Leader of the House. Nine bills this
week, with an extra 4 hours of sitting — until
11.00 p.m. tonight, 11.00 p.m. tomorrow night and then
6.00 p.m. on Thursday in terms of the adjournment,
which is 4 additional hours — is a substantial
workload, but it is not an onerous workload.
The member for Mornington has made the point not
only that nine bills are being debated this week but that,
in terms of the introduction of government bills, notice
has been given of a whole range of others. That is the
work of a parliament: to introduce, debate and pass bills
and actually improve the lives of ordinary Victorians.
That is what we are here to do. This ought not be news
to someone who has sat in this Parliament for more
than 20 years. That is what this Parliament does. Nine
bills with 4 extra hours of sitting is not an onerous
workload, it is a substantial workload, and I think every
member is up to that task. I am certain that in
discussions between the parties, no doubt including the
two Independent members, it will be possible for
arrangements to be made to enable people who want to
speak on bills to get up and speak on those bills.
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We may see the sorts of filibustering tactics we saw last
sitting week, when those opposite sought to hold up the
house by debating bills they were actually voting for.
They went on and on and were dragging members in
from the car park to speak on bills. Nine bills is not an
onerous workload. The member for Mornington made
the point that this year the Parliament will sit for
38 weeks. There is an event at the end of that time — —
Mr Cooper — The Parliament will sit for 38 days!
Mr ANDREWS — I am sorry, 38 days — it
sometimes feels like 38 weeks — but there is an event
that runs for 25 days at the end of this year, and
obviously the Parliament cannot sit while there is a
formal election campaign on. This is not an ordinary
year.
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr ANDREWS — The member for Mornington is
probably not too fussed about this, he is not going to be
a candidate in that election, but still there are events at
the end of this year that make it impossible for the
Parliament to sit during those 25 days.
As I said, nine bills with an extra 4 hours of sitting is
not an onerous workload. I am sure that all members
who want to speak on bills will be able to do that. It is
an appropriate workload. It is the business of this
Parliament to introduce bills and to pass them and to
put forward a whole series of positive plans to improve
the lives and the lot of Victorian working people. That
is what the Parliament is here for, so the notion that this
is somehow a great burden on those opposite is perhaps
a greater reflection on them than on the size of the
workload.
With those few words, I commend the government
business program as proposed by the Leader of the
House. This is not an onerous program, and rather than
having this debate we ought to get on with debating
those important bills.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to make a couple
of brief observations in also opposing the government’s
business program. I point out that of course the
Parliament is here to pass legislation, but the issue is:
are we doing it under reasonable circumstances? I
completely understand, and it is not as if I am naive and
new to opposition. I completely understand the
government’s imperative to put its legislation through;
however, there are two questions that the Parliament
should consider and the government, quite frankly,
should consider as well.
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The first question is: are MPs given ample opportunity
to participate in the particular program? There are
examples here — —
Ms Beattie interjected.
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acknowledge the desire of the government to
accommodate members of Parliament this week — but
not always — this is not the way to do it.
Mr Andrews interjected.

Ms ASHER — Hang on, I was actually going to
praise you, so don’t get too excited!

The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Mulgrave has had his turn.

There have been examples in previous weeks of
members of Parliament not being given that
opportunity to participate, and I will make the
observation that the government certainly, when the
opposition made some requests relating to the national
parks bill, accommodated that, and I thank the Leader
of the House. He has made an attempt to accommodate
members by sitting longer hours.

Ms ASHER — The better way to accommodate
members of Parliament and the parliamentary
process — that is, scheduling additional sitting days —
is unpalatable to the government. I make the
observation, and I take up the comment made by the
member for Mulgrave, that the writs for the election
will not be issued until 31 October and that there are
two sitting days scheduled for October. We would be
more than happy to come back and have a few extra
sitting days in October should the government like to.
We would also be happy to come back in July, August
and September. It is the government’s call; we are
available. We are quite happy to work extra days, but
we are not all that keen on working into the middle of
the night, when the scrutiny of this Parliament is
reduced, to say the least.

The second question for the Parliament is: can MPs
participate in reasonable circumstances? I always make
reference to the reasonable sitting hours policy this
government had when it was in opposition. Again,
family-friendly hours will never be a realistic
circumstance for Parliament because members of
Parliament work at night. However, there is a question
as to what is reasonable.
We on this side of the house do not think it is
reasonable to have members leave work on Tuesday
and Wednesday at about 11.30 p.m. or 11.45 p.m.,
which is the expected time. As to the Thursday night
issue, a city-based member with a driver is being
particularly insensitive. The house’s adjourning at
6.00 p.m. on Thursday means that Parliament will not
finish until 6.30 p.m. or 6.45 p.m. It is very important to
be cognisant of the needs of members of Parliament
who reside in the country and have very long treks to
make.
I go back to making the same points that I nearly
always make when I speak on these motions. The
overall proposal for the sitting hours of Parliament is
unreasonable, given that there will be nine additional
second readings as well as the debates on bills. I
imagine there will be a lot of speakers on the Snowy
Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill
and quite a few speakers on the Courts Legislation
(Neighbourhood Justice Centre) Bill.
The government needs to improve its capacity to
manage the program and manage the flow of work.
Time and again at the beginning of a session of
Parliament we have limited numbers of bills because
the government cannot manage the flow of business,
and towards the end of the program we have work
frameworks which, quite frankly, involve an
unreasonable load by community standards. Whilst I

The opposition opposes the government business
program presented for this week. The government has a
track record of foisting unreasonable hours on the
opposition, and that is not in line with the expectation in
this day and age that Parliament should sit reasonable
hours. I suggest the government look at the sitting
patterns of the federal Parliament, where times for
rising are more reasonable and more in line with
community standards. I propose that is what the
government should look at in the future. We oppose the
government’s business program.
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Manufacturing
and Export) — My, my, don’t we have short memories!
I can recall coming into this house at 10 o’clock on a
Thursday morning and not leaving the house until
5 o’clock on the Friday morning, the then Speaker
kindly indicating before we rose that the house would
resume at midday. I returned to the house at midday on
the Friday, and we did not leave until 5 o’clock on the
Saturday afternoon! We are asking for 4 extra hours
beyond the normal sitting times, yet we have these
people coming in here and talking about unreasonable
sitting hours and complaining about the amount of
legislation. This is a legislature; that is why they call it
the Legislative Assembly! It legislates; that is what we
do here. I would have thought that after all these years
the member for Brighton, of all people, would have
understood that.
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Ms Asher interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Brighton has had her turn. I ask her to be quiet.
Mr HAERMEYER — These people come in here
and whinge about unreasonable sitting hours, but this is
a perfectly reasonable sitting program. There will be a
bit of extra work to do compared with what we
normally do, but it is a far cry from being unreasonable.
What is unreasonable is what the opposition used to do
when it sat on this side of the house. That was
unreasonable.
People talk about the guillotining of bills. When I and
many other members on this side were in opposition,
how many times were we not given the opportunity to
speak because of the use of the guillotine by the
previous government? People talk about having an
opportunity to speak. If I had an opportunity to speak
on occasion, it was usually at 2 o’clock or 3 o’clock in
the morning. What sort of legislature is that? We are
running a reasonable legislative program. We are not
having the big winter holiday.
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alternatives. This is a chamber of debate, yet all we get
is whingeing and whining and moaning, if not about the
government business program then about legislation —
but not a single idea or single alternative is ever put
forward. If opposition members want the opportunity to
debate, they should come up with some ideas and put
up alternative proposals. They should use the
opportunities that are here — and there are a darned
sight more than we ever had when we were sitting on
that side of the house. They should use them and not be
so lazy.
I have been in this house since 1992. The hours that this
house is being asked to sit this week are a far cry from
what we had to go through during the 1990s. This is an
extremely reasonable program, and I suggest that
members of the opposition get off their backsides, do
some homework and get some ideas.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 56

Ms Asher interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Brighton!
Mr HAERMEYER — We are not having the big
winter holiday like the Kennett government used to; we
are actually working through the winter. That is a
sensible approach to running a legislative program.
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER — The member for
Mornington talked about the legislation gathering moss.
The only things gathering moss are the members on the
opposition side. What we have here is a manifestation
of laziness. I do not think there has been an opposition
as lazy as this one, certainly not in my memory.
Opposition members have no ideas, and when they get
up they have absolutely nothing to say or contribute.
All we ever hear from them is whingeing and whining.
They come in and hold up the procedures of the house
and then complain about not having an opportunity to
speak. If they want the opportunity to speak, they
should at least have something to say. I do not think
they have anything to say at all.
Ms Asher — You are commenting on what we are
saying.
Mr HAERMEYER — You have nothing to say —
not one single novel idea or policy. There are no
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Industrial relations: WorkChoices
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) —
Last weekend the member for Bendigo West and I
visited workers at Empire Rubber, who are faced with
losing their jobs with no access to the entitlements they
have earned over many years of service.
Consider the impact on the husband and wife I spoke
to. The two employees have seven children between the
ages of 8 and 16. They are desperately worried about
their future if they are denied access to the tens of
thousands of dollars in entitlements they have worked
hard for — and there are many hundreds more
employees in the same situation.
Why are they in this situation? There are two reasons.
The first is the asset stripping over recent months by the
owners of Empire Rubber, Huon Corporation, which is
nothing short of theft from the workers. The second
reason is the federal Liberal-National government laws
that allow this to happen. These anti-worker laws are
endless. They make it harder to access the
government’s employee entitlement and redundancy
scheme (GEERS). Under WorkChoices the situation
faced by Empire Rubber workers is the future facing all
Victorian working families.
I call on the federal minister to make good his
comments today, give a firm time line on when the
workers will get access to their GEERS entitlements
and promise them that they will not have to languish,
waiting years for their entitlements. I call on the
Bendigo Liberals to explain to these workers why the
Liberal Party is hell bent on punishing them through its
anti-worker federal legislation.
We all knew that the future under WorkChoices would
be bleak. Now the evidence is before us in the shape of
these Bendigo workers, who just want — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.
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Freedom of information: government
performance
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to draw the
attention of the house to matters relating to the
government’s abysmal handling of freedom of
information (FOI). I welcome yesterday’s Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal decision which
ordered the government to release certain documents,
those being the quarterly reports on major projects.
The government argued that they were cabinet and draft
documents. VCAT found that they were not cabinet
documents and that it is very difficult to argue that a
document is a draft when it is actually headed ‘Final
report’. Judge Davis said:
… it is clear on the evidence before me that the disputed
documents themselves were not submitted by DTF to the
relevant quarterly ERC meetings but on each occasion DTF
supplied a new and different document.

This is now the second case where the government has
threatened me with having to pay costs. The
government is exercising financial bullying tactics to
get the opposition to withdraw appeals to VCAT, even
though the government itself now acknowledges that it
has been the practice of successive governments not to
seek costs from applicants to VCAT on FOI matters.
There has been clear financial intimidation on two
occasions in the only two VCAT cases brought by me
this year.
I call on the government to release the documents that
VCAT has ordered be released within 28 days not to
the media but to me. Furthermore, I call on the
government not to appeal as it did in the Scoresby case
to further intimidate and threaten financial retribution
against the member who brought that appeal. The
government’s handling of FOI is a complete disgrace.

Mental health: Out of the Shadows
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — This morning I was
very pleased to officially launch Out of the Shadows,
which promotes the mental health and wellbeing of
children and young people from families with parental
mental illness. It is estimated that up to 1 million
Australian children and adolescents live with a parent
who either has or has had a mental illness. As is the
case with serious physical illness or poor physical
health, mental illness in a parent can have a dramatic
effect on the relationship between parent and child.
No matter what the type of mental illness and its
intensity, whether it be anxiety, depression, eating
disorders or psychosis, the impact on family members
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can be significant. Infants, children and young people
living in these households are at increased risk of
developing their own mental health issues for a variety
of reasons. Experts now believe there are a range of
factors that increase risk, including the genetic and/or
environmental factors that are associated with mental
illness.
Unfortunately families where parents have a mental
illness are often also financially disadvantaged, which
can arise from the disability associated with their
illness. There are also issues to do with people being
isolated and poorly serviced, and they may suffer from
the stigma associated with mental illness. These are all
important issues. That is why in 2002 the government
funded, in partnership with VicHealth and beyondblue,
two pilot projects — VicChamps and PATS (paying
attention to self) — for three years. These projects have
been evaluated, and in launching the findings today I
was proud to note all the hard work that has gone into
providing this better future for mental health clients,
particularly children and their families. The government
values this work. It has assisted us in setting future
directions through a commitment of $2.4 million to
build a better future for those who suffer mental illness,
particularly young children.

Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water: charges
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — As members would
know, the Wimmera Mallee is still desperately dry,
despite the weekend rain. It is probable that many
farmers south of the Waranga–Mallee channel will not
receive a single dam fill this season unless substantial
rain falls soon. The Nationals believe farmers should
not have to pay for water they do not receive.

Tuesday, 18 July 2006

Eastern Transport Coalition
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — On 10 July I
attended the launch of the Eastern Transport Coalition
(ETC) at the Box Hill tram terminus. Covering the
municipalities of Whitehorse, Greater Dandenong,
Knox, Manningham, Maroondah and the Yarra Ranges,
the ETC represents over 940 000 residents. With
unprecedented collaboration between the ETC, local
councils, the state government and private businesses
there have been huge changes in communication
between these groups, all of which have the common
goal of providing a transport system which has even
better buses, more rail services, effective coordination
and better patronage. I would like to acknowledge the
work that has been done so far, and I look forward to
contributing and being involved in the future.

Beacon Foundation: No Dole charter
Ms MARSHALL — On 13 July I was a guest
speaker at the Beacon Foundation’s No Dole charter
signing at Flinders Peak Secondary College and later at
Newcomb Secondary College in Geelong, which was
attended by the member for Bellarine and several
hundred students. Like the member for Bellarine I
know that reducing the number of dole applications in
our local areas is a high priority, and the Beacon
Foundation has a 97 per cent success rate. The signing
of the No Dole charter outlines the students
commitment to continuing full-time education, training
or employment when they leave school. This is
achieved through the diligent support of school staff,
local community businesses and family. I look forward
to following the success of these students in the future.

Make a Wish Foundation of Australia: ball
The Bracks government must get behind these farmers
and support them in two ways. First, the government
should compensate Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water
for water rates so that farmers do not have to pay for a
service they are not getting. Town water users, too, are
facing draconian restrictions, yet Grampians Wimmera
Mallee Water is paying a 2 per cent tax on water
supplied to rural businesses and a 5 per cent tax on
urban supplies, a charge on all customers that equates to
about $1.25 million.
Given that almost none of the water being taxed is
being delivered, this hidden charge, which is designed
to funnel more dollars into the Bracks government’s
coffers, is an abomination. The second action the
Bracks government must take, if it can make any claim
to leadership and compassion, is to lift this secret water
tax on all customers in the Wimmera Mallee until the
water supply in the catchment improves significantly.

Ms MARSHALL — On Friday, 14 July, I attended
and was a presenter at the Make a Wish Foundation of
Australia Spectacular Wish Ball 2006 celebrating
21 years of wish granting. It was held at Crown Casino
and was attended by 1200 Make a Wish supporters. I
met with and interviewed a little eight-year-old girl,
Dania, and her family. Dania had recently had her wish
granted. She wanted to be a kid in the circus, so Make a
Wish flew them all to Club Med in the Whitsundays,
where there is a circus school. While still requiring
regular medical attention, Dania and her family are a
great example of the joy such a contribution can give.

Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
comments
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — This statement
condemns the Minister for Police and Emergency
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Services for his grubby politicisation of domestic
violence when referring to an article in the Yarra
Ranges Journal. The minister has a reputation for not
reading memos, but I suggest he read this week’s Yarra
Ranges Journal, especially page 5, which says:
The Journal last week quoted Mr Wells as saying he was
concerned police were spending too much time dealing with
domestic violence victims.
The quote was taken out of context and should have read that
Mr Wells was concerned that police were left searching for
emergency housing and assistance after attending domestic
violence incidents.
Mr Wells, who has been a strong advocate for victims of
domestic violence, said every reported incident of domestic
violence must be attended by police.
‘Any assault against any woman is a crime and must be dealt
with harshly’.
…
A 24-hour hotline would enable … victims and police to
link … with specialist advice …

The Liberal Party is calling for a 24-hour hotline to
ensure that specialist advice is given to victims of
domestic violence. This desperate minister has a
reputation for saying anything to achieve publicity and
for hiding in a bunker when he has committed another
bungle.

Karingal Football Club: ground lighting
Dr HARKNESS (Frankston) — The Karingal
Football Club will receive a $25 000 state government
grant to install training lights at its football ground to
cater for the growing number of footballers in the
Karingal area. Accompanying me to the club at the end
of last month was the Premier, who clearly recognises
the importance of ensuring that local recreational
facilities are adequate to encourage communities to take
up healthy activities.
The Bracks government continues to upgrade local
recreational facilities to encourage more Victorians to
get active and involved. New lighting at the Karingal
Football Club will create a safer environment for junior
sport and help this local football club meet the rising
demand for training facilities in the area. Despite a
recent upgrade by Frankston council the oval is not
being fully utilised in the dark winter months because
the existing lighting is not sufficient for the players to
train on the whole ground. The growing number of
Auskick, junior and senior players will soon benefit
from the installation of the new training lights.
Sporting clubs are the life blood of local communities,
and clubs such as the Karingal Football Club bring
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people together and help strengthen communities.
When people get involved in sport they become better
connected and form stronger links to their local
communities. The commitment and passion of club
stalwart Max Greenbury, who worked tirelessly to
secure funding for this lighting project, must be
commended. Daniel Watts, the senior coach, and Paul
Groves, the club president, also deserve commendation
for their vigorous and effective efforts at the club.

Schools: sports equipment grants
Dr HARKNESS — Earlier in June I was very
pleased to announce $40 000 worth of new sports
equipment for schools in Frankston to encourage young
people to be more physically active. These grants are
part of a $3.7 million Go for Your Life program to
provide schools with extra sports equipment. Getting
involved in playing sport is a great way to stay healthy
and active, and the Bracks government is committed to
promoting healthier lifestyles.

Water: conservation initiatives
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I call on the
government to take a great interest in testing and
promoting good water-saving ideas and devices. Recent
dry years have highlighted the need for all Australians
to conserve precious water resources. One of the major
areas of water loss in every household every day
involves boundary water. This is the cold water which
runs from hot taps in the shower, sink or bath until the
warmer water flows. In most households this water,
which amounts to millions of litres annually across all
our cities every time the hot tap is turned on, is lost
down the plug hole.
Glenn Finck of Portland has developed a water-saving
device which captures this boundary water and then
slowly remixes it with the hot flow to get the shower
temperature just right, thereby using less cold water
than usual. What is needed is a section of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment or
Sustainability Victoria to actually test this and other
great water-saving ideas and inventions and to
encourage the development and wider use of practical,
low-cost water-saving systems in all Victorian homes
and businesses.
While I recommend that the proposal put forward by
Glenn Finck receive this sort of testing and evaluation, I
also suggest that there ought to be an ongoing process
whereby people throughout the length and breadth of
Victoria who have good water-saving ideas and good
inventions are able to have them tested and, where
possible, implemented across Victoria.
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Upper Ferntree Gully Primary School:
Superstar Staff Day
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — On Friday, 14 July, I
had the pleasure of attending a very special event at the
Upper Ferntree Gully Primary School — Superstar
Staff Day. This was an event in which all the teachers
and staff at the school were personally acknowledged
and thanked by the children and parent community.
This terrific concept began with an idea from one of the
parents, Lindy Holder, and quickly grew to mammoth
proportions. The students dressed up as their favourite
teacher, organised a special lunch and, with the help of
the school’s art teacher, Rhonda Nadasdy, created
fantastic artwork to celebrate the day.
At the special assembly in the afternoon every teacher
and staff member was personally presented with an
award book created by the students. The teachers and
staff, in particular the principal, David Rose, were
clearly moved by the genuine appreciation, friendliness
and sense of fun displayed by the students and parents.
David talked about how the most important element in
a school is how people work together — parents,
teachers and students. He is absolutely right. The
dedication and devotion of everyone associated with
this school is second to none.
After the assembly David and the assistant principal,
Stuart Edwards, took me on a tour of the
soon-to-be-completed $3 million redevelopment of the
school. The design is most impressive and it will be a
wonderful environment for teachers, staff and students.
The Bracks government has supported the school
community with this major upgrade. However, it is the
teachers, parents and students who will continue to
make it a great place for children to learn and grow.
Congratulations to all involved.

Harness racing: country meetings
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I am concerned
about the lack of appropriate consultation and evidence
of progress in the investigation by Harness Racing
Victoria into the closure or relocation of seven country
clubs last year. The changes followed a report by
Harness Racing Victoria that made a number of
recommendations relating to the future of harness
racing in country Victoria. Of particular concern to the
Wangaratta Harness Racing Club and to myself as the
local member was the relocation of meetings to
Shepparton facilities from Wangaratta’s Avian Park
Raceway, which is a joint harness racing and
greyhound racing facility.
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Following a deputation with representation from the
Wangaratta area, including myself, to the board of
Harness Racing Victoria, the chairman, Mr Neil Busse,
agreed to include Wangaratta in a two-year
investigation into harness racing in north-eastern
Victoria. I understand that consultants are investigating
country harness racing. However, Wangaratta club
members tell me that the process is a sham, with a lack
of cooperation to allow the strongest submissions to be
presented on behalf of Wangaratta. It is interesting to
note that the board of Greyhound Racing Victoria has
committed over $1 million to upgrading the greyhound
facilities at the joint Wangaratta racetrack, including
major improvements to the restaurant area.
The Minister for Racing has expressed concern with the
lack of appropriate earlier consultation. However, it
appears that Harness Racing Victoria members are not
conducting an open, transparent and fully consultative
process. I have now written to the board of Harness
Racing Victoria and the Minister for Racing to ensure
Wangaratta’s just place as the centre for harness racing
in north-eastern Victoria is re-established at Avian Park
Raceway.

Family violence: Pakenham forum
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — Last Thursday I
attended a community forum in Pakenham, organised
jointly by the Cardinia Shire Council, the City of Casey
and Victoria Police, to address appropriate responses to
family violence. The aim of the forum was to enhance
the whole-of-community and government commitment
to responding to family violence incidences within the
region and was appropriately titled ‘Dignity, respect
and self’.
I take this opportunity to condemn the shadow Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, who said that
police spend too much time dealing with domestic
violence and that the role of police is to protect law and
order, therefore claiming that violence against women
is not a crime. The police officers I deal with are fully
aware that family violence is a crime and they made
their position very clear at the forum, even apologising
for past injustices, whereby women were ignored — as
the shadow minister suggests should still occur. The
police realise that they are responsible for responding
correctly and with professionalism to these crimes and
ensuring that victims get appropriate support and
offenders are held properly accountable.
Attending to crimes of domestic violence is where
front-line policing is happening in the Casey-Cardinia
region — and with justification. In 2004–05 in the city
of Casey there were 1363 incidences of family violence
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reported to police; in Cardinia there were 338.
Although the rate of this crime per head of population is
coming down, thanks to the state government’s new
policies and the police code of practice, the attitudes of
the shadow minister may discourage more victims of
this crime from seeking the police help that they need. I
congratulate the police, who consider family violence
an important law and order — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Government: regulation reform
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — In question time today
the Treasurer tried to defend his latest hollow statement
of last week about cutting red tape. The statement did
not actually cut a single piece of red tape, even though
there is plenty of Bracks government red tape it could
cut, like the Child Employment Act, the Occupational
Health and Safety Act or the Food (Amendment) Act.
Instead, the Treasurer simply promised that his
government would cut red tape at some time in the
future.
He said the government would reduce existing
administrative burdens, but he provided no means by
which anyone can measure or check whether any
reductions have occurred. He said the government
would offset any new administrative burdens by
eliminating existing burdens in the same area, but his
new rules do not require the offsetting cut to be made
public, and only cabinet need be told in confidence. He
also said the government would review — a favourite
Bracks government device — compliance burdens, but
he made no commitment to reduce those burdens.
The Treasurer boasted that his changes were based on
the Dutch model. However, the central element of the
Dutch model is the creation of an independent
gatekeeping body that scrutinises existing and proposed
regulation and makes its findings public. For a
government serious about cutting red tape, such a body
creates a countervailing pressure against the political
and bureaucratic pressures towards ever-increasing red
tape. However, having an independent body like this
means that governments must expose themselves to the
risk of criticism by such a body, and it is clear that for a
Bracks government focused on show rather than
substance this was never part of the game plan.
In contrast, a Liberal government would replace the
Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission
with a truly independent Victorian regulatory reform
commission charged with identifying and eliminating

2257

or reforming all forms of cumbersome, ineffective,
unnecessary or obsolete regulation — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Victorian Animal Aid Trust
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — When I visited
the Victorian Animal Aid Trust in Coldstream recently
I was extremely impressed with the professionalism of
the staff as well as their obvious dedication and
compassion and love for the animals. Animal Aid
operates on donations and the proceeds from the
boarding kennels and cattery, several op shops, three
local government pound contracts and the veterinary
clinic, as well as with the help of a band of dedicated
volunteers. I would like to congratulate Animal Aid and
all its staff and volunteers for their ongoing
commitment and dedication to caring for animals,
particularly stray and unwanted cats and dogs, and for
tackling the hard issues about pets and people in our
community.
At the entrance to the adoption cattery I was checked
out by the ‘security’ cats, who ensured that I was a fit
and proper person to be visiting the facility! Cats
waiting for adoption were mostly wandering about the
cattery, mingling with staff and visitors, rather than
being locked away in cages. I understand that cats are
also used to retrain and socialise dogs for adoption.
Volunteers exercise the dogs, and there is a
post-adoption training program to help new owners
integrate a shelter dog into their family.
Animal Aid has been caring for animals since 1948 and
accepts any animal in need, regardless of age or lack of
accompanying donation. It has a 90 per cent success
rate for rehousing cats and dogs, pre-adoption screening
and post-adoption follow-up and support. As a result,
very, very few animals are returned as unsuitable.
It is one of the few shelters that accept animals in
domestic violence situations where, for example, a
woman and her children have to give up a much-loved
family pet in order to go to a refuge. Families in such
circumstances — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Planning: Mornington Peninsula
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — On 8 July well over
350 residents of Mornington met at a public meeting to
express their concerns about the impact that the
Melbourne 2030 planning scheme will have on their
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town. What worries Mornington residents is that the
Bracks government sees the Mornington Peninsula as
nothing more than another suburb of Melbourne. It has
dumped the peninsula into its Melbourne 2030 scheme,
despite the protests of those who live there and who
proclaim that the area never has been and never should
be seen as part of the metropolitan area. What must also
be borne in mind is that the town of Mornington is not
the only place on the peninsula which will be affected
by these intentions of the Bracks government. Under
the Melbourne 2030 scheme, Rosebud and Hastings
and will also be subjected to inappropriate intensive
residential development — and this will occur without
any additional and highly necessary supporting
infrastructure, such as major public transport
improvements.
The 8 July public meeting made it quite clear that
Mornington residents oppose the imposition of the
Melbourne 2030 planning scheme on the peninsula and
those at the meeting loudly welcomed the commitment
by the Liberal Party to scrap that scheme and put in its
place a separate planning scheme tailor made for the
Mornington Peninsula. The only voice at the public
meeting that was raised in support of the Bracks
government’s scheme was that of the Labor Party
candidate for Mornington. This outsider to the area
covered himself in disgrace by referring to Mornington
as a city. He then lectured the audience about the need
for them to just accept what the Bracks government
intends to do. That Labor candidate is arrogant, he is
ignorant and he is unelectable.

Kerrie Poole
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — Kerrie Poole is one of
those remarkable people who has been working
tirelessly for her community for a great many years and
her efforts have brought countless benefits to local
residents. As coordinator of the Attwood community
house, Kerrie is involved with and actively supportive
of many of the fundamental services that families in our
community rely upon. The Attwood neighbourhood
house is a real epicentre within our community for
learning, support, information and advice, and under
Kerrie’s coordination it has grown and thrived as a
central hub of activity which residents can rely upon. I
am delighted, therefore, with the significant increases in
funding to neighbourhood houses announced by the
Bracks government in the recent state budget and I am
proud that by working together we have ensured that
the great work of the Attwood neighbourhood house
and many other similar centres out there will continue
for many years.
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Attwood neighbourhood house plays a vital role in
building a stronger community and providing social
and educational opportunities for residents in Yuroke. I
applaud it for its work, and I will continue to offer my
unequivocal support to both Kerrie and the team. I also
urge Kerrie and her team to apply for some of the extra
funding that I believe is going to be available. At the
moment they are funded for 15 hours, and I am sure if
extra funding can be obtained that will only boost the
services they offer to the local community.

MonashLink Community Health Service
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I was very pleased to
recently attend the MonashLink Community Health
Service’s Hughesdale site with the Parliamentary
Secretary for Health, who is also the member for
Mulgrave, to announce further funding to assist
Monash residents and ensure a coordinated approach to
the management of chronic illnesses. MonashLink
Community Health Service has certainly benefited
under the Bracks government from increased funding
over recent years, and this further increase of $400 000
per year will provide an additional 5000 hours of
service and assist a further 400 chronically ill Monash
residents.
Chronic conditions now place the greatest burden of
disease on Victoria. The conditions are very complex
and require intensive responses from a whole range of
health professionals. People suffering from chronic
illnesses should receive the right care at the right time,
and in particular their care should be well coordinated.
Without proper management of some conditions,
people with chronic problems are more likely to have to
attend hospital emergency and outpatient departments,
and in many cases it is more likely that they will be
admitted to hospital. It is most appropriate that our
community health services provide this coordination,
care and management to people with chronic
conditions. They are very well placed in our
communities not only to do this — that is, manage
those chronic conditions — but also to promote and
provide care and advice on healthier lifestyles.
The Bracks government is very serious about tackling
the management of chronic conditions and also the
complex health needs of older people. This extra
$400 000 recurrent funding to MonashLink
Community Health Service will ensure we continue to
grow the work being done by this health service.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.
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St Thomas the Apostle Primary School,
Greensborough: achievements
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — Today I want to
commend the wonderful students of St Thomas the
Apostle Primary School in Greensborough. I was given
a warm welcome by grade 1 and 2 students, and they
listened intently as I read them Where is the Green
Sheep?, which I left them as a gift. I was entertained by
the year 1 and 2 song and dance team, comprising 30 to
40 students, who organised the performance — it was
their own idea and they rehearsed at lunchtime. Well
done to Megan Steller and Naomi Serratore, grade 6
girls who coordinated the song and dance team. Their
parents should be very proud of them. Congratulations
to Gail Smith, the newly appointed principal, and Peter
Waldren, the assistant principal, for their educational
leadership.

Ivanhoe Grammar School: Plenty campus
Ms GREEN — On 11 July I had the privilege of
visiting junior students at the Plenty campus of Ivanhoe
Grammar School. I read the students a story, and the
students and I talked about our shared passion for
reading. I was impressed with the confidence of
students so young, and I want to commend the head of
the primary section, Karen Griffiths, and campus
principal Graeme Harder, and indeed the foresight of
Ivanhoe Grammar in establishing the Plenty campus of
this great school in anticipation of the educational needs
of families now moving into the growth corridor.

Victorian Farmers Federation: conference
Ms GREEN — I also want to share with the house
my pleasure in attending for the first time the Victorian
Farmers Federation conference last week. I shared
many ideas with the attendees there, and a number of
my colleagues were also in attendance. It was good to
see there the Whittlesea branch, which was the VFF
branch of the year last year. I wish to commend the
VFF for its support of the government’s sustainability
statement.

Parliament: 150th anniversary
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — On 1 July, Victoria’s
Proclamation Day, I was honoured to present to my
local community certificates of appreciation to
commemorate the 150th anniversary of the Parliament
of Victoria. I am extremely pleased to advise that
95 people had been nominated by numerous
community groups, including neighbourhood houses,
schools, retirement villages and so on, from my local
community. The occasion was an outstanding success,
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with over 200 people joining the nominees in the
Ivanhoe civic centre. The Speaker joined with me to
honour the recipients. Ms Lidia Argondizzo, a member
for Templestowe Province in the other place, was also
in attendance, as were three local councillors. I would
like to thank the Banyule council and Ivanhoe East
Primary School, whose choir sang the national anthem
and closed the event with I Am Australian.

Budget: breakfast meeting
Mr LANGDON — The only sour note was the lack
of an apology from the Honourable Bill Forwood, a
member for Templestowe Province in the other place.
Members will recall that in the other house on 30 May
Mr Forwood challenged me to show where the
proceeds of my budget breakfast would go towards the
community. I can now advise this house and the
Honourable Bill Forwood that the budget breakfast
raised $1060. The cost of the function was $1057.
Therefore there was a total profit of $3, but that does
not include the certificates of appreciation, which I got
printed, and the time and efforts of my office et cetera.
It was an outstanding success. The community was
truly honoured, and it was a great pleasure to do it all.

Jon Reader
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I would like to congratulate
Senior Constable Jon Reader on all the work he is
doing for the Brimbank community. Senior Constable
Reader has been with Victoria Police for 25 years and
is committed to the Brimbank community. He started
the Street Surfer bus project, with one of its many trips
being to transport elderly Brimbank residents to the
Keilor cemetery to visit their spouses’ graves. He has
shaved his hair off to help raise money for children with
cancer, and he started a project asking residents to
donate Christmas gifts which were sent to Aboriginal
children in remote areas. He is also committed to the
youth in the area, and he is working hard to establish a
proper youth facility that could have drama and indoor
sporting activities within the Brimbank area.
Because of his work within the community Senior
Constable Reader has also been commended by
community organisations and presented with
certificates of support from the various organisations,
including the western suburbs gathering centre, which
is a centre that operates to help indigenous people in
our community. Jon Reader has been there supporting
that community as well. In all aspects it is
commendable to see a member of the police force who
spends a lot of his own time with wayward teenagers,
supporting them and being at evening functions with
his Street Surfer bus.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

J. J. Clancy Reserve, Kilmore: multipurpose
centre
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I rise to
congratulate the J. J. Clancy Reserve committee of
management, which has worked to improve local
amenities at the reserve over the last few years. We
have seen the football grounds and netball courts
upgraded with local community fundraising efforts and
support from Mitchell shire and the Bracks
government. Now that great teamwork has led to
$206 000 being granted from the Small Towns
Development Fund — as well as contributions from the
Mitchell shire and the local community again — to
construct a multipurpose centre for Kilmore. This new
centre will help provide a function room, changing
rooms and toilets, an office, a storeroom, a kitchen and
a kiosk at the J. J. Clancy Reserve.
The centre is going to be utilised by the Kilmore tennis
and netball clubs, but it has also received great support
from local residents and community groups who see a
need for growing the infrastructure in Kilmore as the
town grows. Those groups include the Kilmore Arts
Society, the Pretty Sally Classic Truck Club, the
Kilmore Dancing Group, Mitchell Community Health
Services and the local Lions and Rotary clubs.
The Small Town Development Fund allows growing
communities like Kilmore to meet the infrastructure
needs of residents and also allows other communities to
improve their infrastructure. I congratulate the shire
officers and councillors. I congratulate the committee of
management of the reserve as well and all those
involved in bringing together this great project.

EVIDENCE (DOCUMENT
UNAVAILABILITY) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 31 May; motion of
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General).
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The opposition will
support this bill. As the Attorney-General has noted in
the second-reading speech, this is a further bill in the
raft of legislation, led by the Crimes (Document
Destruction) Bill that was brought into the house earlier
this year, that has followed the Court of Appeal
decision in the McCabe tobacco case.
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What has to be said is that in that case the Court of
Appeal found that the solicitor involved in the
proceeding, while perhaps acting in a manner that was
of concern, did not act in a way that amounted to any
form of contumelious behaviour that would warrant the
defence of the client being struck out, and accordingly
the appeal was allowed. Given those facts, the
government has moved to clarify much of the common
law, certainly in relation to the first bill, which was the
Crimes (Destruction of Documents) Bill, which deals,
essentially, with creating a criminal offence of
deliberately destroying documents in the lead-up to a
court proceeding.
As I said at the time, that really took the common law a
little bit further. It is a contempt of court for any party,
but particularly a lawyer, to embark upon any course of
conduct that would destroy documents when it is
reasonably contemplated that those documents would
be required in litigation. But to put the question beyond
any doubt, this house passed the Crimes (Document
Destruction) Bill, and this is a second piece of
legislation that deals more with the aspects of the
proceedings in relation to civil matters where there is an
issue of a document that is no longer in existence.
A document can be unable to be used in court for a
variety of reasons. The deliberate destruction of a
document is certainly one of those reasons. A document
could be lost, it could be rendered unintelligible or it
could be no longer in the custody of a litigant, and there
have been third-party procedures to get those sorts of
relevant documents from a third party in relation to civil
proceedings for a considerable time. As I said, the bill
deals with documents that are no longer available for
those proceedings. Some of those events might be
deliberate, but they could go right through to being
negligent or just inadvertent. But where the documents
are not available, as the Attorney-General pointed out
in relation to fairness to all of the parties, particularly
when the documents are critical to the burden of proof
or to prove a particular fact that is in issue between the
parties, it can work a substantial unfairness for the
relevant parties.
There is a common-law rule — or certainly a rule of
equity — that the law has always recognised: it will
never allow a statute to be used as an instrument of
fraud, and indeed the common law has demonstrated a
great flexibility over the years to deal with inherent
unfairness between relevant parties.
This bill takes the next step, and the opposition supports
the government in taking that next step in providing a
court with a very wide discretion as to what can occur
as a result of those documents being unavailable. There
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are a number of considerations a court can take into
account, such as whether or not that unavailability is a
deliberate act on the part of one of the litigants or their
legal advisers, through to mere inadvertence or right
through to negligence or otherwise. All these matters
can be taken into account, together with how critical
those documents are in the proof of the particular case.
I remember when I was at the bar dealing with a case
that involved a guarantee which appeared to have been
deliberately destroyed by a relative of one of the
parties. One of the parties, it was alleged, had been a
party to the destruction of that guarantee document, and
of course under the provisions of the relevant law in
Victoria a guarantee needs to be in writing and a party
seeking to enforce a guarantee has to produce that
document in the court. But collateral evidence was able
to be produced as to what was contained in that
document and the reasons for the destruction and
unavailability of any other documents, and there was a
broad discussion, even a common law, there. But it is
always worthwhile in these cases, particularly after the
McCabe case, when these things came into sharp focus,
that this Parliament should act responsibly to reflect the
community’s concerns about such a case and be
prepared to set down and effectively — I cannot use the
word ‘codify’, because certainly the intention is not to
codify the law — provide statutory clarification as to
what rights court have.
I think it is important to note in that regard that it is not
a codification of the common law. It does not seek to
exclude any other discretions a court may otherwise
have in relation to documents, but merely extends that
common law and provides some degree of sharper
focus as to the considerations a court may take into
account. As to the remedies that can be enforced as a
result of a document being unavailable for the
proceeding, depending on the factual circumstances the
court can draw an adverse inference when a document
is unavailable.
As you would realise, Acting Speaker, from your
former life, an adverse inference in this context would
be merely the fact that if you are the party that is not,
for whatever reason, producing the document, there can
be an inference that you are not producing that
document for reasons that are nefarious. Therefore an
adverse inference can be drawn from the unavailability
of that document. That could mean presuming a fact in
dispute between the parties to be true in the absence of
evidence to the contrary, and if there is clear evidence
that it existed — for example, in the case I just referred
to, where there was a guarantee that was unable to be
produced in court — in accordance with the law, then
the parties are able to allege the truth of that particular
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document, notwithstanding the absence of any direct
evidence by virtue of documents.
Preventing certain evidence from being led merely
means it is an evidentiary step which means that neither
party can adduce evidence in relation to some
document or some fact that was contained in a
document or not contained in a document, and that
becomes inadmissible as evidence. Striking out all or
part of a defence or statement of claim is a fairly
draconian remedy, but certainly it is available. I would
suggest it was always available, certainly in the case of
contumelious behaviour, particularly when one of the
parties to litigation rather than their legal advisers may
have been directly involved in the destruction of a
document that must have been available, as would also
have been the reversing of the evidential burden of
proof.
Normally a party that is asserting a particular fact bears
the burden of proving it on the balance of probability,
and this can reverse the onus. As I said, these are
broad-ranging discretions. There are a number of
factors that the court can take into account — the
circumstances of the unavailability, the impact of the
unavailability on a proceeding, the burden that a
particular party has to endure and any other factors the
court considers relevant.
In all the circumstances the opposition supports this
legislation, as it focuses on matters which have been
around in the common law for a long time. However, it
certainly extends that common-law principle and gives
it a sharp focus by way of legislation.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — The
Nationals also support this bill. One of the basic
precepts in pursuing civil litigation is to get hold of the
other side’s documents as quickly as you can by the
process of discovery. It is an important aspect of
conducting civil litigation, because it gives a good
insight into the real depths of the facts which underpin
the case being put by the party or parties concerned.
In the proceedings in which I was involved over the
years I was invariably acting for the plaintiff, so it was
important to get hold of the documents of the
defendant, be it a company or an individual, particularly
with regard to work-related accidents. It was not so
important in relation to motor vehicle accidents and the
claims arising from them, but certainly with regard to
workplace accidents, obtaining those documents was an
imperative. More particularly, when you were involved
in civil litigation over commercial disputes of any sort,
shape or kind, acquisition of the other side’s documents
was an imperative.
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It was often the case that a factual situation which was
being put, whether in the form of answers to
interrogatories, the swearing of affidavits, preliminary
hearings or the other many mechanisms available in
pretrial hearings, could always be challenged if there
was access to documents which could tell a tale
contrary to that which was being outlined by way of
evidence in court. Of course to be able to produce a
document and put the content of that document to a
witness in the course of cross-examination to make a
point against their credit was of itself of enormous
importance.
As an aspect of that style of approach and of the value
of having access to documents one only has to have
regard to the process now unfolding in the current
environment effects statement panel hearing in Mildura.
The documents which in this instance have been
commissioned or developed by the government in
trying to make its case that Nowingi is the proper site
for the toxic waste dump in circumstances that are
replete with evidence to show that the case made by the
government has holes in it are an example of how
important it is to get hold of the other side’s
documentation.
It is with all that in mind that this legislation is now
before the house. It follows legislation of a similar
intent — the Crimes (Document Destruction) Bill —
which was passed by the Parliament in 2005 and
received royal assent on 4 April 2006. This legislation
is about similar sorts of issues, but against the setting of
civil proceedings.
The essence of this legislation is that parties to a civil
proceeding cannot conduct themselves in a manner
whereby they unilaterally destroy documents that are
relevant to that proceeding simply to deprive the
opposition of the appropriate capacity to be able to
view them, examine them in their totality and then use
them at trial, should it be appropriate to do so. The
general thrust of the legislation is to place a severe onus
upon the party who is in possession of such
documentation to produce it. In the event that the
documentation cannot be produced without appropriate
explanation, the court is empowered to draw all sorts of
inferences against the interests of the party who is the
wrongdoer, and the legislation sets out a range of
outcomes which can occur as a result of those
considerations being taken into account.
There are definitions which go to the meaning of the
‘unavailability’ of a document. It is an interesting
expression to use in a legislative sense. I do not know
that I have seen the expression ‘unavailability’
previously enshrined in legislation. Be that as it may,
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we have it now. What that clearly indicates is that the
effect of the legislation is broad reaching, because it
touches upon documentation that is or has been but is
no longer in the possession, custody or power of a party
to a legal proceeding. The definition also applies where
a document has been destroyed, disposed of, lost,
concealed or rendered illegible, undecipherable — I
wonder whether that should be ‘indecipherable’ — or
incapable of identification, whether it was before or
after the commencement of the proceeding. So the
breadth of the definition of ‘unavailability’ is extensive.
The legislation goes on to recite that a court can then
make a ruling or an order, and there are graduated steps
to be taken by the court if it so desires to effectively
punish the party who is guilty of not complying with
the usual rules governing the availability of
documentation. In the end, appropriately, the party who
is involved in any skulduggery is made completely
culpable by the court. I think this will work very well
by ensuring that anybody who wants to engage in this
sort of nefarious activity is subject to the appropriate
punishments.
If you are going to have a legal system in the civil
jurisdiction that functions fairly for all the parties that
are involved, then it is appropriate that the rules of
court — including, very importantly, providing access
to relevant documentation — are complied with. I do
not think anybody is going to have any sympathy for a
party that conducts itself — or in the case of an
individual, conducts himself or herself — in a manner
that leads to the deliberate destruction of documents
that ought properly be the subject of consideration by
the court and may potentially have a very significant
influence upon the outcome of the proceeding which is
being tried. Powers of a similar nature are being
extended to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal.
I think the suite of measures in this legislation are very
sensible and will serve the purpose of better ensuring
that when parties come before the court they receive the
appropriate treatment and fair trial which the cause of
their claim requires.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — It is a great pleasure
to speak in support of the Evidence (Document
Unavailability) Bill. This bill follows on from the
Crimes (Document Destruction) Bill, which was
enacted in April this year. That legislation of course
created a new criminal offence when documents are
destroyed to prevent their use as evidence in judicial
proceedings. This bill clarifies the powers of the courts
and the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal to
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intervene in civil proceedings where relevant
documents are unavailable.
It should be noted that both pieces of legislation have
been introduced in response to the Rolah McCabe case.
In that case Rolah McCabe brought a claim for
damages against British American Tobacco. She had
terminal lung cancer and claimed that this had been
caused by smoking the cigarettes of that company.
In that case Justice Eames found that British American
Tobacco had destroyed documents relevant to the case
and as a consequence of that struck out BAT’s defence,
and the jury awarded Rolah McCabe damages of
$700 000.
Unfortunately that was overturned by the Court of
Appeal; hence this legislation today. This bill makes
absolutely clear that judges have a broad judicial
discretion to ensure there is a fair outcome between
parties in civil proceedings. I should note in passing
that judges have always had that discretion — the
discretion to make sure that in trials the proceedings
between parties are fair and that they can intervene
where the conduct of either of the parties means there is
likely to be an unfair outcome. That is reinforced by the
rules of civil procedure. As an example I refer to the
Rockwell Machine Tool case in 1968, in which Sir
Robert Megarry, VC, said that solicitors must take
positive steps:
to ensure that their clients appreciate at an early stage of the
litigation, promptly after writ issued, not only the duty of
discovery and its width but also the importance of not
destroying documents which might by any possibility have to
be disclosed.

This bill clarifies the common-law powers of the courts
and the possible consequences for parties who destroy
or fail to produce documents relevant to civil litigation,
whether that occurs prior to or after the commencement
of the proceedings.
Clause 4 of this bill inserts new section 89A into the
Evidence Act. It provides a broad definition of when a
document is unavailable, both before and after the
commencement of proceedings. To summarise, new
section 89A provides that:
… a document is unavailable in a civil proceeding if —
(a) the document is, or has been but is no longer, in the
possession, custody or power of a party to the civil
proceeding; and
(b) the document has been destroyed, disposed of, lost,
concealed or rendered illegible, undecipherable or
incapable of identification …
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New section 89B inserted by the bill provides that when
a document is unavailable in a civil proceeding the
court or the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal may make any ruling or order it considers
necessary to ensure fairness to all parties, either on its
own motion or on the application of a party. In effect
the bill allows the court or VCAT to make an order or
ruling which can do a number of things. As examples, it
can draw an adverse inference from the unavailability
of the document; it can presume that a fact in dispute
between the parties is true in the absence of evidence to
the contrary; it can prevent certain evidence from being
led; it can strike out all or parts of a defence or a
statement of claim; or, finally, it can reverse the burden
of proof. Further on the bill outlines a range of
considerations which the court or VCAT must take into
account in exercising its judicial discretion.
We need to note that the bill essentially reinforces the
role of our judges in ensuring a fair trial. It also sends a
clear message to both plaintiffs and defendants in civil
proceedings that by their conduct parties cannot do
anything to prejudice a fair trial. That is a crucial point.
If they go about destroying or concealing documents,
there will be consequences for doing that. We can see
that these consequences are being felt around the world.
In the famous Enron case in the United States Arthur
Andersen, the accounting firm, was found guilty of
having obstructed the course of justice by shredding
documents and deleting computer files. That had very
severe consequences for Arthur Andersen because it
went out of business in the United States.
The message from both that case and the Rolah
McCabe case is very simple. Every organisation, every
corporation in this state from this date forward will
have to make sure that they have proper document
management and retention policies to comply with the
law. It will no longer be good enough to say that a
document has been lost, it will no longer be good
enough for a company to destroy documents in
anticipation that they might be subject to litigation and
that those documents might prejudice their case in a
trial. Such documents will have to be preserved, be
available to the opposition in a case, and be available to
the court, and if they are not available to the court then
the judge in the court or VCAT will have the power to
make certain rulings on the unavailability of that
evidence. That is entirely appropriate.
For those who might say that these requirements on
corporations and organisations are unreasonable, I
simply make the observation that both individuals and
companies now under the Social Security Act, the
Income Tax Assessment Act, and indeed the recently
passed WorkChoices legislation have to keep
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documents for up to seven years. Likewise, under this
legislation they will have to develop proper document
retention policies and make sure documents are
available for the purpose of litigation if they want to
avoid having adverse inferences drawn or rulings made
by a judge on the unavailability of those documents.
We are setting some very high standards for parties to
litigation to act in a way that does not prejudice a fair
trial and a fair outcome. In passing I note that the
actions of British American Tobacco and Clayton Utz
ensured that in her lifetime Rolah McCabe did not get
justice, which I think was a disgrace and does not
reflect well on either of those parties. But I think that if
she could see what was happening now, Rolah McCabe
would see that in the end justice has been done, because
this government has introduced legislation that will
ensure that what happened to Rolah McCabe cannot be
repeated in this state. I hope that even though they were
denied justice and the damages that were due in that
case, her family will draw some comfort from the fact
that in the future similar plaintiffs will not be in a
position where they are denied justice as a result of the
absence of documents.
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The bill will enhance the ability of the courts to deal
more fairly and fully with the matters before them by
giving discretionary powers to judicial officers to
address the unavailability of documents in the lead-up
to and after the commencement of proceedings. It is
certainly intended to provide discretion that can be
exercised where an adverse inference can be drawn as a
result of certain documents being unavailable or where
a fact in dispute can be presumed where evidence to the
contrary is not presented. Quite clearly this is in
response to the most tragic of cases surrounding Rolah
McCabe. This bill hopefully will see that that situation
never repeats itself in a court in Victoria.
These discretionary powers have been designed with
the intention of upholding the vital function of our
courts to deal with proceedings fairly and fully. Above
all else this will ensure that the public’s confidence in
our judicial courts and in our laws is maintained and
that people whose sole intention is to avoid a fair
outcome by causing the absence of materials or
documentation which can be used as evidence are not
successful. I wish this bill a speedy passage through
Parliament.

In passing I congratulate Professor Sallman for his
excellent report, which paved the way for this
legislation to be brought before the house. I also
congratulate the Attorney-General for having the
courage to introduce this legislation and to place the
highest standards on those who are parties to litigation.
I look forward to the commencement of this legislation,
together with the original legislation passed in April
which made it a criminal offence to destroy documents.
That will mean that parties to litigation will get a much
fairer trial in the future. I commend the bill to the
house.

Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — I also rise to make
a contribution in support of the Evidence (Document
Unavailability) Bill. I had the honour and privilege of
speaking on a previous, related bill, the Crimes
(Document Destruction) Act, in April, and I will just
reinforce something I said back then. When the ruling
awarding costs to the McCabe family as plaintiffs was
overturned by a higher court, there was absolute
devastation across most of the Victorian community
because of the total unfairness of that decision, given
the issues involved in the destruction and subsequent
unavailability of documents.

Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I wish to make a
contribution to the Evidence (Document Unavailability)
Bill. The bill, which amends the Evidence Act and the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act, comes
on the heels of the Crimes (Document Destruction) Bill
which was passed earlier this year. It clarifies the
powers of courts and tribunals to intervene in civil
proceedings where documents that are pertinent to
proceedings are not available.

I wholeheartedly support this bill, and I have talked
about it with many constituents across the Hastings
electorate. What it does, in conjunction with the other
legislation I mentioned, is to bring into focus the need
to ensure that all the relevant acts we have — in this
case the Evidence Act and the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act — have powers to look at
the issue of intervening in civil proceedings where
relevant documents are unavailable, whether before or
after the commencement of proceedings.

Previous speakers explained fully the circumstances
under which this bill has come before the house. I also
wish to congratulate the Attorney-General for taking
clear steps to redress the failures of the past in terms of
the ability of certain corporations to avoid fair justice
before the courts. This is certainly a bill that puts paid
to that situation.

The discretionary powers given to VCAT in this
instance, enabling it to draw the best inference from the
unavailability of a document, presume a fact in dispute
between the parties to be true in the absence of
evidence to the contrary, prevent certain evidence from
being led, strike out all or parts of a defence or a
statement of claim, or reverse the burden of proof, are
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about making sure that when it comes to a case like this
the absence of documents where it is seen that the
documentation has been removed will not impact on it.
I wish this bill a speedy passage through the house.

down its report on its inquiry into the administration of
justice offences. The report recommended the
introduction of an offence of document destruction and
the introduction of a criminal penalty for this behaviour.

Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I am also pleased to
speak in support of the Evidence (Document
Unavailability) Bill 2006. As we have seen this bill
complements a piece of legislation which was
introduced during the spring session in 2005 and passed
earlier this year and which created a new criminal
offence relating to the destruction of documents to
prevent their use as evidence in any judicial
proceedings. This bill extends that to incorporate civil
actions in courts. It basically seeks to do the same thing
as the previous piece of legislation, which is to ensure
that our judicial system is fair and transparent for all
Victorians.

That advice was further reinforced by eminent legal
counsel, Professor Peter Sallman, who gave a similar
recommendation in May 2004. The Parliament has now
passed the Crimes (Document Destruction) Bill, and it
received royal assent on 4 April. However, as an
adjunct to the introduction of the criminal offence of
document destruction Crown Counsel Peter Sallman
also recommended the introduction of a new statutory
provision to apply in civil litigation to provide judicial
officers with the discretionary powers to ensure that
litigants are not disadvantaged by document
destruction.

As has been stated, this has arisen as a result of the
Rolah McCabe tobacco case. Unfortunately Rolah did
not live long enough to see these two pieces of
legislation introduced into Parliament, but I am sure she
would be very pleased to see that what happened to her
could not happen to anybody else.
I will also give a bit of a plug to the firm of Slater and
Gordon. It spent many years on this case, and I am not
sure that it received any funding for it. It was involved
in it from the beginning. It stuck with that family and
with the principles that were involved in the case. I
think all the parties involved, including the McCabe
family, were incredibly resilient throughout all of this.
I also pay tribute to the Attorney-General for
introducing this legislation. I think as a government we
have passed some very strong legislation, all with the
intention of strengthening the judicial system in this
state. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to support the
Evidence (Document Unavailability) Bill 2006. In
doing so I recall the speech I made in February in
support of a bill with a similar genesis to this, that of
course being the Crimes (Document Destruction) Bill,
which the government introduced in response to the
McCabe tobacco case.
Members are well aware of and well versed in the
details of that tragic case, which I do not need to
canvass today. However, following the conclusion of
that case it was clear to many people, including
members of this house, that there were a number of
deficiencies in the law relating to the destruction of
documents by civil litigants. In response, in June 2004
the parliamentary Law Reform Committee handed

This legislation gives effect to the recommendation of
Professor Sallman and will operate to ameliorate the
effects of criminal document destruction. When a
document is ruled as having been made unavailable a
court or the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal may make any ruling or order considered
necessary to restore fairness to the parties. Without
limiting the court’s existing powers, the bill provides
additional powers whereby a court may draw an
adverse inference from the unavailability of the
document, presume a fact in the absence of evidence to
the contrary, prevent certain evidence from being led,
strike out all or part of a defence or statement of claim
and indeed even reverse the burden of proof.
These are obviously significant and far-reaching
powers. However, in the community’s view document
destruction is a very serious issue, and we should bear
in mind that these discretionary powers only come into
play when document destruction has occurred. It is not
the government’s expectation that the measures in this
bill will lead to litigants, particularly large corporations,
undertaking wholesale or detrimental changes to their
document retention policies. It is our understanding that
modern corporations — indeed I would argue it is their
responsibility if they are to operate effectively —
already need exemplary document-retention policies. If
we look to the extraordinary provisions of the
WorkChoices legislation, we can see the very onerous
recordkeeping and management procedures required
under that act.
Under WorkChoices employers are required to keep
daily attendance records, including starting and
stopping times, for all employees, including the chief
executive officer, for up to seven years. I would argue
that that is quite an extraordinary requirement. By
contrast, the approach contained in this bill and its
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criminal counterpart, the Crimes (Document
Destruction) Act, is reasonable and measured but robust
enough to send a very clear and unambiguous message
about what the view of this Parliament is in relation to
this form of activity.
As the tragedy of the McCabe case has demonstrated,
cases will always emerge that put our legal system to
the test. However, we can assure the people of Victoria
that they can have confidence that the Bracks
government, in particular the Attorney-General, is
committed to the ongoing reform of our legal system. I
acknowledge that there is bipartisan support for this
bill. This bill and the Crimes (Document Destruction)
Act send a very clear message to individuals and
corporations — simply put, you cannot destroy
evidence in either criminal or civil trials. These two
bills bring to fruition a very important reform that arose
from that very, very tragic case of Rolah McCabe. This
brings to a close a loophole that was quite
inappropriately exploited by a major corporation to the
detriment of an individual.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank all
members for their support of this very important piece
of legislation. As the member for Richmond has said,
this legislation combined with the Crimes (Document
Destruction) Act, which was introduced in the spring
sitting last year, forms a package response to the Court
of Appeal decision in the McCabe tobacco case.
Anyone who followed that case would know it was
quite tragic, and there are some ramifications in relation
to that taking place right around the world.
An article on whistleblower Fred Gulson and the steps
he took to challenge one of the world’s largest tobacco
giants appeared in the Australian Financial Review in
June. There are cases taking place; proceedings have
been initiated right around the world in relation to big
tobacco companies. People are taking action against
those companies for the harm that has been caused by
their product. It is also true to say that those tobacco
companies have in the past used, and I expect still
continue to use, every legal avenue open to them,
technical or otherwise, to either hide or refuse to release
documents, and we also know of a so-called
‘document-retention policy’ which was really a
document-destruction policy aimed at ensuring that
documents were not discoverable, thereby cheating
particular plaintiffs out of a fair trial. It has been a sad
and sorry saga in our legal history, not just in Victoria
but also in other parts of the world, in particular in the
United States of America.
The legislation that we have introduced here in Victoria
will certainly clarify the powers of the courts and the
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Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal to
intervene in civil proceedings where relevant
documents are unavailable, whether before or after the
commencement of those proceedings. Both this bill and
the new criminal offence will commence on
1 September.
As I said with the Crimes (Document Destruction) Bill,
destroying relevant evidence seriously undermines the
fairness of court proceedings. This legislation marks an
important step in further enhancing public confidence
in the administration of justice in Victoria. I am very
pleased to be sponsoring this legislation through the
house. I am also pleased that it has received bipartisan
support. It is an important piece of legislation.
I also want to take this opportunity to congratulate the
members of Rolah McCabe’s family for their guts and
determination in pursuing this matter on her behalf. No
doubt it was a very traumatic and costly experience for
them. I also want to take the opportunity to congratulate
the law firm that took up the cudgels on behalf of Rolah
McCabe, Slater and Gordon. I believe Peter Gordon
went through an enormous amount of angst in relation
to this matter. He followed it through to its legal
conclusion here in Victoria and then he sought leave to
appeal to the High Court of Australia. I know it caused
him personally an enormous amount of angst,
frustration and, no doubt, heartache as well. I hope this
legislation, together with the Crimes (Document
Destruction) Bill, go some way towards addressing
what he and Rolah McCabe’s family saw as substantial
injustices along their very painful path, which
ultimately led to the tragic death of Rolah McCabe.
With those few words I thank all members for
supporting this bill, and I certainly wish it a speedy
passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 1 June; motion of
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services).
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Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rise to join the debate
on the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Amendment) Bill. First I would like to thank the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services for
organising the briefing and the staff who put it together.
From the outset I say that the Liberal Party will be
supporting this legislation. It is important, and we
welcome it.
The purpose of the bill is to enhance the legislative
provisions to deter and reduce illicit drug manufacture,
supply and use in Victoria. The types of illicit
substances being manufactured and supplied in
quantities are increasingly sophisticated synthetic
designer drugs. As a result legislation requires constant
review and amendment to ensure our laws remain
relevant and effective to properly deal with the illicit
drug trade in Victoria.
The background to this bill is that the illicit drug trade
operates in an ever-evolving marketplace, particularly
since the introduction and widespread supply and use of
amphetamine and methamphetamine-based designer
drugs such as ecstasy. Technological advances now
allow the manufacture of such designer drugs on a
small, fragmented scale, and this has led to the rapid
growth of clandestine backyard laboratories largely
producing amphetamines and ecstasy in tablet form. A
major requirement of these clandestine drug
manufacturing laboratories is the use of pill presses that
turn powdered substances into tablets, thereby allowing
easier and wider distribution. One of the main purposes
of this bill is to deal with the issue of pill presses.
All the ministers for police met in October 2005. This
bill connects with legislation in other states to try to
make sure we have a fully united front with the
commonwealth to control the importation and sale of
pill presses. The bill makes it an offence to possess a
pill press without lawful excuse. It establishes an
offence of possessing a tablet or pill press without
lawful excuse. Use in the legitimate pharmaceutical,
chemical and food industries will be regulated. In other
words, we are not stopping manufacturers who in the
normal process of their business bring in pill presses so
that they can produce their products legally. I will come
back and detail one of the problems we have with the
second-hand pill presses that are going to be disposed
of by pharmaceutical or food companies.
The bill creates an offence of possessing a prescribed
precursor chemical, which is what are used to create
drugs such as ecstasy. The exact range of precursor
chemicals will be determined by regulation in
consultation with industry stakeholders to reduce the
impact on the legitimate use of such chemicals. We
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have accepted in good faith that the minister and the
Department of Justice will work with industry to ensure
that the level of what is an acceptable range of
precursor chemicals is fair.
The bill explicitly creates the offence of an adult
supplying drugs to a child for the purpose of that child
trafficking to an adult. Currently it is an offence to
supply drugs to a child for sale on to another child but
not to an adult. That is a small loophole that the
department felt needed to be addressed. We have no
problems with that; we think that is good.
Schedule eleven of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances Act 1981, which lists the types and
quantities of illegal drugs for personal use, trafficking
and commercial supply, is amended to include newly
developed drugs and the relevant quantities in which
they are traded. In particular a new class of designer
drugs is introduced. The bill specifies the large
commercial quantities in which they are supplied.
The threshold possession quantity of pseudoephedrine,
used in over-the-counter, non-prescription cold and flu
tablets such as Codral, is reduced to 10 grams or the
equivalent of 14 packs of such medication. I will come
back to that point too. The members for Benalla and
Mornington and I were on the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee. We brought down a report in
May 2004 about this issue, and I want to come back to
it.
The main provisions also cover the number of plants
that can be used as an alternative to weight for
determining the quantity of opium poppies in an
individual’s possession. The bill allows for multiple
quantities of illicit drugs in diluted form to be
aggregated to determine that an offender is in
possession of a commercial quantity, which is currently
the case for illicit drugs in a pure form.
The bill amends the principal act to take into account
the increased incidence of the hydroponic cultivation of
cannabis. It also allows unsworn police to possess drugs
in their job, including for transport, storage, analysis
and destruction thereby, freeing up valuable sworn
police resources for front-line police duties. Police will
be able to immediately destroy illicit drugs or
substances which are deemed to be volatile and
potentially explosive. That was always an interesting
problem for Victoria Police.
Police will be provided with the power to destroy
clandestine amphetamine laboratories which are
deemed to pose a serious health risk to the community.
Drugs can be destroyed or disposed of without a court
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warrant where an expert analyst or botanist determines
this to be required for health and safety reasons. The
possession of poppy seeds will be decriminalised, due
to their extensive use as a food substance or ingredient.
The commencement of provisions in relation to
precursor chemicals will be October 2007 to allow for
consultation in the development of the relevant
regulations, which I referred to earlier.
The only concern we raised in our briefing — and we
have been given assurances that the states and the
ministers will address this — was that the regulation of
possession by way of licence or permission to import a
pill press will apply only to new pill presses. We
understand that, but we are concerned about what
happens to the second-hand pill press once it has
outlived its usefulness or it may have been damaged in
some way at the plant. It can be on-sold to someone
else, and we ask the government to consider
introducing a regulation on how to get rid of that pill
press. If it is being sold to another company which is
caught up by the regulations, that is fine, but if it is
being sold to a smaller operator that may have reasons
for using that pill press apart from a legitimate
pharmaceutical reason, then we would ask questions
about the use of that pill press. Some people may argue
that we are going overboard with red tape with regard
to pill presses, but I suspect that it is something we need
to be very mindful of, so we are supporting it.
I mentioned earlier that in May 2004 the government’s
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee conducted an
inquiry into amphetamine and party drug use in
Victoria. The members for Mornington and Benalla
were involved in that inquiry. The member for
Mornington and I were very concerned about a report
that was provided by Victoria Police. We wanted
Victoria Police to give us information about how it sees
party drugs and about what was actually happening in
Victoria. We felt that it was important for Victoria
Police to give us this information without fear or
favour. Unfortunately this turned out to be a political
issue because the secretary of the Department of
Premier and Cabinet, Mr Terry Moran, prevented all
government departments from directly making
submissions to joint parliamentary committees of the
Victorian Parliament. That directive instructed
departments to first provide their submissions to their
minister for vetting and approval before sending them
to the Department of Premier and Cabinet for further
vetting and approval.
In issuing this directive Mr Moran claimed that he was
simply following a precedent established by the
Kennett government, but we dispute that. What
particularly disturbed us was that although we wanted
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the information from Victoria Police to be full and
frank, the directive that Terry Moran handed down
included Victoria Police and not just the Department of
Justice, the Department of Primary Industries and the
Department of Education and Training. We thought the
inclusion of Victoria Police was a ridiculous
interpretation of the protocols. What happened was that
there was political intervention by the government in
the response Victoria Police was to give to the
committee. What was of real concern was an email that
actually confirmed this political interference and that
Victoria Police had had to change its original
submission before it came to our committee. We
obtained the information under freedom of information,
and there was a difference between what was handed
into the committee and what had actually been
proposed in the first case.
The committee’s inquiry was into amphetamine and
party drug use in Victoria, so it was important that we
had that information. I note in the minority report that
Mr Cooper asked Superintendent Ditchburn whether
the Victoria Police submission had been changed in any
way from the original. Superintendent Ditchburn said
that it had not. As the member for Scoresby, I then
asked Superintendent Ditchburn why certain answers
had been removed from the draft response which had
been prepared. Unfortunately the situation deteriorated
to the point where the committee used its numbers to
rule a number of our requests out of order.
But this committee was important, and it brought down
a number of important recommendations, including a
recommendation:
… to insert a new offence of possession without lawful
excuse of an amount to be specified of precursor chemicals
and associated apparatus/equipment used for the manufacture
of illicit drugs.

We see that has now been brought into the legislation,
and we welcome it. Another recommendation was an
amendment to:
… the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 to
reduce the dilute quantities for pseudoephedrine to be in line
with the current amphetamine and methylamphetamine
commercial quantities. This would assist in combating
pseudoephedrine diversion from pharmacies.

When we talk to the police, we hear that one of the real
issues they face every day is with younger people who
go around chemist shopping. They buy Codral and flu
tablets and are then able to sell them for more than they
purchased them for. These tablets are then used for
cooking up illegal drugs which are then sold.
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The New South Wales experience is very similar to that
in Victoria. An article in the Daily Telegraph reports
that when a pill press is purchased it is capable of
making up to 3000 ecstasy tablets in an hour. These pill
presses can be bought on the Internet or imported
without any questions asked by federal authorities.
Police say that the machinery brought in from the
United States and China for as little as US$4000, or
AU$5322, is resold in Australia on eBay or through the
Trading Post at up to eight times its original price.
Someone brings in a pill press from China or the United
States for $5000; it can then be sold locally for
$40 0000. That is why the minister in this case is right
to bring in this legislation so that we can get greater
control over these pill presses being brought into
Victoria.
There are people who specialise in making a profit just
out of bringing these pill presses into this country. It
provides easy access to these pill presses which feeds
the growing Australian MDMA manufacturing market
with decreasing illegal imports from the Netherlands
and Belgium. That is also one of the reasons for a drop
in the number of methylamphetamine seed labs, with
more manufacturers moving to the MDMA market.
Some of these drug dealers now find it more profitable
and easier to make the drugs here in Victoria, rather
than risk being caught at a port or airport when they
bring them in from the Netherlands or Belgium.
I noticed with interest that a report that came out in early
April stated that over the past 18 months Victoria Police
had busted nearly 50 drug laboratories in Victoria and
that the use of amphetamine-based drugs was out of
control. The new regulations brought in on 1 April
restrict the sale of tablets containing pseudoephedrine,
and that restriction has again been picked up in the bill.
It is disappointing to find that children are found in the
vicinity of so many of those labs. It is quite
extraordinary that people can put a family into a rented
house and use the garage or shed at the back. They are
cheap and nasty issues. A report of the Australian Crime
Commission shows that in 2004–05 a total of almost
7000 kilograms of cannabis was seized by Australian
law enforcement officers and that it remains the most
widely used illicit drug of cultivation and is prolific in
all states.
The member for Benalla will be most interested to hear
that in country Victoria in the past 18 months more than
50 illegal drug laboratories have been uncovered. It is a
clear message that it does not matter which part of
Victoria you are in. Labs have been uncovered at
Benalla, Ballarat, Christmas Hills, Cranbourne, Foster
North, Golden Square, the Grampians, Horsham,
Macedon, Mildura, Moe, Numurkah, Ocean Grove and
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Robinvale. So it is not something that is based just in
the city; it is a statewide activity. It makes the policing
very hard when there is such a widespread problem.
I guess the one that was more concerning to me was the
clandestine drug laboratory which was capable of
producing about $1 million worth of amphetamines per
week which was uncovered near a suburban school.
When police were involved in the underworld war that
was going on, they came across that lab. It just makes
you wonder. Any rented house and any shop that is not
being used is a place they can be used for producing
those drugs.
On that note, as I said, the Liberal Party is supporting
this legislation. It has agreement right around the state.
It is good to see that the states are working
cooperatively with the commonwealth to ensure that
when pill presses are coming in from overseas they are
strictly regulated and that the laws are enforced. We
just ask that the sale of second-hand pill presses be
taken into consideration.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I rise to speak on the
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Amendment) Bill and start by thanking the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services for organising a
briefing for me and the staff of the department for
providing that briefing. Like the member for Scoresby I
would like to draw on my experience as a member of
the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee and our
work on the inquiry into amphetamines and so-called
party drugs in particular because it provides a firm basis
on which to understand the background to some of the
components of the bill.
A number of components of the bill arise directly from
the recommendations of the committee’s 2004 report,
Inquiry into Amphetamine and ‘Party Drug’ Use in
Victoria. As the member for Scoresby mentioned, that
inquiry was particularly demanding for the staff and
researchers in putting together the information. The
report ended up with over 1400 pages of information
and 89 recommendations. Those recommendations
cover a range of categories, including not only the law,
policing, law enforcement and supply control but also
education and training, information provision, harm
minimisation and harm reduction, as well as a number
of other issues in rural and regional Victoria in
particular, which I will come back to.
Like the members for Scoresby and Mornington I had a
problem with the restriction on information coming
from Victoria Police. The member for Scoresby has
detailed that concern. I put in a separate minority report
expressing my concern on that matter.
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Looking at the bill per se, as has been mentioned by the
member for Scoresby, it is a bill:
… to amend the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Act 1981 in relation to definitions and offences … in Part V
of that Act, the scheduling of drugs in Schedule Eleven to that
Act, search warrants, the disposal or destruction of drugs of
dependence and other things in certain circumstances and to
provide for authorised police employees to perform specified
functions under the Act and for other purposes.

There are particular aspects of the bill that I wish to
summarise. First I highlight that the bill makes it a
criminal offence to possess a tablet press without lawful
excuse. Again, the member for Scoresby has detailed
that component of the bill. It focuses on attempting to
give greater legal powers to the police to be able to shut
down and prevent the operation of clandestine labs.
That particular component of the bill relates to
recommendations 20 and 27 of the committee’s inquiry
into amphetamines and party drugs.
Another component of the bill, relating to the
possession of a prescribed precursor chemical at or
above a prescribed quantity, is included in
recommendation 20 of the report of the inquiry into
amphetamines and party drugs. The other key
component where a criminal offence will exist is in
supplying a drug to a child for the purposes of that child
trafficking it to an adult. It covers a loophole.
Previously it was illegal to sell or give a drug to a child
to give or sell to another child, but for some reason
giving or providing drugs to children to sell on to adults
was not covered. So that is fixing a loophole.
Schedule eleven prescribes drugs and classes of drugs
that are illegal and lists quantities which are deemed to
be for personal use, trafficking and commercial use. As
noted previously, in the example of pseudoephedrine
the threshold now specified has been reduced from
20 grams to 10 grams, which is the equivalent of
14 packets of off-the-shelf pseudoephedrine.
The bill covers another loophole by ensuring the
inclusion of hydroponically grown cannabis, with the
definition of narcotic plants including cuttings with or
without roots. The bill also enables unsworn police
employees in the course of their duty to possess drugs
for transport or for examination and storage. I will
come back to that in a moment in relation to the
consultation that we had with the Police Association on
that.
Another key component of the bill is the extension of
the circumstances in which drugs and equipment can be
destroyed in situ, to cover the extremely dangerous
situations under which clandestine drug laboratories
often operate. Finally, there is an element of
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commonsense in this bill in that it decriminalises the
possession of poppy seeds. So all of us who like poppy
seeds on our lunchtime bread rolls can breathe easy,
knowing that we are not committing a criminal offence
any more.
In relation to the consultation that I had in preparing for
this bill, I spoke particularly with the Police
Association, which has indicated its support. Paul
Mullett, the secretary of the Police Association, spoke
to me recently when we were at the opening of the
Myrtleford police station. I should say that having the
police station opened by the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services and the Chief Commissioner of
Police was a great thing for Myrtleford. We welcomed
that and the following day we also welcomed the
opening of the police station at Mount Hotham.
I ask the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
not to stop there but to be aware that if we are going to
have effective policing in places where there can be
problems with drug abuse and drug trafficking, which
unfortunately includes the snowfields, then we should
look at the provision of a more appropriate police
station at Mount Buller, which, according to local
police who man Mount Buller, is totally unsatisfactory
and therefore impinges on their ability to effectively
control the illegal trafficking of drugs.
The support from the Police Association for the use of
unsworn police employees was conditional. In its letter
the Police Association said that it supports:
… the notion of unsworn police employees being authorised
to possess drugs for the purposes of performing certain
administrative functions that are being performed by sworn
police personnel … we need to be assured that this authority
does not, through legislative amendment, extend to other core
functions undertaken by sworn police personnel.

So the association’s support is conditional, and I know
that the background to that conditional support from
Paul Mullett is that the association has concerns about
understaffing and a lack of police on the beat out there
keeping an eye on the drug traffickers and gathering the
evidence to bring them to justice. There is a concern
that a quick fix for that shortage of police on the beat is
to use more unsworn police personnel.
The other feedback I had was from the Crime Victims
Support Association. It is supportive of the contents of
the bill:
… we agree with the principle that any type of machinery,
press and chemicals and so on that are found in Victoria with
people who have no lawful means of use for such should be
severely prosecuted.
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The association’s view is, though, that the penalties of
up to 600 penalty units and five years in jail are grossly
inadequate for criminals who ruin the lives of many
younger and older people in our society. So the
contents of the bill have the support — albeit with
comments and conditions — of the people I have
consulted with.
I return to the experience I have gained on the Drugs
and Crime Prevention Committee. It has become clear
to me that there is no illicit drug that is safe. Even in
their purest form, drugs that are perceived by many to
be safe, such as ecstasy, are not. That came up in our
inquiry. It came from world-renowned research
scientists who made the comment that upon the taking
of a drug such as ecstasy there is immediate rewiring of
the brain. People who think that a drug such as ecstasy
is safe, even in its purest form, are wrong. Equally with
cannabis there is mounting evidence that it can cause
mental and emotional damage, particularly if there are
predisposing mental health problems in those people.
The other thing about drugs, and particularly the drugs
that are being put together in clandestine labs, is that
they are often not pure: there is contamination that is
either intentional or unintentional. Other serious drugs
like GBH and ketamines may be included in what are
notionally perceived to be the relatively soft drugs such
as ecstasy. The message is that there are no safe drugs,
and therefore everything we can do to toughen up on
the traffickers and the providers and producers of these
drugs must be supported. I would challenge anyone in
the community or in the Parliament to say to me that
they, their friends, their family or friends of their family
have not been touched at some stage by drugs and that
they could not comment on the terrible consequences
for people exposed to drugs.
The Nationals support all tough measures against drug
traffickers and pushers. We believe that in addition to
implementing the changes in this bill the government
must continue to implement other recommendations put
forward by the committee when it inquired into
amphetamines and party drugs. In particular, from a rural
perspective, there were 9 or 10 recommendations that
sought to have increased support for dealing with drug
problems in rural Victoria. Those recommendations
included having an overall strategy.
Secondly there was a recommendation that there should
be a separate strategy for rural and regional Victoria and
that rural and regional people should be involved in the
development of that strategy. There were also
recommendations that specific drug withdrawal and
rehabilitation services should be established in country
Victoria. I know we have one at Benalla — Odyssey
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House, which is very helpful — but it is under pressure
funding-wise. We must continue to support the
establishment of more of those premises to help people
who have taken the risk of taking drugs and have paid a
price.
Another series of recommendations was aimed at
making it easier to recruit trained people and retain
them in country Victoria, recognising that since it is
often difficult for professionals to live and stay in
country Victoria — whether they be professionals with
drug treatment experience or general health experience
or professionals in any area — they need to be
supported and encouraged.
The Nationals recognise the importance of the
intentions of this legislation and the clauses that will
enable the police to more effectively administer the
legislation and bring traffickers and drug pushers to
justice. The Nationals will not be opposing the bill.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — It is a pleasure
for me to join this debate as another former member of
the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee of the
Parliament. It is a fairly exclusive club, and it looks as
if the majority of the speakers on this bill will be
members of it. I also note the support of the Liberal
Party for this legislation and the indication from The
Nationals that they will not be opposing it.
It is very clear that one of the hallmark legislative and
program strengths of this government is its multifaceted
attack on the scourge of drugs. One of its successes has
been the impact that the combination of improved
enforcement, education programs, deterrence and
rehabilitation has had on so-called hot-spot areas.
Certainly my electorate of Footscray is testimony to
that. We have seen a progressive reduction in the
number of drug offences over successive years,
increased resources going to community-based
programs and clear indications that the number of users,
the severity of issues and the community impact are
reducing all the time. However, we are dealing with an
issue that changes as drug habits and consumption
patterns, if you like, change and as offenders seek
different ways to avoid apprehension.
It has been pointed out to the government that Australia
wide there are approximately 57 000 daily or weekly
users of methamphetamines, 35 000 daily or weekly
users of ecstasy and 25 000 daily or weekly users of
heroin. So heroin is steadily reducing in terms of its
prominence as an illicit drug and is being progressively
replaced by ecstasy and methamphetamines, which
obviously requires a different policy and different
legislative setting.
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The Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Amendment) Bill 2006 contains a range of measures
that are aimed at preventing and retarding the
production of these prevalent substances and at making
the job of law enforcers easier and clearer in terms of
their never-ending task of bringing perpetrators to
justice. Other speakers have gone through the bill in
some detail, so I will not add to that other than to say
that it is alarming to see the number of factories or
workshops that have been detected by police around the
suburbs — and as the member for Benalla was saying,
in country areas. It is also alarming to see the extreme
dangers they pose not only for the community but also
for law enforcement officers as they come across some
very hazardous sites. As we have heard these factories
or workshops can often be hidden in garages and other
places.

who are trying to prevent a proliferation of the illicit
manufacture of tablets by regulating and controlling
tablet presses. It will put much tighter controls on the
volume and nature of the substances being trafficked or
made available in pure or pre-production form. It
contains a series of measures that will strengthen the
hand of the Chief Commissioner of Police by amending
search warrant conditions to remove the inconsistencies
between particular forms and section 81 of the act.

The government’s attack on this issue has been
substantial. In addition to the 48 per cent growth in the
law enforcement budget through the addition of
1500 police officers across the state, the government
has increased drug and alcohol services by 50 per cent
since coming to office, with 85 per cent more treatment
beds, waiting times for counselling decreasing from
7 days in 2000 to less than 1 day in 2006, and waiting
times for community withdrawal remaining
under 10 days and falling by over 72 per cent
since 1999. The previous government talked a lot about
the issue, but this government has taken the steps and
put in the resources which have had a real impact.

Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — In rising to
support the legislation I want to address a couple of
issues within it. I immediately refer to clause 11, which
I think is the most significant part of the legislation. It
inserts a new offence of being in possession of a tablet
press. People who are not authorised or licensed under
the principal act or regulations will find it is an offence
to possess a tablet press, which I think is a very
significant step forward in the battle against the curse of
drugs in our society.

It is strong legislation which deserves the support it is
getting from the house. This debate ought not serve as
some sort of opportunity for members of the opposition
to make inflammatory statements which are plainly not
true and which stand as evidence of rank hypocrisy
when compared to their performance when they were in
government. I commend the bill to the house.

As members are aware, tablet presses are an essential
part of the equipment used to make some of the newer
forms of drugs which are now popular in the
community. Tragically they are dangerous drugs which
cause death and serious ill health, and they are drugs
that we should seek to stamp out in our community. If
introducing legislation to make it illegal to
inappropriately have a tablet press makes it easier for
the police to prosecute the people involved in the illicit
drug trade and in the production of designer drugs
including ecstasy and the like, then that is a move in the
right direction.

I thought the member for Scoresby made some fairly
tawdry comments about the so-called gagging of the
individuals and agencies making submissions to
parliamentary committees on these matters. To suggest
that the distribution of circulars by public servants to
other public servants amounts to political gagging
shows that memories are fairly short. I would have
thought it fairly reasonable for the head of a department
to suggest to agencies across the service that, rather
than putting 50 policy positions on portfolio areas, they
put well-researched, consolidated and supported views
to parliamentary committees. I would have thought that
to be an eminently reasonable proposition and a far cry
from teaching service order 140 and the climate of fear
and intimidation that prevailed across the public sector
in the days when the member for Mornington, for
instance, was a minister in this place. It is not good
form to come in here and make allegations that are
clearly untrue. Administrative tidying up is an
eminently reasonable thing to do, but the suggestions of
gagging are simply not true.

I reiterate the words of the member for Scoresby, who
in his contribution suggested that we need to go further
on this matter and have better controls over what
happens with regard to second-hand presses so that
there is control down the line and throughout the
system. We need to ensure that tablet presses are
imported into Australia for legitimate purposes only
and that when they cease to be used in the legitimate
production of medications they are appropriately
destroyed or re-exported rather than finding their way
into the illicit drug trade.

This is strong legislation which is supported across the
board by those in the difficult business of enforcement

Clause 11 leads me to another issue which I believe
should be included in this legislation. We welcome the
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new offence of possessing a tablet press without
authorisation or licence, but it is strange to me that we
can walk down the streets of many parts of Melbourne,
and indeed in my own electorate in Warrnambool, and
see in the shop windows devices whose only use is the
taking of drugs, such as the smoking of marijuana. I
believe we should be introducing as part of this
legislation some provisions which ban the exhibition
and sale of bongs. We should ban the bong. I fail to see
any legitimate use for bongs in our society. They can
hardly be used as a decorative item on the mantelpiece;
they are inappropriate as a flower vase. I cannot
imagine that there is any other appropriate, legal use for
a bong. The reason they are for sale, on exhibition and
sold throughout the suburbs and the central business
district of Melbourne is for people who are involved in
the illegal smoking of marijuana, or cannabis.
As the member for Scoresby said, marijuana, or
cannabis, is still the most widely used illicit drug in our
community. I believe we should take firm action to try
to reduce the use of that drug. If this means introducing
legislation to ban the sale of bongs, ban the exhibition
in shop windows of bongs and make it illegal to possess
bongs, then we should do so. I urge the government to
take up that challenge. Just as in clause 11 we are
taking firm action with regard to pill presses to deal
with that category of drugs, we should do everything in
our power to take similar action to deal with bongs,
which are widely on sale in our community.
If you look at clause 13 you see that we are changing
the law to recognise the emergence of hydroponic
marijuana, or cannabis, as a new source of this drug in
our community. There is certainly a degree of scientific
and other circumstantial evidence that indicates that the
marijuana available today is more potent and dangerous
than the marijuana in the past. We should be very
careful with regard to marijuana. Some 5 to 10 years
ago there was a perception that it was a soft drug and a
less dangerous drug, but that is absolutely wrong,
wrong, wrong! It is a dangerous drug, it should be an
illegal drug and we should do everything we can to try
to stop people becoming involved with it. It clearly is
linked to mental health problems and higher rates of
suicide and it has long-term effects on people,
particularly those who are heavy users and particularly
those who partake of marijuana using bongs. I would
urge that we ban the bong!
I would also like to make some passing comments
about some of the directions of drugs policies. I read
with real concern in the Age today about the Greens
drugs policy, which the Attorney-General described as
loopy. The article states:
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Heroin would be imported into Australia and prescribed to
long-time addicts, while criminal penalties would be
abolished for illicit drug users under the Victorian Greens
drugs policy.

Today’s Herald Sun reports:
Hardcore heroin addicts would be given taxpayer-funded
drugs under a controversial policy unveiled by the Greens.

It further states that free heroin would be provided to
long-term users and injecting rooms would open across
Victoria.
Injecting rooms should not be opened across Victoria.
We had that debate in this Parliament. The Bracks
Labor government proposed injecting rooms, but that
was defeated by this Parliament, and I think in
retrospect people would say that that was the right
decision. The issue of drugs in our society has been
addressed, as the member for Footscray has said in
relation to his electorate, which is unfortunately an area
renowned for drugs, and there has been a significant
effect created by better policing and more community
action — without injecting rooms. It is interesting,
though, that the Premier has rejected the absolutely
stupid Greens drugs policy. I urge all voters in
November this year to reject the Greens drugs policy;
when they cast their votes and preferences they must
give the Greens a very low score because of their drugs
policy.
Interestingly the Premier is reported in the Herald Sun
as saying that while he rejects the Greens drugs
policy — this is the same Premier who wanted to
introduce injecting rooms — he would not rule out
doing a preference deal with the Greens. The people of
Victoria need to be concerned about the direction of
both the Greens and the Labor Party with respect to
drugs policies.
In South Australia we have seen the Democrats in
action. South Australian MP Sandra Kanck said in state
Parliament that ecstasy was not dangerous. She said
that she had been to a rave party and there was no
evidence that the drug ecstasy was dangerous. She went
on to say that after attending a dance party she preferred
a rave to a hotel front bar. It is interesting that the
national president of the Australian Democrats has quit
over those comments. The Democrats, clearly, have a
confused position with respect to their drugs policy.
The Greens have an absolutely crazy, loopy position on
drugs, and I am concerned that these parties, which are
going to stand candidates in the state election coming
up towards the end of this year, will be putting forward
candidates with policies that are dangerous with respect
to drugs.
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I come back to the issue that is very clear: drugs are
dangerous. Drugs are a major cause of death and ill
health. They are a major cause of mental health
problems, and we as a Parliament and as community
leaders must do everything we can to stamp out drugs
in our community.
I support this legislation, but I would urge the
government to give serious consideration to introducing
legislation to ban the bong — to ban the sale, display
and possession of bongs in our community.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I am pleased to
support another Bracks Labor government bill which is
tough on crime. We have introduced a number of bills
dealing with drugs. We have introduced random drug
testing of drivers for cannabis and methylamphetamine;
we have prohibited the display and sale of cocaine kits;
we have allowed police to detain persons under
18 years to protect them and others from inhaling
volatile substances; and we have created new offences
for trafficking in a commercial quantity of a drug of
dependence.
As a former health professional, I have always favoured
treating substance abuse under a health model. I have
supported harm minimisation, but at the same time I
have had a very strong view that the manufacturing of
illicit drugs, the trafficking in those drugs and dealing in
them should be treated as a crime and that those
involved should be treated harshly and severely, and
this legislation is consistent with that. During my time
as a health professional, I firmed up a view of the
damage that drugs can do. It is a pity that the Greens
with their whacky policies have not had a look — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON — The member for South-West
Coast talks about the Labor Party giving Greens
preferences. That is exactly what his party did in
Melbourne and Richmond at the last state election —
gave them preferences ahead of us. I hope that indicates
that the Liberal Party in November will direct its
preferences to us ahead of the Greens.
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON — I did not quite hear that
undertaking, but I want to make the point that the
Greens have put forward some pretty whacky, loopy
policies when it comes to substance abuse. It is a pity
that some of their people have not worked in clinical
settings to see the damage that drugs can do. When I
first started my training at the Royal Park Psychiatric
Hospital, which was an acute psychiatric hospital, we
always had a question at the back of our minds as we
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admitted an acutely psychotic patient — that was, what
was their underlying drug problem? Was it a
drug-induced psychosis? These days, when I talk to my
former colleagues, that is quite prevalent.
The member for South-West Coast mentioned the harm
that marijuana can do. That is increasingly the case
because of the strength of the drug involved. With any
of those drugs it is not as simple as saying that using
that drug leads to psychosis. I suspect there has to be
some sort of underlying predisposition, but for those of
us who have worked in a clinical setting, it is
frightening to see the damage that those drugs can do,
not only the psychosis but the ongoing mental health
status of the individual.
Instead of putting forward loopy and whacky policies,
the Greens political party would have been much better
served to put the emphasis on treatment and
rehabilitation, as we have. We have, as a government, a
proud record. Since 1999 we have put forward
$176 million for the Victorian drugs strategy;
$3.5 million for the Bridging the Gap program;
$4 million to reduce drug-related harm to prisoners;
$20.7 million for the court referral and evaluation for
drug intervention and treatment, or CREDIT, diversion
strategy; $2.6 million for increased forensic drug
treatments; $8 million for the FReeZA program;
$77 million for the Saving Lives drug strategy;
$81 million for a range of problems aiming to tackle
death and disease caused by heroin.
We have built a new 12-bed adult residential
withdrawal unit in Fitzroy and a new 8-bed residential
facility for Aboriginal youth with alcohol or drug
difficulties; and $6.9 million to improve the treatment
of dual diagnosis patients suffering from mental illness
and drug and alcohol problems. With respect to
treatment initiatives, we have increased state funding
for drug and alcohol services by 50 per cent since
coming to office in 1999. There are 85 per cent more
treatment beds. Waiting times for counselling have
decreased from seven days in the year 2000 to less than
one day in 2006; and waiting times for community
withdrawal remain under 10 days and have reduced by
over 72 per cent since 1999.
As a government we have been tough on crime,
including the manufacturing, trafficking and dealing
with drugs, but at the same time we have put additional
services into rehabilitation and treatment. That is the
way it should be. Drugs have a devastating long-term
effect on the mental and physical health of those who
use them, and we have a comprehensive approach,
which is much preferred to the whacky and loopy
policies of the Greens. I am pleased to support this bill.
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Mr COOPER (Mornington) — Like the three
previous speakers, I am a member of the Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee, so I am the fourth
member or ex-member of that committee to speak on
this legislation. Like the member for South-West Coast,
I stand to support the bill because it takes some
significant steps forward in the way in which we deal
with the plague of drugs that is affecting our
community and doing so much damage within our
community.
I have listened to all the speeches on the bill and I have
been interested in the contributions that have been
made. I note that the member for Footscray — an
ex-member of the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee — is very happy that drug peddling in his
electorate of Footscray has diminished, and I am happy
that he is happy that that has occurred. However, I think
recent publicity has shown that there is a bit of
displacement policing going on out at Footscray and,
whilst the member for Footscray might be happy, some
members in neighbouring electorates might not be too
happy about the fact that the drug pedlars from
Footscray are perhaps now doing their business
somewhere else. I think the member for Footscray was
being perhaps a touch too naive in saying that because
peddling drugs on the streets of Footscray has
diminished, that means some significant advances have
been made.
The reality is that drug peddling throughout Victoria
has expanded, as the member for Scoresby said earlier,
to cover the whole of the state. Once upon a time when
you were talking about drug peddling, it was always
going to be in the Melbourne metropolitan area and
perhaps in some smaller parts of provincial cities, but
not in the townships around rural and regional Victoria.
The reality now is that drug peddling goes on virtually
everywhere, and the steps that are contained here are
going to assist in developing the fight against those
drugs, particularly the designer drugs, because they are
the ones that are easy to manufacture and easy to
peddle.
I also want to comment on the statement made by the
upper house Democrat in South Australia who said that
she had been to a rave party and it was her view that the
ecstasy drug was not a problem, that it was not as
dangerous as the stuff that is peddled in the front bar of
a hotel. She needs to start getting out a bit more and
having a look, as the member for Preston said, at the
significant and long-term damage that is done by these
drugs. Members of the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee have been privy to not only hearing from
expert witnesses when the committee reported into
amphetamines and party drug use in Victoria, but there
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were also drug addicts and ex-drug addicts who came
in and spoke to us. There were many moving moments
when we listened to people telling us how they have
kicked the habit and got away from these drugs and of
the permanent damage that has been done to them by
their use of those drugs.
Amphetamines are certainly very popular, if I can use
that phrase, at an international level, and in Australia
they are the second most commonly used illicit drug
after cannabis.
We are looking at a huge problem because cannabis is a
big problem, but amphetamines are out there and doing
an enormous amount of damage. In terms of the
harmful consequences of drug use, far more damage is
done to people by licit drugs such as alcohol and
tobacco. However, we should never try to hide behind
that statement and try to minimise what is done to
people through illicit drugs.
The steps to which people will go to obtain the
precursors are quite phenomenal. Apart from either
stealing or bribing people to provide large quantities of
these precursors, there are also gangs of people who
have been going around pharmacies and buying
enormous quantities of tablets such as Codral and
others that can then be used in the manufacture of these
designer drugs. That has created situations where the
pharmacy industry has had to take steps, with the
encouragement of the government, to ensure that
people just cannot come in and buy something like
300 packets of Codral. That opportunity has been
eliminated. All of these things in this chain of events
have had to occur in order to try to limit the availability
of these base materials to the people who are
manufacturing these designer drugs in some of the most
appalling circumstances.
When the police came to the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee and showed us photographs of
some of the drug factories, you literally would not feed
your dog off the floor of some of these places, and yet
here they are manufacturing drugs with heaven knows
what kinds of other constituents in them that are then
being sold to unsuspecting people on the street, at rave
parties or elsewhere. Is it any wonder that we
sometimes pick up our newspapers and read in the
morning of somebody who has either died or has had a
significant health event because they have taken a drug
that they bought from a peddler on the street and then
found that it contained substances that were very
damaging indeed?
The report of the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee into amphetamines and party drug use in
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Victoria made some disturbing observations in regard
to drug use. One of those is that it is very rare for either
amphetamines or party drugs such as ecstasy to be used
exclusively; that people who are out there are poly drug
users and quite often they will use designer drugs along
with cannabis or with alcohol, or all three. As a result,
the damage they are doing to themselves in that regard
is quite awful. It is very common among drug users,
whether through the use of several drugs in succession
over a period of time or a wide repertoire of drugs, that
they are ending up in hospital or at the morgue.
I want to briefly touch on the issue that was raised by
the member for Scoresby and again by the member for
Footscray in regard to the evidence that was presented
during that inquiry by Victoria Police to the Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee. I was not going to raise
this issue — I thought it had been raised and was very
factually dealt with by the member for Scoresby — but
the member for Footscray attempted to denigrate what
was said by the member for Scoresby and say that it
just was not true.
The reality is that what he said is true — that is, the
police evidence was vetted; the police were gagged and
were unable to give their unvetted views to the Drugs
and Crime Prevention Committee. The member for
Footscray has described the approach to be — I wrote it
down — ‘a consolidated whole-of-government view’,
which is another way of saying, ‘We are going to gag
people from giving their honest and unvetted views’.
We were horrified at the fact that we could not get
police to come along and talk to us without having first
to get the approval of the government as to the content
of what they wanted to tell the committee.
Joint parliamentary committees in this place play a very
important role, one of which is to be able to get to the
heart of the particular subjects they are investigating.
To do that, we as members of those committees require
witnesses before the committees to give evidence that is
frank and fearless. In this particular case, that
opportunity was not available to Victoria Police.
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — It gives me great
pleasure to make a brief contribution on the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Amendment) Bill.
I certainly support the bill. Its intent is very clear. By
amending the legislation — I shall go into some of the
details in a moment — it will certainly make sure we
have effective drug enforcement and investigative
parameters in place to ensure that the opportunities for
risk-taking behaviour, predominantly by young people,
are reduced because the risk is taken away.
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Some of the details within the bill include making it a
crime to have in your possession a tablet press without
a lawful excuse. It also goes on to amend, in schedule
eleven, specific quantities of illicit drugs, so that the
amounts and quantities of different illicit drugs are
reduced; by reducing those thresholds it means people
will be subject to legal prosecution for possession of
smaller amounts.
One of the other important aspects is that the bill also
enables the Chief Commissioner of Police to authorise
unsworn police personnel to possess drugs in the course
of their duties for purposes such as the transport,
storage, examination, analysis and destruction of drugs.
It is part of the issue of making sure that what the police
are doing in the course of their normal activities is legal
as well when it comes to the issue of illicit drugs.
I wanted to take up very quickly one of the comments
made by one of the opposition members — and I do
acknowledge this bill has bipartisan support — in
relation to the issue of banning bongs. I am very glad to
see that the opposition’s policy of the 1990s, when it
was more like ‘Bring on the bong’, is being overturned,
and I hope they stick to their guns in relation to that
policy.
I remember very clearly the previous Premier going
around saying that the use of marijuana was not
harmful. I think he subsequently found with his
involvement with beyondblue, the depression
organisation, that if you have a predisposition towards
psychosis, certainly the use of marijuana and other
illicit drugs can put you in a scenario where you do not
have control of your mental health any more and you
will become a future client in a mental health
institution.
I think the important thing to note is that this bill is not
introduced in isolation from the other policies that the
Bracks Labor government has brought in. In our A
Fairer Victoria package we look at what we are doing
to reduce the risk-taking behaviour, predominantly of
our young people, which goes to the issue of illicit
drugs, which have incredibly bad side effects, as we all
know.
We have brought in programs that deal with the issue of
self-esteem. We tackle the issue in terms of why young
people, or older people for that matter, actually
participate in illegal drug use. We are addressing and
tackling those issues of taking away the reason to
participate in this risk-taking behaviour. I am certainly
proud to be part of a government doing that.
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I am also proud to be part of a government that has
pioneered dual diagnosis, acknowledging that taking
illicit drugs hastens or increases your predisposition to
having major mental health issues; and through the
dual-diagnosis process we certainly look at addressing
both those drug-taking issues and those mental health
issues at the same time. That relates to tackling the
cause in terms of the taking of illicit drugs, also
prevention and reducing the risk taking through more
appropriate policing, and making sure that our laws
reflect the new and varied types of illicit drugs that are
coming onto the market.
Our illegal drug dealers always try to stay one step
ahead in relation to the sorts of drugs they bring out,
and we know that some of them are absolutely lethal.
Many of us have seen the devastating effects on our
community of people taking illicit drugs. It impacts on
their capacity to drive and it impacts on their capacity
to socialise — and the ultimate impact is death.
I commend the bill to the house. The amendments will
enhance the opportunities for this government to
increase community safety via improved prevention,
detection and prosecution of illicit drug offences in this
state. I wish the bill a speedy passage through the
house.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I am also pleased to
speak on the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Amendment) Bill 2006. The history to these
amendments and previous amendments demonstrates
that the legislative process is evolving, and it needs to
continue to evolve in order to respond to changing
circumstances and new ways of doing things.
Unfortunately, given the way drugs are produced and
distributed, there is a need for constant consideration
and to make changes as necessary.
The bill does quite a few things, and I will speak briefly
about some of its major aspects. It ensures that the
current legislative framework remains relevant to the
contemporary challenges posed by the illicit drug trade.
For example, one of the changes it provides for is the
creation of a new offence of possessing a tablet press
without being authorised or licensed to do so. It also
creates the offence of possessing a precursor chemical
without being authorised or licensed to do so. Precursor
chemicals are used to create other illicit drugs such as
amphetamines and ecstasy. We know that legitimate
reasons or lawful excuses exist for people having tablet
presses or some of those chemicals in their possession,
which is why the legislation includes a lawful excuse
defence to ensure that legitimate users are not captured
by the new offences.
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The bill includes changes relating to drug trafficking
involving children. The amendments will reduce the
supply of drugs for use by children and deter and
punish those who exploit or seek to exploit and
endanger children through their recruitment as
street-level drug dealers. The bill also contains an
amendment that changes the way opium poppies are
quantified by allowing plant numbers to be referred to
as an alternative to weight. That is already done with
cannabis; it will now be extended to apply to opium
poppies. The bill will also make changes in relation to
quantities of drugs. It will allow multiple quantities of
drugs of dependence in a diluted form to be aggregated
for the purposes of deeming an offender to be in
possession of a commercial or large commercial
quantity of drugs. It is really about updating the
legislation and removing loopholes as they are
discovered.
The bill also seeks to reform and improve the
investigative efficiency and effectiveness of Victoria
Police. In that regard it makes changes to the way drugs
can be destroyed. Victoria Police discovers about
45 clandestine drug laboratories under search warrant
each year, and in the vast majority of cases there is a
need to immediately destroy the dangerous chemicals.
But often there are cases where drugs are discovered by
means other than a search warrant — for example,
through the discovery by police of a clandestine
laboratory in their response to an explosion or a fire, or
when police are invited onto premises by an owner,
such as when payments are not made on a lease and the
landlord subsequently discovers equipment or
chemicals, or when a marijuana crop is discovered on
Crown land. The bill extends the circumstances in
which illegal drugs may be destroyed in situ. There are
a number of other technical amendments.
One other provision I will refer to allows the Chief
Commissioner of Police to authorise unsworn members
of Victoria Police to transport, carry or otherwise
handle drugs of dependence for the purposes of
assisting authorised officers in the performance of their
powers, duties and functions. This amendment will
relieve sworn members of the need to carry out largely
administrative functions so that they can continue to
focus on core policing duties.
This is a good bill that is part of the evolutionary
process of dealing with drugs in this state. I commend
the bill to the house.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I rise to support the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Amendment) Bill.
In doing so I commend the Bracks government,
because since it has been in power it has increased
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services for youth workers and social workers and
outreach programs for people who succumb to drugs by
50 per cent.
A major part of the bill specifically deals with pill
presses and passing drugs on to minors and children for
them to sell to others. We know that a lot of criminals
have no conscience whatsoever and that they use
under-age children as runners for the delivery of drugs
so that if they are caught they finish up only in the
Children’s Court and in many cases have no
convictions recorded against them. That means the
dealers, the ones who profit from such ill-gotten gains,
get away and do not get caught up in it. Exploiting
young children in such a manner is appalling, and it is a
most outrageous position for human beings in our
society to be put in.
We have heard a lot about pill presses. It is indicative of
our modern society, with its access to the Internet and
with the world becoming smaller through
communication, that they are not only available for
purchase cheaply from overseas but can also be bought
second hand through the processes that apply here. One
thing I know is that in my days in industry it was
standard policy for companies that had patents for
machinery that was used for tooling up, as it is called in
the trade, to cut that machinery up with oxy cutters and
welders to make it unusable rather than selling it on to
other manufacturers. One of the things that should be
considered here is the effective destruction of presses
that are registered, once they are no longer needed by
the various companies that have used them, so that they
cannot be sold on and used by others. An owner who
has a licence to hold a pill press should be required to
effectively destroy it so that it is not able to be restored
or sold on for somebody else to use in years to come.
I support the legislation. Particularly commendable are
the increased penalties for those who entice young
children into the racket of selling drugs. I will finish at
this point by saying that I welcome the support that the
bill has from both sides, and I wish it a speedy passage
through the house.
Mr LIM (Clayton) — There is no doubt that the
Bracks government has done a great deal since it took
office to tackle the menace of illegal drugs. I am very
pleased to welcome this important bill, which will
further control the supply and sale of these damaging
substances.
One of the problems with legislating to control illegal
drugs is that it is rather like painting the Sydney
Harbour Bridge — it is seemingly a never-ending task!
As soon as one drug is controlled, a new drug or a
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whole new class of drugs pops up on the scene. I think
that we have pretty well got on top of the classic drugs
of addiction such as heroin, but as the minister said in
his second-reading speech, we must ensure that both the
drugs and quantities prescribed in the act remain
relevant to recent developments in the illicit drug trade.
The big growth in illegal drug usage in recent years has
been in the so-called designer drugs — the sort of
feel-good drugs that are trafficked at rave parties. Many
of the people who attend such parties would be
horrified at the thought of taking heroin or other
opiates. We have got the message across pretty clearly
that that is the path to degradation and death, but the
problem with the newer drugs is that the message is not
quite out there yet.
The first thing we have got to do is to control these
drugs at source. If they are not available they cannot be
trafficked. This bill adds considerably to the armoury of
legislation designed to combat illegal drugs by closing
off many of the loopholes through which manufacturers
and traffickers have been slipping, and by controlling
the precursor substances and manufacturing equipment
as well as the drugs themselves.
Thus this bill will make the possession of a
tablet-pressing machine an offence unless the possessor
can show good and legitimate reason why he or she
needs to have the machine. There should be no need to
elaborately specify the range of reasons why a person
might legitimately own such a piece of equipment, as
we have that well-known gentleman of common law,
the man on the Clapham omnibus, to provide us with
guidance as to what might be deemed a reasonable
excuse. Similarly, the bill will make the possession of
precursor chemicals above a prescribed quantity illegal.
Again, we have the test of reasonableness — the limit
of pseudoephedrine is set at 10 grams, which is
equivalent to about 14 packets of cold remedy. But of
course, the proprietor of a pharmacy would be
authorised to possess more than this quantity, as might
a hospital or doctor’s surgery.
One of the things I never realised until I read this
legislation last weekend was that the sale of poppy seed
is technically illegal. Given the widespread usage of
poppy seeds in bread making and for other culinary
purposes, this bill quite properly removes poppy seeds
from legislative control.
The bill makes a range of other changes to the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 which
will allow, for example, for the destruction of
dangerous substances used in drug-making laboratories
without prejudicing the outcome of any prosecutions. It
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also changes a number of key definitions, allowing
cuttings of marijuana plants that have not yet developed
roots to be deemed a narcotic plant, for example. These
changes will further strengthen the fight against illegal
drugs. I commend the bill to the house.
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I am pleased
to make a contribution to the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances (Amendment) Bill. Illicit drug
use is a major threat to our community and particularly
to young people. Thankfully there are fewer people
using heroin in the community today, but research is
indicating that more people are using amphetamines
and other synthetic illicit drugs. With more people
using these drugs it is necessary for the government to
respond by introducing these important changes that
will address the manufacture, trafficking and use of
these drugs.
As I said, the profile of drug use is changing. The 2004
National Drug Strategy Household Survey indicates
that around 7 per cent of respondents had the
opportunity to use speed in the last 12 months
compared to less than 1 per cent exposed to heroin.
More alarming is that 51 per cent of those who had the
opportunity to use speed, did so — half the people
exposed to speed actually tried it. Likewise, 8 per cent
of the population aged 14 and over had the opportunity
to use ecstasy and 47 per cent of people did so.
I think these are really scary numbers, and as I have two
teenage children these statistics really worry me. We
need to reduce the general exposure and in particular
the exposure of teenagers to these drugs and to reduce
the temptation to try them. If there are a lot of drugs in
the community and a lot of drugs where children and
young people go, the temptation is of course greater.
There are some very sad stories of young people trying
drugs and ending up in very precarious situations in our
emergency departments or much worse.
It is pleasing these measures are going to be introduced
to reduce the availability of drugs in our community.
Specifically the bill is going to create an offence of
possessing a tablet press. If you are not a legitimate
manufacturer in the pharmaceutical industry, or not
operating or working in the chemical or food industry,
you have no legitimate purpose for having a tablet
press, and it will be an offence to possess one. This
amendment is a recommendation from the Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee’s inquiry of May 2004,
and it also realises a resolution of the Australasian
Police Ministers Council of 2005.
The bill also creates an offence of possessing chemicals
used to create drugs such as ecstasy. Again, there are
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legitimate purposes for the possession of these
chemicals and those uses will be exempt. Very
importantly, the bill criminalises the supply of drugs to
a child for the purpose of that child trafficking the drugs
to adults. The government wants to reduce the
exploitation of children and to punish those who seek to
exploit and endanger children by recruiting them as
drug dealers. These people must be low life, and they
deserve the harshest treatment.
I am very happy to support these amendments to extend
the offence of trafficking involving children, and I also
want to congratulate the police minister for the
introduction of other drug-related initiatives, including
the random drug testing of drivers. All the measures in
this bill will contribute to the effort to reduce the
availability of illicit drugs in our community and to
reduce the use and the tragic consequences of these
drugs in our community. I commend the bill to the
house.
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — Firstly, I thank all honourable members
who have contributed to the debate on the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Amendment) Bill.
I particularly acknowledge the members for Scoresby,
Benalla, Footscray, South-West Coast, Mornington,
Hastings, Macedon, Keilor, Clayton and Mount
Waverley. This is a bill which, by its passage through
this Parliament, will improve the administration of drug
laws in Victoria. It will also ensure that our laws
continue to be as consistent as possible with those of
other jurisdictions, which is important in terms of
making sure that police across Australia have effective
mechanisms for what is increasingly a set of criminal
activities that do not observe state or territory
boundaries.
I want to clarify one matter raised by the member for
Scoresby in relation to tablet presses. I understood the
member for Scoresby to be saying that he was
concerned that whilst new tablet presses were regulated
by the act, the sale of second-hand tablet presses would
not give rise to the elements of the offence created
under clause 11. I want to assure all honourable
members and the Parliament that the clause as it is
constructed will capture unlawful, unauthorised or
unlicensed possession of a tablet press regardless of
whether it is new or second hand.
If possession of that tablet press is unlicensed, not
authorised or held without a lawful excuse, then it will
offend against clause 11 and police action will be able
to brought. I reassure all honourable members,
including the member for Scoresby, on that point.
Finally, I thank all of those within the Department of
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Justice, particularly the police section, which has
worked very hard to develop this legislation in what is a
very specialised and rapidly changing area. This is a
good piece of legislation, and I appreciate that it has the
support of all honourable members.
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being done between the government and the president
of VCAT to make that person a member of VCAT. The
Attorney-General may provide to the house an
explanation as to how and why VCAT will be
incorporated into the jurisdiction of the neighbourhood
justice centre.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

COURTS LEGISLATION
(NEIGHBOURHOOD JUSTICE CENTRE)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 June; motion of Mr HULLS
(Attorney-General).
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The neighbourhood
justice centre is a trial project which will be governed
by this bill and will operate for a period of three years
and conclude on 31 December 2009. Importantly, it is
to be based in the city of Yarra at the old Northern
TAFE building. The project has had a considerable
gestation period. I am certainly aware of at least one
meeting which the Attorney-General attended with
members of the local community to discuss the
implementation of the neighbourhood justice centre.
Essentially it will be a multijurisdictional court which
will cover the jurisdictions of a number of different
courts, principally the Magistrates Court and the
County Court, but it is also mentioned in both the
second-reading speech and the explanatory
memorandum that the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal and the Victims of Crime
Assistance Tribunal will form part of the jurisdiction.
Importantly VCAT is not mentioned in the bill. There is
no reference to any specific jurisdiction being given to
the neighbourhood justice centre. However, we were
told at a briefing by the department that it does not
require any legislative amendment because VCAT can
sit anywhere it likes.
That lacks some degree of clarity, because we have the
position where a person presiding at a neighbourhood
justice centre will be a magistrate but may not
necessarily be a member of VCAT. I would have
thought it would have required either a special piece of
legislation enabling that person to be a member of
VCAT or some arrangement being entered into or deal

The jurisdiction of the neighbourhood justice centre
will relate to all crimes that would normally be dealt
with in the Magistrates Court, except committals in
relation to indictable offences and sex-related offences.
It is curious that sex-related offences have been
removed from the neighbourhood justice centre given
the fact that sex offences at a low level can be dealt
with in the Magistrates Court. One would expect that a
considerable number of sex offences would normally
be dealt with in the County Court as indictable
offences, but some can be dealt with in the Magistrates
Court.
I am a bit curious as to why they were excluded from
the operation of the neighbourhood justice centre, save
and except that, as we know, there is a lot of
community concern about sentencing in relation to
sex-related offences, suspended sentences and those
sorts of matters, and presumably the government has
determined that, if it put sex offences into such a centre,
the community would consider it to be a soft option and
that the government was soft on crime. Other crimes of
violence, including serious assaults, burglaries and even
robberies can be dealt with summarily in the
Magistrates Court. I would have thought they would be
sufficiently serious to warrant appropriate
consideration, but the government in its wisdom has
decided that sex offences should be excluded. Perhaps
the Attorney-General can clarify precisely why sex
offences have been taken away from the jurisdiction of
the neighbourhood justice centre, save and except the
reason that the community would not accept it as being
a reasonable disposition.
As I said, the centre will deal with all criminal offences
that can normally be heard in the Magistrates Court,
except for committals and sex-related offences. The
centre will deal with crimes that are committed in the
city of Yarra or those committed by a defendant who is
a resident of the city of Yarra, which means that the
neighbourhood justice centre will have jurisdiction in
relation to a crime committed by a resident of the city
of Yarra even if it was committed elsewhere in the state
of Victoria. This also holds in relation to the jurisdiction
which provides for all civil matters that would normally
be dealt with by the Magistrates Court.
I will not go into too much detail, but another piece of
legislation before the house will increase the
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jurisdiction in civil proceedings up to $100 000. Most
importantly, the civil proceedings can now be dealt
with in the neighbourhood justice centre when the
cause of action occurred in the city of Yarra, which is
the usual traditional connection with a local Magistrates
Court in any event, or when one of the parties lives in
the city of Yarra. It also applies to homeless people and
people of Aboriginal descent if they can demonstrate
some connection, which is not my term, with the city of
Yarra. There is a qualification in relation to jurisdiction
which is either residency or connection, or the cause of
action of the crime was committed in the city of Yarra.
There is a curious rule-making power that,
notwithstanding the act of Parliament, bestows
jurisdiction on the neighbourhood justice centre. There
is a provision particularly in relation to civil
proceedings and rules made in the Magistrates Court —
and only in the Magistrates Court — which can
presumably revoke some of that jurisdiction. So
complicated commercial disputes between two large
corporations, for example, may not be heard — and I
am now just thinking off the top of my head.
There has been no indication as to precisely what areas
of civil jurisdiction would be dealt with in the
neighbourhood justice centre. If not all of them, which
ones would? We are told that disputes between
neighbours over such matters as fencing could be dealt
with by the neighbourhood justice centre, but certainly
there is no clarity in the legislation. It seems to be given
to the Magistrates Court to provide some clarity in its
rule-making power. That is a matter of profound
concern to me.
I would have thought there needed to be clarity in this
particular bill. On my reading of it there is
inconsistency between the jurisdiction which is granted
absolutely by a clear and unequivocal statement in the
bill, that all civil proceedings can be dealt with in the
neighbourhood justice centre if one party resides in the
city of Yarra or the cause of action arose there. This
rule-making power seems to be standing in stark and
inconsistent contrast to the general grant of jurisdiction
which is clearly the intent of the legislature in this
regard.
The Children’s Court is also given jurisdiction in
relation to the neighbourhood justice centre along the
same lines as the criminal proceedings — that is, that
the offence occurred in city of Yarra or one of the
defendants is a resident or has a connection with it
based upon being homeless or of Aboriginal descent.
Most importantly, this is certainly a worthwhile
qualification. It is only in this situation that a child who
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has been involved and has been presented at the
Children’s Court actually consents to the jurisdiction.
There is absolutely no indication in the legislation as to
precisely which parts, if any, of the jurisdiction of the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal will be
transferred to the neighbourhood justice centre. Given
the fact that the intentions only have one magistrate
who would be presiding in relation to all of those
matters — criminal, civil, children’s and VCAT —
there is still no clarity as to how that person will be
appointed given that the magistrate will be appointed in
the usual way by the Chief Magistrate in consultation
with the president of the Children’s Court.
The Attorney-General has made very strong statements
that the community will be involved in the selection of
the magistrate. It is very unclear — certainly there is
nothing in the legislation — as to how precisely the
views of the community will be properly divined by the
Chief Magistrate. I am concerned that the Chief
Magistrate who is given this power should have to go
out there and somehow divine the intentions and will of
the community in the appointment of its magistrate.
Most importantly, people who have a significant
interest and some participation in the process, going by
the numbers of people I have seen attending these sorts
of committees, are only a very small microcosm of the
community. Many of them represent large bodies,
including the City of Yarra itself. The way of divining
which person is to be the appropriate presiding
magistrate is very unclear. I am concerned that it
smacks to a large extent of the government interfering
in the process of determining in which jurisdiction
magistrates will sit.
One of the great cornerstones of an independent
judiciary is that the chief justice, judge or magistrate is
given the absolute power to determine in which court
and location judges will preside. That is one of the
residual powers of a presiding officer. It is certainly one
of the powers that is given to the president of VCAT
who can determine absolutely in which jurisdiction
people will sit without any interference from or
reference to the government. Deciding who will be
located where seems to me to smack very much of
interfering with independent judicial discretion residing
in the presiding officer.
There is one qualification. The Chief Magistrate has to
make his selection on the basis that a person is
experienced in therapeutic and restorative justice
principles. It is referred to in the bill but it is a very
nebulous concept at best. It creates a burden as to how
those qualifications will be divined and determined
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rather than giving the Chief Magistrate the absolute
power in relation to other courts and tribunals
associated with the Magistrates Court, the Children’s
Court and VCAT.
It is one of the cornerstones of an independent
judiciary. The decision is to be based on some
demonstrable expertise in relation to therapeutic or
restorative justice taking into account the humanising of
the law, the concern with human emotions and feelings
as well as the criminal justice process. All of those
matters will now be rolled into it. As I said, it is a very
nebulous process.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
Mr McINTOSH — Just before the dinner break I
was talking about the new neighbourhood justice centre
dealing with the issue of therapeutic justice and trying
to find some intimate resolution of problems facing
those people coming before our courts. Of course this
will depend very much on properly resourcing such a
court. I have not had the opportunity of watching the
Koori court in — —
Mr Wynne interjected.
Mr McINTOSH — My friend from Richmond is
having some difficulty hearing!
As I was saying, with respect to dispensing therapeutic
justice I have certainly seen the Nunga court operate in
South Australia and spoken to magistrates, the police
and members of the local community in Shepparton in
relation to the Koori court in those jurisdictions. What I
witnessed in the Nunga court was its ability to bring a
large number of support agencies to bear to reach a
solution to a particular problem that occurred in that
court in South Australia. From all the evidence I have
been able to hear directly from magistrates, the police
and members of the community in Shepparton, the
system is working effectively and well there, but
finding those sorts of solutions to dispensing
therapeutic justice really depends on providing
appropriate resources.
I am somewhat concerned that we are taking away the
court’s traditional role, which is to determine a
particular issue, make a finding of fact on guilt or
innocence and then provide a solution. That is when the
court actually ends its jurisdiction. In modern
therapeutic justice I understand that a court will have a
greater and more intimate role, notwithstanding my
concerns about the independence of that judiciary, and
ultimately it really depends on the government being
able to provide the appropriate level of resources.
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The Attorney-General made a very valid point about
the overrepresentation of people who suffer from a
mental illness in our criminal justice system and indeed
our prison population. An article in the Age of 7 July
says that a report prepared by the Boston Consulting
Group estimates that 700 000 Victorians will suffer
some form of mental illness each year, yet only half
that number will receive an appropriate level of
treatment. This happens for a variety of reasons, but
often simply because the resources are not being made
available in appropriate locations for them. What
concerns me is that although the Attorney-General talks
about people suffering from mental illness being
overrepresented in our criminal justice system, I would
hope the government would be prepared to devote
those resources to the criminal justice system. If
resources are devoted to a neighbourhood justice
centre, that would be an appropriate outcome, but I
sincerely hope that those extra resources are not being
diverted from elsewhere in the state, because that would
cause significant problems.
We know very well that mental health has been put on
the national agenda, and hopefully something may
come of the trial in the city of Yarra, but I am very
concerned about this issue. As we have also seen, there
are real concerns about crisis and treatment (CAT)
teams being despatched to deal with people who are
suffering from mental disorders and about those teams
having to deal with issues of violence. Of course in
normal circumstances they are able to deal with the
matters they are called on to attend, but when someone
suffering from a mental disorder has committed an
offence and is being violent, police intervention is
required. There should be at least some attempt to
provide the appropriate level of resources for CAT
teams. These teams seem to be under-resourced and
unable to deal with violent situations, so ultimately it
devolves to Victoria Police to resolve those matters, so
again it is a matter of resourcing.
We have also seen circumstances in the criminal justice
system right across this state where the government’s
rhetoric on therapeutic justice and providing outcomes
in these areas does not match its actions. In this state,
despite all the noble words of the Attorney-General and
the government, we still have profound delays in our
County Court, and they seem to be getting longer. For
example, in the County Court you cannot get a trial date
inside 12 months.
A constituent came to see me about a particularly
devastating case of culpable driving. I do not want to go
into the details, but they attended court in June after
having been told of the trial date in about April last
year. They waited in the County Court for two whole
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days, only to be told that their case would not be
reached. They went back before the court and the trial
was adjourned until July next year — a 12-month delay
compounded by its not being reached on the first
occasion. I think that is unacceptable. It is standard
practice that you cannot get before the County Court for
at least 12 months. Those delays can be evidenced in
both the Supreme Court and the County Court, and
despite all the rhetoric of this government the delays
seem to be getting longer. It begs the question of
whether, while we are making all these noble
statements about a neighbourhood justice centre, we are
going to be able to resource this particular court
properly to enable it to provide the therapeutic justice
so lauded by the Attorney-General. The evidence
would suggest that we will not.
Issues have arisen about forensic testing, which is a
valuable tool that is used in matters ranging from
drug-related cases right through to identifying criminals
who commit sexually related offences, murder and
serious assaults. In this state there is still an 18-month
delay in much of our forensic testing. It is cause for
profound concern that as a result a senior magistrate in
the Melbourne Magistrates Court can provide bail for
show-cause offences such as trafficking in a
commercial quantity of drugs. The delays in the police
forensic testing laboratory are chronic and systemic. As
I said in my contribution to the budget debate a few
weeks ago, while we are grateful that extra resources
have been provided, forensic testing is about providing
scientists and other resources in that laboratory, and
again I do not see any commitment from the
government to deliver on those matters.
There is a chronic lack of funding for appropriate levels
of representation in the criminal justice system — by
the Director of Public Prosecutions and in the legal aid
program. A concern expressed to me by the Criminal
Bar Association of Victoria is that there has been a real
juniorisation of the profession in representing people in
cases involving allegations of serious crime. That is
systemic at all levels of our courts, leading to concern
about the outcomes in those courts. Indeed, that has
been expressed recently by the Court of Appeal. Again,
it is a matter of properly resourcing our criminal justice
system, providing appropriate levels of resources not
merely to the neighbourhood justice centre but right
across our criminal justice system. The fact that we are
going down the path of establishing a neighbourhood
justice centre would seem to indicate that the
government has unequivocally washed its hands of
responsibility for the rest of the criminal justice system
in its attempt to see whether the proposed experiment
will work.
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There have been problems. For example, one of the
aspects of the therapeutic approach, as members know,
is that there is a specific provision of jurisdiction to the
neighbourhood justice centre in relation to homeless
people. Currently the public housing waiting list in this
state has some 35 000 people on it. Some 3500 of them
are on the priority list — that is, either they are
homeless or there is some special circumstance that has
required them to be put on the waiting list. They will be
waiting years and years before they are provided with
even the necessary crisis accommodation. One of the
special aspects of the jurisdiction given to the
neighbourhood justice centre will be in relation to
people who are homeless. Yet the commitment of this
government to homeless people across this state has
been bordering on the disgraceful, with an abrogation
of its responsibility.
I certainly do not see a genuine commitment of
delivering for either homeless people across the state or
the neighbourhood justice centre. All the rhetoric under
the sun, all the glossy words and all the noble
statements about the therapeutic approach to justice
simply will not deliver if there is not a genuine
commitment to providing appropriate levels of public
housing for those people, particularly the crisis
accommodation needed by homeless people and those
suffering from some disability, particularly a mental
illness.
I also question greatly the statistics quoted by the
Attorney-General in relation to the success of his
much-lauded Red Hook Community Justice Centre in
South Brooklyn. The most important thing is that he
cites a profound reduction in the rates of murder and
rape. But of course under the current provisions of the
bill the neighbourhood justice centre would not have
any jurisdiction in relation to murder and rape, as the
bill is really just passing over the criminal jurisdiction
of the Children’s Court and the Magistrates Court. I
certainly cannot see where the Attorney-General got the
statistics from. The Red Hook centre commenced
operation in 2000. The first reporting period was 2001
and the last I have been able to observe was 2005. In
the centre’s area there were four murders in 2001 and in
2005. I do not see the substantial reduction that the
Attorney-General alluded to in his second-reading
speech. Secondly, in 2005 there were three rapes, which
was a slight reduction from the four in 2001, but
certainly no great statistical difference indicating a
benefit that flowed from establishing the centre.
If you look across the whole city of New York, the five
boroughs, what you see is a genuine commitment over
a number of years, certainly since about 1992, by a
community led by its mayor and chief commissioner

COURTS LEGISLATION (NEIGHBOURHOOD JUSTICE CENTRE) BILL
2284

ASSEMBLY

that has seen a profound and dramatic drop in its crime
rates, not just because of the establishment of the Red
Hook Community Justice Centre in one precinct, South
Brooklyn, but across the whole city of New York, the
five boroughs. There has been a profound drop in the
crime rate of some 76 per cent: rape is down by 47 per
cent; and robbery is down by 75 per cent. Those
statistics were quoted by the Attorney-General in his
second-reading speech.
There were a number of things that were applied in
New York and just one of those aspects was the Red
Hook Community Justice Centre in South Brooklyn.
But it is quite clear that over the period of some 10 to
15 years there was a significant commitment to
properly policing — it is well known by the term ‘zero
tolerance’. As at least one politician has acknowledged
in this country, it is unlikely that we would ever go
down the strident approach that they adopted in New
York which included strip-searching people for not
paying their fares on public transport. It was not
necessarily about dealing with high-level crime but
about dealing with low-level crime, stopping it at the
lowest level and sending a message that crime would
not be tolerated in the streets of New York. It required
an enormous commitment to policing, properly
resourcing those police officers and providing a huge
increase in the number of police officers, the training of
those police officers and a commitment to delivering.
Those police officers were not having nice, nebulous
discussions about therapeutic justice. They were not
doing nice research into crime statistics around the
world, or indicating how we can spin it here in Victoria.
What they were doing was out on the street, on the beat
and dealing with all levels of crime from the graffitists
to the fare evaders. It was those areas which led to those
significant drops in crime and cannot be in any way
attributed to one aspect in one precinct alone in New
York. It is a matter of real concern that the
Attorney-General has taken statistics out of context and
requoted them as a justification for implementing this
system in Victoria.
In conclusion I have real concerns about the notion of
an independent judiciary and requiring a judiciary to
actually participate in ongoing supervision of people
who come before the courts. In relation to the
commitment of properly resourcing, whether it is
delays in court, whether it is forensic testing, whether it
is the chronic lack of funding either to the Director of
Public Prosecutions or legal aid, or whether it is in
relation to a genuine commitment to delivering public
housing, if you are dealing with the issue of mental
health in this state and its overrepresentation in the
criminal justice system, there seems to be a complete
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abrogation of reality by this government. On top of all
of those matters there are real concerns about the
legislation regarding what aspects of the civil and
criminal jurisdiction will be specifically conferred on
the neighbourhood justice centre? Who will be the
magistrate and how will they be selected?
Are we going to be doing something different than
what we have traditionally accepted as being
appropriate within the independent judiciary? Will the
Chief Magistrate make that selection? We have no
clarity at all. The Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal is not mentioned in this legislation; it is only
mentioned in the explanatory memorandum and there
are several mentions of it in the second-reading speech.
There is no mention of VCAT or what jurisdictions of
VCAT will be specifically transferred over to the
neighbourhood justice centre.
We also have real concerns about the fact that only a
person who is a resident of the city of Yarra can invoke
this jurisdiction. That means that even if a course of
action may have arisen in Mildura or in Mallacoota the
neighbourhood justice centre will be given jurisdiction.
So there will be all the consequent costs and travel
expenses of getting witnesses and police prosecutors to
that area. For those reasons the opposition will be
opposing this legislation.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — Whatever
might otherwise be said about this legislation, it certainly
is interesting in concept. The Attorney-General has set
out with ample commentary in the second-reading
speech the origins of the legislation, the rationale behind
it, the purported international experience and the extent
to which all that has been drawn upon for the purpose of
framing what we now have before us. In an Australian
sense, putting it at its lowest, it is extremely unusual, and
that is so for a variety of reasons.
In essence it seems to me to represent some sort of
community justice system. It is here under the billing of
establishing the neighbourhood justice centre, but when
you read the legislation, the second-reading speech and
the attendant material in relation to it, you see it takes
the form of a court system which we do not otherwise
have in Victoria and which I doubt exists elsewhere in
Australia. That is not necessarily a point for or against,
but the structure of this is unusual.
The bill is intended to facilitate the operations of the
neighbourhood justice centre, as it is termed, that is to
be established in the city of Yarra in early 2007. I
wonder what the good citizens of the city of Yarra think
about that and what their point of view is about the
court being established in the way that is proposed by
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this bill. No doubt speakers for the government will be
able to add another dimension to that element of things.
The proposal is to establish a specialist neighbourhood
justice division of the Magistrates Court and the
Children’s Court.
For the term of the three-year pilot scheme, which is to
apply under this bill, the centre will be located, as I
said, within the city of Yarra. That area has been chosen
for reasons that were set out in the second-reading
speech. I do not think it unfair to say that the basic
rationale lies in the fact that so many of those who will
be touched or generally affected by the operation of this
facility are resident in the city of Yarra. It is difficult to
put that in a manner other than to state the bald fact that
there are problems within the city of Yarra that are
thought to be best addressed by establishing this
facility.
Those problems are complex, and there are many
people who live within the area who are subject to
them. Again, with the greatest respect to those
concerned, this probably entails dealing with a certain
socioeconomic level of community whose members
really do struggle to make their way in things. The
notion behind all of this is to develop a court facility
which is designed to best accommodate the many
challenges which the necessity to provide a justice
system in that environment represents.
The explanatory memorandum says in part that a
magistrate will be appointed by the Chief Magistrate as
a designated individual to effectively run this court.
This person is going to have to be a superstar of the
justice system, because there will be many talents
called upon for reasons and in a manner that I will
come to in a moment. That magistrate, it is said, will
apply the principles of what is termed ‘therapeutic
jurisprudence’ and ‘restorative justice’ to these cases
where appropriate. That in itself should be the cause of
a measure of interpretation over the course of the
operation of this new facility.
The purposes of the bill are recited in clause 1 of the
legislation. They are, variously:
… to amend the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989, the Children
and Young Persons Act 1989 and the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005 to establish Neighbourhood Justice
Divisions of the Magistrates’ Court and the Children’s
Court …

And further:
… to provide for the jurisdiction and procedure of those
Divisions …
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That all translates to amendments to the Magistrates
Court and to the Children’s Court to enable this new
division to operate and to function within those two
elements of the court system.
The way in which this function is intended to occur is
an interesting concept. It will apply across both the civil
and criminal jurisdictions. The centre will be in effect a
local court operating within the city of Yarra. It is
intended that this court will be established to
accommodate issues that arise within the boundaries of
that local government district.
As I said, a single magistrate will be assigned to run the
court. At the risk of tumbling into colloquialisms, this
person is going to be as busy as a one-legged
tap-dancer with hives, because numerous elements of
the justice system and the quasi justice system are
going to be brought under the umbrella of influence of
this court. The facility will be its own court. It will not
at all necessarily be in what we regard historically as a
courtroom. Rather it is to be established in a location
which ultimately will be decided upon. It will operate,
if I may say, in a pretty laid-back fashion — —
Mr Wynne — It has a location.
Mr RYAN — It has a location, the member for
Richmond informs me. He can tell me precisely where
it is when he speaks. But it is going to operate, I think it
can be said, in a pretty laid-back fashion, akin in many
senses to a panel environment or a Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) environment. It will
mean that, for example, the magistrate appointed will
need to be a person who has a lot of local knowledge of
the requirements of the community in which this court
is to operate.
The magistrate, somehow and in a manner yet to be
explained — to me, anyway — is going to be selected
at least in part by the local community. I do not know
whether they are going to vote, have a poll or do a
warm-up for 25 November this year or whatever the
system might be, but the community is going to
participate in the role of selecting the magistrate.
Formality is going to be kept to an absolute minimum.
The bill says, for example, that the proceedings within
this court are to be easily comprehensible, whatever
that might happen to mean. Perhaps that is intended to
accommodate the different ethnic mix of the city of
Yarra and persons from different backgrounds who
might come before the court, but I will be interested to
see what that term actually means. The court will
operate within this venue that the member for
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Richmond tells me has been identified and will be
within the municipal district of the city of Yarra.
There will also be interesting issues in relation to
jurisdiction. It will apply where the defendant in the
proceeding resides within the municipal district, where
that person is a homeless person within the meaning of
the definition contained within the legislation, where
that person has committed a crime either within the
municipal district — that is, within the city of Yarra —
or has committed an offence outside that municipal
district but lives within the municipal district as
specified within the legislation, which seems to be
around the notion of accommodation and where the
residential address of that individual might be.
The court will be able to deal with civil proceedings or
proceedings under the crimes family violence
legislation if certain criteria as set out in
clause 4O(2)(b) are able to be satisfied. It is going to be
a very interesting exercise as to how the whole thing
operates. The court will not have any jurisdiction in
relation to committals nor will it have jurisdiction with
regard to sex offences as set out in section 6B(1) of the
Sentencing Act. In the course of sentencing anybody
who is before the court it is interesting that under
clause 4Q the court will be able to effectively be
informed in the manner which the court decides is
appropriate for its purposes.
The description of those from whom the court can seek
advice is broad. It can receive evidence, according to
clause 4Q, from: a neighbourhood justice officer, and
there is a definition of such individual within the bill; a
community corrections officer appointed under the
Corrections Act; the Secretary to the Department of
Human Services; a health service provider; a
community service provider; importantly, a victim of
the offence which has brought the defendant before the
court; and then there is a catch-all that says ‘anyone
else whom the division considers appropriate’. In
essence, whoever the magistrate determines in his or
her wisdom is appropriate to be heard from for the
purposes of sentencing can be called upon to make a
contribution to that process. Under the legislation the
general powers which apply to magistrates are available
with some restrictions.
In clause 5 there is a rather unusual rule-making power,
and the member for Richmond might expand upon that
in his contribution, albeit he is limited to 10 minutes
because of the rules which apply in this place, having
been introduced by the government of which he is a
part. Nevertheless, we will look forward to his
contribution. All those elements that have been
introduced by way of amendments to the way the
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Magistrates Court operates have effectively been
replicated in the way the Children’s Court legislation is
also to act, with some elements of difference; but in the
main the same situation applies.
What will happen here is that a magistrate, through the
agency of the many persons upon whom the magistrate
can call for the purposes of seeking advice, will
effectively be able to case manage the individual who is
brought before the court. Bearing in mind the
fundamental aim of this legislation is intended to affect
people who are homeless or people who are
Aboriginals within the definition of the principal act,
one suspects it is going to be a very challenging task.
There is always going to be a need to balance the
elements that go into the sentencing process.
As I have often said in this place, that process is
probably the singularly most difficult thing that one can
undertake from the perspective of being a member of
the judiciary. You are constantly trying to balance the
need to punish someone with the need to demonstrate
to communities that this sort of conduct will not be
tolerated and with the need to provide the best possible
opportunity for rehabilitation. These are very difficult
elements to try to balance.
Here we are going to have a court sitting in an
environment which I believe will be of an entirely
different style from that which we normally associate
with a formal court. The magistrate will have around
him or her a huge variety of resources drawn from a
wide range of communities. He or she will be faced
with the constant task of trying to balance it all up and
do the best by the individual and by the persons who
are the victims of the crimes that have been committed
by that individual, and which have resulted in that
person being brought before the court. This is going to
be an enormous challenge for the person concerned.
Whether this works at all, or works to any extent — and
if so, to what extent — is something that will be the
subject of judgment at the time the three-year period
expires. We will all have the opportunity to see what
eventuates in the meantime.
We saw a similar sort of process unfold in the case of
the Koori court. In that instance I went from being a
sceptic to seeing the way in which it operated
successfully. For example, as a party The Nationals
went up to Shepparton and sat down with the presiding
magistrate and the prosecuting police officer together
with those other members of the court who form the
advisory groups giving assistance on the way in which
the court continues to function. We were able to see for
ourselves, and also to hear from the indigenous
communities there, how the Koori court has been a

COURTS LEGISLATION (NEIGHBOURHOOD JUSTICE CENTRE) BILL
Tuesday, 18 July 2006

ASSEMBLY

success. It may well be that what is proposed within the
ambit of this legislation proves to be the same.
I must say, though, I think it is a shame that the
government does not address the wider perspective,
particularly of the sentencing issue which continues to
trouble Victorians at large. Whilst this is an initiative
which I think even the government would agree is very
narrow in its scope, given the total ambit of the
operation of the criminal justice system in Victoria,
there are other aspects of that system to which the
government should be giving priority. It is unfortunate
that it is not — for example, we would like to see the
introduction of a system of standard minimum
sentencing here in Victoria. We think if that were done
and it were modelled on the system which presently
operates in New South Wales, and which has operated
in that state since 2002, it would add much to the justice
system at large in this state. It would add much, in
particular, to the systems of sentencing which in part
are the subject of the legislation now before the house.
While we see, through the operation of this legislation,
the introduction of an initiative which is certainly new
to Victoria, and probably new to Australia, it begs the
question as to where the government’s true priorities lie
in addressing concerns of the public at large. This bill
will accommodate a relatively narrow community
within one municipal district of the state of Victoria and
will be aimed at a group of people who are a relatively
narrow aspect of our community at large. In the broader
scheme of things there are immense challenges out
there for the government that it should have to face. It is
imperative in the lead-up to 25 November this year that
the government makes very clear what it intends to do
with regard to these broader issues of sentencing in
Victoria, because it is those broader issues which
understandably are drawing the most public comment
at the present time.
We will of course follow this initiative with much
interest. As to whether it works or not, we will see. As
to whether it is then extended through other parts of the
state of Victoria, we will see. But in the interim we
await with interest the establishment of this court, the
appointment, by whatever means, of the magistrate who
is to preside over it and the assemblage of the various
personnel who are going to be essential to the way in
which this new facility operates.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to support the
Courts Legislation (Neighbourhood Justice Centre) Bill
2006, and I do so with a great sense of pride. This is a
fantastic initiative of the Bracks government. This will
be one of the great legacies of the Attorney-General’s
time in this particular portfolio. In my view, the bill
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paves the way for one of the most exciting, new
multijurisdictional courts at a neighbourhood level. To
have this court opened in my electorate is a particular
thrill for me personally, and I know it is very warmly
welcomed by all of my community. I indicate for the
Leader of The Nationals that the centre will be at the
former Collingwood TAFE site on the corner of
Wellington Street and Johnston Street in Collingwood.
Only two weeks ago I had the pleasure of representing
the Attorney-General at this site as part of a tree
planting ceremony with the local Catholic primary
school which is directly opposite. The students of
St Joseph’s Primary School and the principal and the
parish priest of St Joseph’s church are huge supporters
of the justice centre. Prior to choosing the site for the
justice centre, the Attorney-General insisted that he
would personally have conversations with both the
school and the parish priest of the centre to ensure that
we had their support for the centre. It was really a
delightful opportunity for me to meet with the students
and to give them some insights into how we see the
neighbourhood justice centre operating in the future.
As previous speakers have indicated, the
neighbourhood justice centre will be a new court, but it
will be a very different sort of court to the type that we
have normally been used to. This will be a community
justice centre incorporating a multijurisdictional court
and offering access to a range of community services to
benefit victims, defendants, civil litigants and, of
course, the broader community of my area.
Under this concept the neighbourhood justice centre
will be a court able to both hear civil and criminal cases
and sit in a number of jurisdictions — the County
Court, Magistrates Court, Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal and the Victims of Crime
Assistance Tribunal. The court will be headed by a
single magistrate who, as a judicial officer in the many
jurisdictions, will be able to deal with all facets and
circumstances of particular cases.
There seems to be a suggestion by the shadow
Attorney-General that there might be some issue
around the separation of powers in the appointment of
the magistrate. I want to make it very clear to the house
that the appointment of the magistrate will in no way
interfere with the separation of powers. The magistrate
will be appointed by the Governor in Council and
assigned by the Chief Magistrate. The Chief Magistrate
will be the chair of the interview panel for the
neighbourhood justice centre magistrate. The
involvement of community members in this process
will only strengthen the capacity of the magistrate to
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meaningfully respond to and engage with the
community.
What an interesting concept this is! Because of the
particular way that this court has been structured at a
neighbourhood level you engage the local community
in the selection process, but ultimately it must be up to
the Chief Magistrate, on advice to the government, to
make the final selection of the magistrate to fill what is
going to be by any measure a very demanding and
challenging role. This will be a magistrate who will be
reaching out to the community, seeking to understand
the issues that are of concern to my local area, being
responsive to the many social issues confronted in my
area and being very well informed about the lives of the
people who will be attending his or her court. I very
strongly support the notion of this strong community
involvement in the process.
The success of the court will be its capacity to network
with local community organisations and services. If you
think about the sorts of services that need to interact
with a court generally and specifically with a
neighbourhood court — services like drug and alcohol
counselling, gambling and mental health services,
housing and employment advice, victim support,
general legal information and alternative dispute
resolution services such as mediation — they will all
play a pivotal role in this important philosophy of
restorative justice.
I have to say in passing that it is a little rich for the
member for Kew, the shadow Attorney-General, to be
coming in here and lecturing this government about
public housing. For seven years the former Kennett
government did nothing about public housing. Indeed
in my area in particular it presided over the running
down of all the public housing estates to the point
where, if it had been re-elected in 1999, it would have
gone for a wholesale sell-off of all that public housing.
That is my view, and I am sure it was a secret agenda of
the then Kennett government. So I reckon it is a bit
disingenuous of the member for Kew to be coming here
and telling us about investment in public housing.
The range of services and the flexibility in jurisdiction
will mean that the court will be able to adopt a
case-managed approach to justice in a responsive and
innovative way. In that sense the court will be able to
respond to the needs of victims of crime and the needs
of the offenders, whether they be in civil or criminal
matters, in a variety of jurisdictions.
Why the city of Yarra? I am absolutely delighted the
court will be located in the city of Yarra and, of course,
my seat of Richmond. As I have already indicated it
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will be located in the old TAFE buildings in
Collingwood. By any measure the city of Yarra has a
progressive community, with many networks and
support services operating within it. However, like
many inner city municipalities it suffers from a range of
challenges. We are affected by higher crime rates and
particular suburbs suffer high rates of social
disadvantage. For these reasons, the city of Yarra is
well placed to extract significant benefits from the
neighbourhood justice centre approach to delivering
justice.
Moreover, given the challenges we face in the inner
city, this electorate is also more likely than any other, in
my opinion, to be supportive of innovations to deal
with these problems. In short, we have everything to
gain from this project, everything to gain for my
community. This support is critical to the success of the
justice centre, and it goes to the heart of why I have no
doubt this will be a very, very successful initiative of
the government, very much in line with how the Koori
court has been a such resounding success, not only in
metropolitan Melbourne but indeed in country settings.
I acknowledge the Leader of The Nationals, who has
often, in his measured way, indicated what a great
success the Koori court has been. I have no doubt the
neighbourhood justice centre will, by any measure,
provide similar results.
It is with a real sense of dismay — I could not believe
it — that I understand the Liberal Party is going to
oppose the neighbourhood justice centre. It truly is an
extraordinary position. I suspect we will hear from the
shadow Minister for Police and Emergency Services
and various other members of the opposition parties,
and I reckon you could put your house on what their
line will be. This will be the line that will be used by the
Liberal Party — soft on crime. It will refer to the
neighbourhood justice centre and say, ‘Soft on crime’.
We will see what Liberal Party members say when they
get up. As the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services said, this is the mob that slashed 1000 police
from operational roles.
So you can see this will be the start of the build-up of
Liberal Party members towards their usual pathetic line
that they will seek to pursue in a very underhanded way
to try to smear what, by any measure, is one of the best
initiatives of this government — this very much
community-based approach of the neighbourhood
justice centre — to seek to embroil this really important
initiative in this cheap and pathetic argument of ‘Soft
on crime’. It will come. If it does not come today, it will
come in the next few weeks, as Liberal Party members
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seek to crank up their old hackneyed lines, which have
no credibility.
This is a fantastic initiative. I am absolutely delighted
the Attorney-General has chosen the city of Yarra,
which falls within my electorate, to pilot this
neighbourhood justice centre. It will be great for my
community. It has been strongly embraced throughout
the whole of the community, and I look forward with
pleasure to its opening early next year. I commend the
bill to the house.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — One of the
greatest strengths of our justice system in Victoria and
Australia, and indeed through most of the Westminster
democracies around the world, is that all people in
those jurisdictions are equal before the law and all
people are treated the same and equally before the law
courts, whether they be the most significant business
person, whether they be seen as leaders of society or
whether they be people who are homeless. They are all
treated equally and the same before the law.
Unfortunately the Liberal Party must oppose this
legislation, because this legislation is contrary to that
fundamental principle. It is absolutely contrary to the
fundamental principle that people are treated equally
and the same before the law. This sets up a separate
judicial system for a segment of our community, and it
is unacceptable. This is the apartheid of the justice
system in Australia. This sets up a separate judicial
system for one segment of our community. The bill
proposes a different justice system for a certain group
within our community, and it covers a range of areas —
areas, as the member for Richmond said, covering both
the civil and the criminal jurisdictions. It covers the
Magistrates Court, it covers the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal, it covers the Children’s Court
and it covers the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal.
To whom does it apply? The system in this legislation
applies only to certain people within the Victorian
community. It does not apply to me because I do not
live in the city of Yarra. It does not apply to the
member for Mornington. He cannot access this system.
It only applies to certain people within the Victorian
community. It does not apply to all people equally in
the Victorian community, like the justice system of the
rest of Victoria does. Certain people, who reside in the
city of Yarra, have a different justice system under this
legislation. Those people are homeless and Aboriginal
persons who are linked to the city of Yarra. They are
the people to whom this justice system applies. It is a
different system of justice.
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When one looks at clause 1 one sees that the principles
of this justice system are about applying therapeutic and
restorative approaches. It is not about providing for the
same principles that apply to the Magistrates Court in
Warrnambool or in Portland. Different principles apply
in the Magistrates Court if you front the Magistrates
Court in one part of Victoria, in my electorate, but you
apply a different principle when you front the same
Magistrates Court under this legislation under the
neighbourhood justice centre in the city of Yarra.
You might have the situation where people in my
electorate are disadvantaged by this approach. For
example, if somebody from the city of Yarra is charged
with an offence in my electorate and chooses to have
their offence heard in the neighbourhood justice
system, as is their right under this legislation, the police
officers involved in that case, the victims involved in
that case and other witnesses involved in that case will
have to travel to the city of Yarra to present their
evidence.
That is what this legislation says, whereas previously
that case would have been heard where it was
convenient for the most people in the case involved —
maybe in the electorate of South-West Coast. But they
will now have to travel to the city of Yarra to have that
case heard. It will be heard under a different model or
system, and there will be real concerns about whether
justice is best served in that way.
There are genuine community concerns throughout the
length and breadth of Victoria that under this
government the balance is wrong because the balance
in our justice system favours offenders rather than
protecting the rights of law-abiding people in our
community and protecting the rights of victims and
victims’ families. There is genuine and absolute
community concern about that, and yet this legislation,
by the very words that are used in the construction of
the legislation, goes further down the track of looking
after the so-called rights of offenders rather than
looking after the rights of the law-abiding people and
the victims in our community.
As the member for Richmond says, this is a very
different court because it applies a different justice
system.
Mr Wynne — No, it’s not.
Dr NAPTHINE — It is not the same justice system
that applies to the rest of Victoria. The member for
Richmond said it will be a very different court. They
were his exact words — he said it was a very different
court and with a very different approach. So the people
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who commit offences in the city of Yarra or residents
of the city of Yarra who commit offences throughout
the length and breadth of Victoria are going to be
treated very differently by a very different court system
under this legislation than they will be treated in the rest
of the court system in Victoria.
The member for Richmond said that they have higher
crime rates in the city of Yarra.
Mr Wynne — That’s right.
Dr NAPTHINE — Perhaps what the city of Yarra
needs is a more effective justice system — a system
where they perhaps have more police on the beat,
where they perhaps do deals with drug dealers on the
streets, where they perhaps get the criminals off the
streets, but they certainly will not get a better outcome
by having this neighbourhood justice system, which is
soft on crime. That is the bottom line — this will be
soft on crime. This is a very different justice system,
one which is about being soft on crime, soft on
criminals.
There is no doubt that it is a retrograde step for Victoria
to have two different justice systems operating in the
state. One of the great strengths of our democracy
should be, and has always been, that people should be
treated equally before the law, whether they are in
Mallacoota, Mildura, Warrnambool, Portland or
Richmond. However, under this legislation if you
happen to be in the city of Yarra you will be treated
differently when you appear in front of the courts and
the law than if you live in other parts of the state. That
is unacceptable. It is unacceptable to me and I believe it
is unacceptable to the people of Victoria. I will be
voting against this legislation.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — After that
extraordinary contribution I am tempted to deal with
the issues raised by the member for South-West
Coast — I am afraid I might get to the end of my
contribution and not have dealt with them. It is quite
extraordinary to hear this claim that somehow the
neighbourhood justice centre is setting up some sort of
system of apartheid. The only apartheid that exists is in
the tortured and twisted mind of the member for
South-West Coast. What he has done tonight is dump
the whole legacy of the Kennett government.
The Kennett government introduced in Broadmeadows,
as a pilot, a cautioning program for first-time drug
offenders. Did we hear the member for South-West
Coast saying then that such a program involved a
different system of justice for people who happened to
go before the Magistrates Court in Broadmeadows as
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distinct from every other drug offender who was being
sentenced in every other court around Victoria? Of
course he did not say that. What Mr Kennett was doing,
to his great credit, was attempting to see if we could put
together new approaches to dealing with particular
groups in the community for whom the justice system
had failed.
Mr Kennett recognised that there was absolutely no
point in sending first-time drug offenders, particularly
the users of marijuana or those who were cultivating it
for personal use, to jail or giving them criminal records
unless you dealt with the underlying causes of that
offending. That was the basis of that approach. For the
member for South-West Coast to come in here and
completely dump that and call this a system of
apartheid is absurd.
This is a pilot program. It is beyond my wit to believe
that a member of the Liberal Party, a party that would
claim to be a great innovator in terms of looking at new
policy, would come in here and say it is opposed to a
pilot, that it is opposed to the citizens of Yarra —
120 000 people — having a new approach which has
been tried overseas. This approach has been tried in a
number of neighbourhood justice centres in Brooklyn
in New York, in midtown Manhattan and in the UK. It
has produced demonstrable results with disadvantaged
communities. For the member to come in here and say
the Liberal Party will not agree to a pilot, that it thinks a
pilot amounts to apartheid, that it thinks a pilot
fundamentally undermines the principle that everyone
should be entitled to equal treatment before the law is
an absurd proposition. I note that the member for
South-West Coast could not sustain 10 minutes on
that — because the argument was so poor.
In addition, the member for Kew came in here and said
this neighbourhood justice centre will be undermined
because he says this government has failed to invest in
all of the support services necessary for a community
justice centre to work. He cited public housing. This
government has built or acquired 10 000 public housing
units since 1999. We have put in, over and above our
commitment under the commonwealth-state housing
agreement, an enormous amount of additional money
totalling hundreds of millions of dollars.
We have done that in response to the Howard
government’s cutting in real terms in successive
trienniums since 1996 its commitment under the
commonwealth-state housing agreement. Yet during
that time we have not heard one word raised by the
opposition against the Howard government’s cuts in its
commitment under the commonwealth-state housing
agreement. For the opposition to come in here and talk

COURTS LEGISLATION (NEIGHBOURHOOD JUSTICE CENTRE) BILL
Tuesday, 18 July 2006

ASSEMBLY

about waiting lists for public housing when this
government has invested in public housing over and
above its commitments under the commonwealth-state
housing agreement is a disgrace.
This Courts Legislation (Neighbourhood Justice
Centre) Bill is something that should be tried and
evaluated. I would have thought the Liberal Party
would want to see that happen. It is to the credit of The
Nationals that they are prepared to countenance such a
pilot. They do not see this as somehow introducing a
system of apartheid; they see it as an opportunity to
evaluate a different approach. I bet that in three years
time we will be back here saying, just as we said about
the Koori courts, ‘This was a pilot worth having. This
was a pilot worth conducting. This was a pilot worth
evaluating’.
One of the things we have to do as a community is
reduce the rate of offending and the rate of recidivism,
particularly amongst vulnerable groups. We know that
homeless people, ex-prisoners, drug users and people
with mental health problems get caught up in the
criminal justice system. Unless we as a community are
prepared to not just dispense punishment but address
the underlying causes of that offending, as the Kennett
government was prepared to do when it was in
government, we will not make any inroads into this
problem. That is what this neighbourhood justice centre
is about. It is about assembling a team of people who
can work with the multijurisdictional court to deal with
these problems.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HUDSON — Which was the party that
massively increased the money available for crime
compensation, after you had taken it a way?
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr HUDSON — Do not lecture us on crime
compensation, because I tell you, you do not have a leg
to stand on when it comes to that particular issue.
What we are recognising for the first time in this
legislation is the critical role of therapeutic and
restorative justice. They are not just words, because this
bill is designed to ensure that wherever possible we can
direct the resources of this community not just into
making sure that people pay for their crimes by doing
community-based orders. It is interesting to note that
under the Red Hook scheme there was a massive
increase in the number of community-based orders that
were delivered to the local community in Brooklyn, as
well as a massive reduction in the level of crime, and
most importantly there was a massive increase in
community confidence in the justice system — the very
things the member for South-West Coast claims he
wants to see restored. The reason was that the
community was involved in that centre. The
community could see that offenders were not coming
back before the court and were not caught in a
revolving door of justice as they had been before, that
there was in effect — —
Mr Plowman interjected.

We know that people who commit crimes such as theft
and people on the streets who might be involved in
assaults are also people who probably need housing.
We know that people who have schizophrenic episodes
might also need some counselling and specialist
psychiatric help. We know that ex-prisoners who have
no resources available to them in the community can be
forced back into their old networks and back into their
old ways. They may need some assistance to make the
transition back into their community, and that is what
this court is designed to do.

Mr HUDSON — The member for Benambra asks,
‘Will this change anything?’. The member for
Benambra is not prepared to see whether or not this
program will change anything because he is not even
prepared to countenance a pilot. He is not even
prepared to see if this approach might work and he is
not prepared to see it independently evaluated.

The member for South-West Coast was not even
prepared to countenance examining the impact that
neighbourhood justice centres like Red Hook are
having.

This government is not afraid to try new approaches.
We are not afraid to see if there are more effective
approaches to justice. It is a great bill. I commend the
bill to the house.

Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr HUDSON — Let us talk about victims, because
they will be able to go before the neighbourhood justice
centre and get crime compensation. Which was the
party that reinstated crime compensation?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Benambra should cease interjecting.

Mr COOPER (Mornington) — We have heard all
the buzzwords tonight.
Mr Wynne — This will be good.
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Mr COOPER — Yes, it will be, too. You have a
listen. Stop yelling and you might learn something.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Mornington should address his
comments through the Chair, and I ask the member for
Richmond for some cooperation.
Mr COOPER — Thank you, Acting Speaker, but I
will respond to interjections when they are as stupid as
the one from the member for Richmond just now.
We have heard all the buzzwords tonight. We have
even heard the new phrase ‘therapeutic and restorative
justice’. Now I have heard everything. As the member
for South-West Coast said, you have to decide at some
stage whose side you are on. The response from here is
we are on the side of the victims. We are on the side of
the people who are victimised. We are not going to
stand by and watch a discriminatory form of justice
being applied by this government. That is exactly what
it is.
You can use any word you like in place of the word
‘discriminatory’, but at the end of the day that is what
this is; it is discriminatory. We have a single area, in
fact a very small area of the state, being singled out for
the application of a particular form of the justice
system. In this case I pay credit to the member for
Richmond — he has obviously used all his powers of
persuasion with the government and it turned out to be
his electorate, in the city of Yarra. Even the member for
Richmond would acknowledge it is a very small part of
this state.
But the government has decided that it is going to set
up a neighbourhood justice centre in Collingwood to
act as a venue for the Magistrates Court criminal and
civil division, the Children’s Court — but not the
family division — the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal and the Victims of Crime
Assistance Tribunal. It is going to be there for people
who are residents of the city of Yarra, homeless people
who have committed an offence in the municipality, or
Aborigines with strong cultural links to the area within
the municipality. That is the discrimination.
I am absolutely staggered that nobody on the
government side seems to be able to get the point. The
point is that it is only those people who will be able to
access that court. It is worse than that because, as the
member for South-West Coast explained during his
contribution to the debate, it does not matter where the
offence is committed as long as it is committed by one
of those people who are qualified under this bill. It does
not matter what part of the state of Victoria the offence
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is committed in; the people who qualify under the bill
can elect to have their case heard in the neighbourhood
justice centre in Collingwood. Whether it is in
Warrnambool, Mallacoota or Mildura, those people can
elect to have their case heard at the neighbourhood
justice centre in Collingwood, and everybody else has
to fit in with that. Police witnesses, other witnesses and
expert witnesses, no matter who, all have to travel
down to Collingwood at a cost in both time and money
in order to see whether some justice can be done.
I have to say, and I am unashamed in this, that I am
very much on the side of the victims; and as I am in a
family that has suffered significant and serious
victimisation, I think I can claim to have some credit in
this.
Mr Stensholt interjected.
Mr COOPER — If the member for Burwood wants
to know about it later, I will tell him privately what the
victimisation was. I would appreciate it if he did not try
to score some cheap points off me.
Mr Stensholt interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Burwood!
Mr COOPER — When a family or an individual
has suffered serious victimisation in a criminal act, it is
enough for them to have suffered that without then
being put in the situation of having to travel long
distances and stay for a considerable time a long way
from where they live in order to see the case in which
they are involved prosecuted. That is why I say, without
any fear at all, that I am opposed to this bill.
It is clearly discriminatory. If the government is going
to have a pilot, as the member for Bentleigh said, then it
should have the pilot so that it does not discriminate
against victims — because that is what will occur. We
have heard the buzz words, we have seen all the
hand-on-heart stuff and we have heard all the warm and
cuddly phrases, but at the end of the day it will not
deliver justice to the vast majority of Victorians. What
it will do is discriminate against the vast majority of
Victorians — or it has the capacity to seriously
discriminate against the vast majority of Victorians.
That is why I will vote against the legislation.
I am not against pilots; I am not against trials; I am not
against trying something new; but I am against
something that is so clearly discriminatory as this
legislation. I do not want to occupy the time of the
house any more than by saying they are the reasons
why I will vote against this legislation.
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In conclusion, I am still staggered that government
members do not seem to get the point that has been
made by the member for Kew, by the member for
South-West Coast and now by me. They do not seem to
get the point: discrimination is bad no matter what it is,
and this bill is discriminatory.
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — I think what the
Victorian community wants is a safer community. We
can dress that up as, ‘Let’s be tough on crime’ or, ‘Put
more people in jail’, or we can try to make a difference
in terms of the safety of the communities in which
Victorians live. That is what this bill is about, and that
is what this government has been all about.
It has been about a range of strategies to try to ensure
we have safer communities, whether it is by putting
more police on the ground, whether it is by investing in
particularly disadvantaged local communities and
trying to make those communities more sustainable,
whether it is by investing in services like mental health
or drug and alcohol services to help prevent the crime
that may sometimes result from those issues, or whether
it is by looking at our court system and seeing that that
court system is more responsive to issues around
reoffending and around victims and their support within
the system.
Tonight we have heard members — in fact, the member
for Kew was one — talk about their concern over the
change in the traditional role of the courts. I do not
think I would put it that way. What I would say is that
the provisions do not change the role of the courts but
try to expand that role so that offending is seen not just
in isolation. To say that we have a perfect court system
now is to ignore the facts in terms of continual
reoffending and in terms of the nature or the
demographics of people who are in our prison system.
We do not have a perfect system, and we need to
continue to improve our court system.
We have, which members tonight have talked about, a
prison population which is overpopulated with people
with mental health issues, people with drug and alcohol
addictions and also, as pointed out in the
second-reading speech, people who are homeless or
have unstable housing or who are unemployed or tend
to be from particular socioeconomic areas. These
people are overrepresented in our prison system.
When you talk about equality, you could not say that
the prison population in itself is equal or somehow
represents the broader community at all. In fact it is a
very unequal system. Part of what this bill is doing is
acknowledging that there are factors that are obviously
contributing to offences and to the reoffending by
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people in our prison system. The government has been
investing in a number of strategies to try to deal with
this through A Fairer Victoria and through its
investment in community renewal and more sustainable
communities, but obviously we need to continue to
look at our criminal justice system and to take up the
challenge we have as a community, which is
particularly about reoffending or the breaches of orders
that go on all the time.
To say that somehow it is discriminatory to take
account of issues that contribute to criminal behaviour
misses the point. The bill is very clear on the fact that
the sentencing principles that apply in Victoria across
the board apply in relation to the neighbourhood justice
centre. It is very clear that those sentencing principles
have not been in any way touched here. But what it is
saying is that once somebody presents to that court
there is an acknowledgment that it may not be enough
to just put someone in prison. In fact if somebody has
offended because they have a drug and alcohol
problem — it might be a theft in order to buy drugs —
it seems to me to be ridiculous that we do not then try
to deal with the cause of the actual criminal behaviour,
which was the drugs that they wanted to buy, and
because they had no money to buy the drugs they then
stole money in order to buy them. We can just put that
person in prison, but it seems to me that the likelihood
is that that person is going to reoffend at the next stage.
It is the same with people who are homeless. If we are
not actually able to provide stable housing then those
factors will continue to contribute to offending. That is
not about discriminating or treating people unequally
before the law. There are categories of offences that
still apply equally, and the sentencing principles still
apply equally to everybody, but once we acknowledge
that there are particular factors that may be
contributing, let us try to deal with those factors as well.
This gives us some flexibility in doing that.
The other issue I touch on briefly is the issue the
member for South-West Coast raised, saying that this
will somehow unfairly affect his constituents in
Warrnambool. It is again also clear in the bill that
where the offence occurs and also where the offender
lives can trigger being able to access this particular
court in South Yarra, but that in itself does not
necessarily mean that the matter will be heard there. All
those other factors will be taken into account, as is done
now. The issue of where witnesses reside and all those
things will be considered, and that is also very clear.
Dr Napthine interjected.
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Ms NEVILLE — The member may not want to
know that, but it is very clear. All those principles still
apply. This is a pilot, and pilots occur in individual
communities. It is not a statewide pilot. It is a pilot to
assess and enable us as a Parliament to actually see
whether a different approach makes a difference in
terms of offences and reoffending. I think the Victorian
community expects us to continue to look at our
systems, our court systems, our police, whatever it may
be, to actually achieve a much safer community. That is
what this bill does and that is what this government is
committed to. I commend the bill to the house.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
speak on this legislation on behalf of The Nationals. As
a number of speakers have said, this is a unique way of
dealing with a certain group of criminals, and it will be
in a special court. It is an experiment — a pilot
program — and we are not sure what its outcomes will
be. I understand it is the first of its type in Australia, so
we cannot get any reports on whether it will be
successful. I also understand the government has said
there have been a number of successful outcomes
overseas, and this is what it is basing this legislation on.
The purpose of the bill is to establish neighbourhood
justice divisions of the Magistrates Court and the
Children’s Court. It will amend a number of acts — the
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989, the Children and Young
Person’s Act 1989, and the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005. As I said earlier, it is a pilot project.
It will be going for three years, and during that time it
will be evaluated. Hopefully, if any problems are found
with the legislation, it will be brought back here
straightaway to be amended so that it can work
positively.
The neighbourhood justice centre will be established in
the city of Yarra in early 2007. I understand it is on the
former TAFE site in Collingwood. We are told that its
purpose is to simplify access to the justice system, and I
hope the outcome of that will be less crime, which
means fewer victims. I hope the government is bringing
this forward because it has some evidence that it
reduces crime and thus the number of victims.
We are told that the specific sorts of people who will
come before this court will be people who are
homeless; vulnerable people, such as those who are
socially disadvantaged and Aboriginal people. The idea
is to stop people reoffending and to deal with the
problems that have caused them to offend in the first
place. This is an experiment and will be similar to the
drug court, the family violence division and the Koori
court.
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I will talk briefly on the Koori court, because we had a
pilot program in Shepparton. The Koori court operates
in Shepparton and also in Broadmeadows. There has
been some criticism of the Koori court — that it is soft
on crime. I have visited the Koori court and seen it in
action; it is very good. The Koori court is working well,
with the outcome that fewer Aborigines are
reoffending. I pay tribute to the people who started that
Koori court, such as Kate Auty, the magistrate; Gordon
Porter, the police prosecutor; Daniel Briggs, the
Aboriginal justice officer; and the Aboriginal elders and
respected persons who made that court work.
Regarding the magistrate who will be put forward for
this court, it works only if the magistrate has the
confidence of the people and is respected, and also fully
supports the court system itself. If that is the case, then
it could work.
Victims also have input into the system, and I think that
is important. In the Koori court the victims sit around a
very small table with the offenders, prosecutors and
magistrate and put their cases forward. The victims are
able to tell the person who has been convicted of the
crime how it has affected them. After sitting in the court
for a whole day — and I have been a number of times
since — I know it carries a lot of weight. The victims
can put forward their point of view so that the person,
who may have committed a crime once, can see the
ramifications of what they have done. If they have
stolen something, they can see the outcome — the
disadvantage it puts on the victim, who may be a person
similar to themselves who does not have a lot of money
to buy a replacement, whether it is a motorbike, a car or
whatever.
The second-reading speech says this is a community
justice system that has been successful overseas. There
is overrepresentation of some parts of our community
in jail, and we need to look at causes of criminal
behaviour. When I was a brand-new member of
Parliament in this place, I attended the Deer Park
women’s prison — —
Mr Hulls — As an observer!
Mrs POWELL — As the Attorney-General says,
obviously as an observer. I was one of the lucky ones; I
was able to leave after a few hours.
The female members of Parliament who visited the
prison were shocked to find that about 80 per cent of
women in the prison were there for drug-related
offences. When you talk to the guards and to the people
looking after the women, the counsellors and so forth,
you learn that some of the women are in there for
crimes such as robbery, which they committed so they
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could get drugs for themselves or for their boyfriends or
partners. We saw some of those women in there with
young children. That is not the place for young children
or, in some cases, for some of those women. They
might be better off being serviced outside with the
proper support systems.
There are a lot of people with mental illnesses in our
jails; they are overrepresented in the jails. I am not sure
of the statistics, but I do know that some of those
people would probably be better served if they were
receiving outside services such as counselling rather
than being dealt with in the jail system. We need to
look at the causes of their issues, and they need to have
treatment, whether it is long term or short term. Other
agencies also need to get together to provide support
services for those people before they offend and let
them know which behaviour is criminal and not
acceptable. We need to make sure they are aware of
that.
We wondered why the pilot program is to be situated in
the city of Yarra. The second-reading speech says Yarra
has one of the highest crime rates in Victoria. There are
areas in the city of Yarra that experience significant
social disadvantage. There are some laudable aims of
the neighbourhood justice centre (NJC), which are to
reduce the reoffending rates of the perpetrators of
crime, to reduce the failure-to-appear rate at court, to
reduce the number of court order breaches, to increase
the confidence of victims that justice can be done and to
increase the involvement of victims so that the
offenders can hear from the victims, which, as I said, is
very successful in the Koori court.
As I said earlier, it is a pilot project, and, hopefully, if
there are any problems, they will be fixed to make it
better. The types of cases that can be heard at the NJC
are a bit different to what can be heard at the Koori
court. In the Koori court the offender must say that they
are guilty — no judgment is made about whether they
are guilty or not; there is no time wasted on that. The
sentencing judgment comes upon them when they go to
the court. That is unlike this court.
The second-reading speech says that the NJC can deal
with uncontested family law matters, fencing disputes,
matters before VCAT and other issues that the
community of the city of Yarra identifies as being able
to be dealt with by this court. It will not hear committal
proceedings and serious sex offences. An NJC
magistrate needs to be a person who is respected and
truly believes in the aims of the centre. He or she will
have the full range of sentencing options, including jail.
I hope he or she listens to the other agencies before
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sentencing and learns what assistance is available for
rehabilitation.
There will be a perception that this legislation is being
soft on crime. People dealt with in the justice system
need to understand the ramifications of reoffending. To
make sure that there is not a perception of its being soft
on crime there is a need for confidence in this court’s
proceedings. People will be looking at it to make sure it
is working and reading the reports that will be coming
out from the independent person evaluating the court
proceedings. But, again, there is not enough support for
the vulnerable people the bill aims to support. There
must be some measures to make sure that the
government deals with these people by giving them
support before, not after, they might offend.
It is important that we address the gaps in affordable
housing so we do not have homeless people coming
before the courts. We have to fix the gaps in mental
health support, in drug and alcohol rehabilitation and in
counselling. I hope this bill does what it says it will do
and that the people dealt with by the bill do not
reoffend, so we will see much less crime and far fewer
victims.
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — It was my privilege
some two or so years ago to attend a meeting along
with the Attorney-General and the proponents of the
Red Hook justice centre in Brooklyn, New York. It was
amazing to hear what they put forward. Here we are
stuck in an adversarial system where the opposition is
saying, ‘We are for the victims, and you are for the
offenders’, but this is a whole new approach to justice.
It is a trial or a pilot of something that has seen positive
results overseas. It is not something that we are just
trying here out of the blue; it has worked in other areas.
It is a first for Australia, and I am very proud of that
fact. I am glad that here in Victoria we are innovative
enough to say that some things we have done in the past
have not worked and that we should try something new
that has worked overseas. It is going to be trialled in the
city of Yarra, which is a fitting place. The crime rate
there is higher than average, and a large number of
homeless people and Koori people congregate there, as
do people who have access to those services. So it is
very fitting that it be trialled in the city of Yarra.
This new approach to justice, which is a
problem-solving approach, aims to deal with a range of
broader and specific objectives. It is not just about
dispensing right and wrong. We have to take a holistic
approach to some of the causes of crime and see why
people are reoffending and what we can do about it. As
the gentleman from the Red Hook centre explained to
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us, in those circumstances they would look into what
had gone wrong and what was needed. They would not
just send people out cold to other services. They would
tell people that they might need case management or
shelter, and they would be referred immediately to the
centre. They took those people there; they did not just
pass the buck from one to the other. People were
getting a holistic approach.
It is to the credit of this government and the
Attorney-General that we are introducing that approach
here. If we look at the experience overseas, we see that
it has led to a reduction in crime rates and reoffending
and addressed some of the issues with regard to
homelessness and the treatment of a range of mental
illnesses. Overall the approach has had a good effect. I
have seen the success of the Koori courts first hand in
my area in Broadmeadows. I pay tribute to the
magistrates at the Broadmeadows courts. I think they
are wonderful people who have the wisdom of
Solomon at times. They treat people with great
compassion and care.
This is a good bill. I find it astonishing that the Liberal
Party stands up and says it is for victims. I can recollect
that it was the Liberal Party — in other words, those
opposite — which took crime compensation away, but
now it says it is for victims of crime. It also took away
1000 police and closed police stations. These are not
the acts of people who care about the community. All it
is trying to do is take cheap political shots, align itself
with the hard right coming up to the election and beat
the law and order drum again. But that does not do the
Liberal Party any good, because it does not work.
This is a trial of an approach which has been proven
overseas. I commend the Bracks government and
particularly the Attorney-General not only for
introducing the bill but for bringing people over from
the Red Hook centre to go through all the issues and tell
us what worked and what did not. We have been able to
take the cream of that experience and put it into a trial
in Victoria. I commend the bill to the house.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I welcome the opportunity
to make a brief contribution to the debate on the Courts
Legislation (Neighbourhood Justice Centre) Bill. From
the discussions that have taken place so far I can see
many similarities between what is being proposed in
this bill and the Koori court that is operating at
Shepparton, which the member for Shepparton has
commented on. I have certainly been most impressed
with the operation of that court. I, along with the
member for Shepparton, nominated the initiators of that
Koori court system for national awards, which they
received.
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The magistrates — and people like Sergeant Gordon
Porter and Daniel Briggs — all made a contribution,
along with Aboriginal elders, to tailor-making the
sentence to fit the crime and attempting to maximise the
rehabilitation rate and minimise the repeat offender
rate. Equally in magistrates courts in north-east Victoria
we often see magistrates applying what I would say
was a commonsense, pragmatic interpretation of the
law through their knowledge of what goes on in the
area and the issues that surround and impact on the
causes behind people offending. You will often see a
very pragmatic approach to the law in our area.
I am at this stage open-minded, and I am listening to the
debate that is going on at the moment into these issues.
However, there are some issues that concern me, and
they are based on my experience of the Koori court and
the Magistrates Court in north-east Victoria.
The first is the challenge to make the time fit the crime
and have meaningful sentences that satisfy the
community’s expectations in relation to punishment but
do not end up with people just going through a
revolving door in and out of prison and not being
confident to come back into mainstream life. I talked
with people like Ivan Lister, a social worker in the
Benalla area who has spent a lot of time working with
Aboriginals and others at Dhurringile prison. He goes
into the prisons before people are released and helps
them to normalise before coming out of the institution
back into mainstream living.
Ivan says there are many serious problems with those
people adjusting, so if we can modify sentencing to
reflect that and give people who deserve it a chance,
then let us do it, but we should not go soft on crime; we
should not go soft on those people who have the
tendency to be habitual offenders, and this is just an
easy way out for them.
Equally in relation to the Magistrates Court we have
seen situations in north-east Victoria where these
pragmatic magistrates have been frustrated by the rate
of appeals against sentences they have imposed at the
local level. This issue has been raised quite often by the
Border Mail, in particular by journalist Mark Mulcahy.
The rate of overturning appeals to the County Court
raises serious concerns about what is going on in the
administration of justice in our area. Perhaps this needs
to be looked at, and I understand it could well be that it
is being looked at.
We know what this bill is trying to achieve in terms of a
pragmatic approach to sentencing but unfortunately
people who are not in touch with the local situation are
being involved in a decision-making process which is
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overruling the sound judgment of magistrates in the
area.
As other speakers have indicated, there is a need to
address the underlying issues that predispose people
getting into the revolving-door situation of going in and
out of courts, prisons and other institutions.
Homelessness is a major issue, and Benalla is not
protected from homelessness. It frustrates me that in
attempting to address the homelessness issue in Benalla
I have been hit by a wall of inertia. People have
attended up to eight meetings.
The first one identified that you needed bricks and
mortar to provide the shelter; you needed counselling
support because a lot of these people were homeless;
you needed additional counselling and general moral
support; and you needed management. Regrettably,
after a further eight meetings we are still only at the
same stage of recognising that we need bricks and
mortar, counselling support and management. There
was an inability to make things happen. That frustrated
the Rotary Club of Benalla, which was prepared to go
out and buy a house, do it up and provide it as
emergency accommodation for families who needed it.
The club was not able to do this because of the inertia
within the system.
We also need to re-establish family values, something
which The Nationals feel very strongly about. We are
concerned with what appears to be another example of
social engineering. It is a proposed teacher’s manual
which encourages primary school teachers not to make
reference to ‘mother and father’ when talking with
children but to talk about ‘carers’ so as to accommodate
children who are being parented by same-sex couples.
The Nationals believe in traditional family values and
believe they should be supported and encouraged. We
should also respect others. We should be encouraging
the development of self-esteem, getting along with each
other, persistence and resilience. There are good
initiatives in the school system such as the You Can Do
It program which seeks to achieve these things.
I think that we need to focus very much on the
underlying issues. We need to take a pragmatic
approach to the justice system, but we want to make
sure that the time fits the crime and that people do not
get soft options.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank all
members for their contributions to the debate on this
bill, but I have to say that I am a bit surprised. I thought
that in the 21st century we had moved away from the
Neanderthal, head-in-the-sand attitude to justice where
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the lock-them-up-and-throw-away-the-key mentality
prevailed, but having listened to some of the
contributions made by members of the Liberal Party it
seems to me that that is not the case.
To describe this as apartheid legislation is quite
extraordinary. For the honourable member for
South-West Coast to say that this will be a separate,
different and apartheid justice system is quite
extraordinary. Victoria has had specialist jurisdictions
for many years. The County Court, the Magistrates
Court and the Supreme Court all have separate
jurisdictions, and there is the Children’s Court and the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. In this
state we have also introduced a Koori court division,
and thankfully its introduction was supported by those
opposite. But now we find that the deep-down, secret
and racist views of members of the opposition have
come out as they have made their contributions to the
debate on this bill. They say they support Koori courts,
but they do not really support what Koori courts are all
about. They are about therapeutic justice and about
addressing the underlying causes of crime.
The fact is that through an independent evaluation of
the Koori courts we can now see how well they are
working. Recidivism rates in the Koori courts have
halved. Whether they are held in Shepparton or in
Broadmeadows, they are a huge success. When we
introduced the Koori court division some said that it
was outrageous, that it would create a two-tiered justice
system and that it would not work, but they now have
to eat their words because they know these courts have
worked.
I have spoken to one of those critics, for whom I have
some respect. David Galbally, a well-known lawyer in
this state, wrote an article for the Herald Sun when the
Koori courts were first opened in which he said that
they would not work because they were a specialist
division, inappropriate and the like. I have spoken to
him since and he has visited the Koori courts. Now he
is overwhelmingly supportive of them. The fact is that
the neighbourhood justice centre will be exactly the
same.
We also have specialist divisions for domestic violence.
Do those who oppose therapeutic justice, such as the
member for Mornington and others, also oppose
specialist divisions such as the domestic violence
division of our Magistrates Court? Do they oppose
specialist divisions like the drug division of our
Magistrates Court? For goodness sake! We are all about
trying to address the underlying causes of crime.
Locking people up and throwing away the key simply
does not work. When people like the member for
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Mornington say, ‘You have to decide which side you
are on when you support this’, it is as though we are
back in the dim dark days in our justice system when it
was them and us. That is not what this legislation is
about.
One of the reasons we are establishing the
neighbourhood justice centre is to further assist victims
of crime. One of the specific objectives of the
neighbourhood justice centre is to increase the number
of applications by victims of crime for compensation.
This legislation is about addressing the underlying
causes of crime and ensuring that therapeutic and
restorative justice actually works. We have heard the
member for Mornington say, ‘Therapeutic and
restorative justice? Bah, now I have heard everything!’.
For goodness sake! Therapeutic and restorative justice
has existed in this state and in other jurisdictions for
years. Restorative justice is about assisting victims of
crime, so to oppose this piece of legislation on the basis
of saying, ‘Now I have heard everything. This is not
going to assist victims of crime’, is absolute nonsense. I
agree with my colleagues on this side of the house
when they say how hypocritical it is to hear such words
coming from members of a party that cut and abolished
compensation for victims of crime.
For what reason? I recall the former Premier, Jeff
Kennett, standing in this place and making it quite clear
that the reason the then government was abolishing
compensation for victims of crime across the state was
because he had found out that one particular woman
bought a red coat with her compensation. That was
reason to abolish compensation for victims of crime.
For goodness sake, I would have thought we had
moved on!
The nonsense being uttered by members opposite about
case transfers, that any person who may have some
connection with the city of Yarra and who commits an
offence in Mildura would automatically be able to have
their matter transferred to the neighbourhood justice
centre, is just plain wrong. Get off your backsides and
read the bill! Find out what it actually says. It is just
wrong!
The fact is that the bill does not alter the provisions of
the Magistrates’ Court Act, which deals with the proper
venue at which cases should be heard. The bill simply
confers jurisdiction on the specialist court based on a
proper connection with the local community. If it is not
appropriate, because of issues such as witness
convenience, the complexity of the case or any other
matter, to hear that case at the neighbourhood justice
centre, the magistrate retains his or her discretion to
transfer the case to the most appropriate venue. That is
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the case transfer system now. That has been in
existence for many, many years. This bill does not alter
that. The fact is that members of the Liberal Party
simply have not read the bill. Again, they have been too
damn lazy to do any research on this, despite the fact
that they have had a briefing on it.
To be saying that the selection of the magistrate
interferes with the doctrine of the separation of powers
is again absolute nonsense. There has been a
community consultation phase in relation to the
selection of the magistrate. We even have the president
of the Law Institute of Victoria, Catherine Gale,
supporting the process that has been set up to select the
magistrate. For members opposite to be saying that this
interferes with the doctrine of the separation of powers
is an absolute nonsense. We believe that it is an
appropriate process.
Another issue raised was the apparent lack of clarity in
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
jurisdiction and the authority of the magistrate to
conduct VCAT matters. No legislative changes are
required to support the neighbourhood justice centre’s
VCAT jurisdiction. VCAT is already required to
conduct its proceedings with minimum formality and
technicality. It is not necessary to include such a
provision in the bill. The president of VCAT has been
consulted on this bill and is supportive of its provisions.
The authority of the neighbourhood justice centre
magistrate to deal with VCAT matters does not need to
be set out in the bill, because the magistrate will hold an
appointment as a member of VCAT. There are at least
five similar appointments in Victoria already, so I do
not know where members of the opposition have been
over the past seven years!
Again, we are asked why sex offences are precluded
from the jurisdiction of the neighbourhood justice
centre. This is a pilot exercise. It is not intended to
confer full civil or criminal jurisdiction of the
Magistrates Court on the neighbourhood justice centre.
The government believes that allowing sex offences to
be dealt with in the pilot phase may overly complicate
issues faced in the formative stages of the
neighbourhood justice centre. This approach is
absolutely consistent with the way Koori courts were
introduced in this state. If any extension of the criminal
jurisdiction is to include sex offences and it is
warranted after an appraisal phase, that can be
considered as part of the evaluation of the pilot. I
believe that this is a very important place of legislation.
I am very proud to be associated with it. This will be an
Australian first. I have had discussions with my
colleagues around Australia — other
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attorneys-general — and they are looking with interest
at this particular matter.
I had the privilege some years ago of having a look at
the Red Hook centre just outside New York and also at
a neighbourhood justice centre in Liverpool in the UK.
I have also had the privilege of sitting on the bench at
the neighbourhood justice centre at Red Hook and of
meeting with the judge from the Liverpool
neighbourhood justice centre. The reduction in
recidivism rates and the reduction in crime rates as a
result of the neighbourhood justice centre, the Red
Hook centre, have been quite extraordinary. Whilst the
Liverpool justice centre is in its fairly formative stages,
already the anecdotal evidence is that it is working
extremely well. The community is taking ownership of
the justice system.
As I said, I am very proud to be associated with this.
This is real reform and legacy stuff. I expect that when
the evaluation is conducted in relation to the
neighbourhood justice centre it will show that this
reform is addressing the underlying causes of crime and
that crime rates are being appropriately addressed in the
Collingwood area. I am cautiously optimistic that after
an evaluation phase, there will be overwhelming
support to make neighbourhood justice centres
permanent fixtures in this state, just like what has
occurred with the Koori court pilot.
The Koori court pilot evaluation worked well, and as a
result the sunset clause was removed and it has been
expanded. We now have Australia’s first ever Koori
children’s court in Victoria. I expect the same will
happen with the neighbourhood justice centre. I also
expect even before the evaluation phase that other
jurisdictions will follow suit in relation to what we are
doing in Victoria.
I reject the argument that this is soft on crime — in fact
it is quite the opposite. This is a sensible reform that
goes to the heart of what our justice system should be
doing — that is, being tough on crime but also being
tough on the causes of crime and addressing the
underlying causes of offending.
I obviously fully support this legislation. I thank
members on this side of the house who have supported
this very important reform. I also thank The Nationals
for their foresight, understanding and for taking the
time. The member for Shepparton made a contribution,
and I congratulate her for taking the time to sit in the
Koori court at Shepparton to see how it actually works,
as opposed to the Liberal Party who I doubt have taken
time to do that, because its members did not even take
the time to come to the briefing that was offered to
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them on the neighbourhood justice centre. The shadow
Attorney-General and his Liberal colleagues did not
even bother to personally turn up to a briefing on the
neighbourhood justice centre.
This is very important reform; I believe it is
groundbreaking reform. I expect the rest of Australia
will follow us. We on this side of the house are very
proud to be associated with this bill and we all wish it a
speedy passage.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 59
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Mr
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Dr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Leighton, Mr

Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maughan, Mr
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Powell, Mrs
Robinson, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 17
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Wells, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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COURTS LEGISLATION (JURISDICTION)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 June; motion of Mr HULLS
(Attorney-General).
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — This bill makes a
number of worthwhile amendments to various pieces of
courts legislation. Some of them do raise some
concerns and issues, one in particular in relation to
expanding — —
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Sitting continued on motion of Mr THWAITES
(Minister for Environment).
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — As I was saying very
extensively, this bill has a number of worthwhile
provisions, but it has a number of conditions that cause
concern. In relation to the range of indictable offences
there is one matter that I have already raised with the
Attorney-General informally but will mention in my
contribution. Principally the bill will increase the
County Court civil jurisdiction from the current
$200 000 to an unlimited jurisdiction. The County
Court already has an unlimited jurisdiction — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
If honourable members wish to continue discussions
within the chamber, I ask them to assist the Chair and
show some respect for the member on his feet. The
honourable member for Kew, without interruption from
other members.
Mr McINTOSH — Thank you, Acting Speaker. I
will not go over for the third time what I started off
with. The increase in civil jurisdiction to an unlimited
rate in the County Court is probably a progressive and
incremental change, but given that the County Court
has unlimited jurisdiction in relation to personal injury
matters and that is already a principal source of its civil
work in any event, it may not add to any large extent to
the jurisdiction of the County Court. One would
anticipate that complex commercial matters would still
go to the Supreme Court, and given that it has a
well-honed corporations list where hearings in those
matters can be expedited, I do not see it adding
considerably to any of the resources of the court.
I again highlight, as I have done on other occasions, my
concern in relation to the County Court where because
of the current state of the criminal lists you cannot get a
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trial date inside 12 months, and there may well be a
tendency to concentrate on criminal rather than civil
matters, which may then also blow out. Anecdotal
evidence would suggest that the civil jurisdiction is not
plagued by delays to the same degree. However, they
are still a problem, and matters not being reached is a
significant issue. Merely blithely increasing the
jurisdiction, which may be an appropriate step, still
begs the question: are the courts going to be properly
resourced to ensure that they can adequately dispose of
not just all the civil matters but also the criminal matters
that come before the County Court, which is the
principal criminal trial court in this state and is plagued
with chronic and unacceptably long delays of
12 months and greater?
There are a number of other amendments which are
probably minor but which increase the ability to
expedite criminal hearings. In relation to the Crimes
Act, corporate defendants will be able to be tried in
their absence. The problem is that a corporate defendant
can really only appear by way of legal representation,
and if a matter involves a corporation that is either
defunct or in liquidation, then those corporate
defendants are probably unlikely to appear, but this
legislation provides essentially for the opportunity of
hearing those cases in the absence of a corporate
defendant. There are other worthwhile amendments
which will enable summonses in relation to summary
offences to be served by post rather than the
requirement to be personally served, which can be a
long and turgid process.
I note that in the second-reading speech the
Attorney-General said that the normal safeguards of an
application for rehearing under the Magistrates’ Court
Act would still be available in the event that notice was
not properly given and someone appeared before the
court and said they genuinely did not receive the
summons in the matter.
There are provisions that, with the consent of their
clients, mean legal representatives can enter pleas in
relation to matters that come before a Magistrates
Court. To this day there is still a bizarre process where
although someone is represented in court,
notwithstanding their representative can enter into all
other discussions with a magistrate, the magistrate still
has to put the question to the accused, ‘Are you
prepared to have this indictable offence dealt with in a
summary way rather than to exercise your right to have
this indictable offence dealt with by way of judge and
jury?’. They can also enter their plea personally rather
than it being entered by the barrister, although nine
times out of ten with the leave of the court that plea is
given by the barrister or the solicitor in any event. As I
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said, it is not a significant amendment but it will
certainly improve the processes in the courts.

different system for a common-law offence as opposed
to statutory offences.

There is also a provision which says that a custodial
order cannot be given in a defendant’s absence.
Obviously if it is thought that a custodial order is to be
made, then a warrant can be issued in the normal way,
and a custodial order can be imposed. There are
provisions for an increase in the monetary limits for the
jurisdiction of the Magistrates Court from $25 000 to
$100 000 in line with the new civil jurisdiction of the
Magistrates Court.

A matter has been raised with me by a gentleman by
the name of Mr Pingo, who is a police constable, and he
has sent a similar email to the Attorney-General. I have
had an opportunity to discuss the matter with the
Attorney-General this evening and he has agreed to
look into it. He raises the issue of the common-law
offence of indecent exposure, and although it is an
indelicate subject to raise, he raises a very valid point
that a statutory offence under the Summary Offences
Act can be dealt with in a Magistrates Court, but the
common-law offence is an indictable offence and must
still go before the County Court.

One of the other matters I want to touch on is the
provision in the Sentencing Act which empowers the
Supreme Court and County Court to impose aggregated
sentences of imprisonment. Importantly, it can only
apply where someone is charged with multiple offences
which have arisen out of a single transaction, and rather
than dealing with them as different sentences that can
be dealt with either cumulatively or concurrently, the
court is now given the power to impose an aggregate
sentence.
The last matter I want to touch on is again something
the opposition supports — that is, the idea of expanding
the range of indictable offences that can be dealt with in
a summary matter in the Magistrates Court. Of course
people elect to have any indictable offence dealt with
by the Magistrates Court for a number of reasons.
Firstly, it is a very much cheaper option. Secondly and
importantly, it is a quicker procedure. But most
importantly, if an offence is dealt with in a Magistrates
Court, the maximum term of imprisonment that can be
imposed by a magistrate is two years.
No matter what the indictable offence is — and it may
carry a sentence of far more than two years
imprisonment — it will be limited and the maximum
that can be imposed is that two-year term. For those
reasons many people elect to have their matters dealt
with in a Magistrates Court. Of course in the beginning
it is the police investigators and prosecutors who make
the decision to present in the Magistrates Court rather
than in the County Court.
There are a range of common-law offences including
assault and affray that will now be capable of being
dealt with in a summary way in the Magistrates Court
rather than being dealt with as indictable offences in the
County Court. Assault is a good example because it is a
statutory provision as well as a common-law offence.
Currently that statutory provision can be dealt with, and
in the vast majority of cases when people are charged
with assault it will be dealt with in the normal way as a
summary offence. It seems ludicrous that we have a

The difference between them is that a common law
offence can only occur where someone has indecently
exposed themself to two people. Importantly, that can
occur in a private place, not necessarily a public place,
as long as they have been exposed to two people. Public
exposure, which is a statutory offence, may not cover
the entire field, although it is one of those offences that
probably would rarely come to the attention of many
people. The simple fact is that those matters should in
all ways be dealt with in the Magistrates Court. The
opposition does not oppose this bill.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — The
Nationals do not oppose this legislation, but I just want
to go through some of its basic elements. Those
elements are split into two segments: amendments to
the civil law on the one hand and amendments to the
criminal law on the other. Insofar as the civil law
amendments are concerned, the basic change is that the
County Court now has unlimited jurisdiction with
regard to civil claims. The amount of $200 000 will be
removed, which means that in the Supreme Court and
the County Court there is no limit on jurisdiction. That
in turn will mean that parties will need to choose which
of those two jurisdictions they use for the purposes of
pursuing their claims.
While the second-reading speech comments on the
basis upon which those decisions must be taken by
litigants, I think an element missing from this is the
issue of, with due respect to all concerned, the capacity
and the experience of some aspects of the Supreme
Court trial system to deal with matters that might not
otherwise be dealt with in the County Court. It is not
only going to be a question of straight-out costs and
ease of access to the jurisdiction; other elements will
come into this as well.
Be that as it may, the threshold for the Magistrates
Court is to remain at $100 000. We have, of course,
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seen enormous growth in the extent of the work which
goes through the Magistrates Court. This will bring to
bear the conversation about resourcing our judicial
facilities. I would have thought that in the state of
Victoria we need at least another two members of the
Supreme Court judiciary to be appointed as a matter of
some urgency. The caseload across the jurisdictions is
enormous. The extent of the load imposed upon judges
on the bench in the Supreme Court in particular is
beyond the stage of being able to be accommodated
sensibly by them. The government does need to look at
that issue with some measure of urgency. Certainly in
my conversations with various persons who are
involved in the administration of the justice system in
the state of Victoria, the necessity to have more
appointments to the Supreme Court is viewed as
something that should be dealt with by the government
as a priority.
While on this general topic of civil litigation, there are
also some statistics that I would just like to make
available to the house. I have used these on previous
occasions in other debates, but they stand being
repeated for the purposes of this discussion. These are
the figures that are attached to correspondence from the
group termed People’s Rights. I believe the figures
were sent relatively recently to all members of the
house. There is an attachment to the correspondence
from this group headed ‘Personal injury writs, by cause
of action, filed in the County Court of Victoria’. On the
basis of these figures that I am about to refer to, the
argument might be made that the extent of civil
litigation is reducing to such an extent that resourcing
should be viewed in that context.
Though we have an enormous backlog of work, and I
do not think there is a direct nexus between that issue as
opposed to the matters that I am now going to refer to,
and these matters are in the civil jurisdiction and do not
relate to the enormity of the workload that occurs in the
criminal jurisdiction, the figures themselves are very
interesting. They are put in the context of the
amendments that have gone through the house over the
past two or three years with regard to the capacity of
persons who are injured as a result of acts of negligence
being able to institute proceedings and claim damages
as a result of the injuries that they suffer.
The different categories detail the number of writs that
were issued, firstly, in the 12-month period from
October 2002 until September 2003, and secondly,
from October 2004 until September 2005. In cases of
assault, 226 writs were issued in the first period, and in
the second period there were 26; in relation to
proceedings for damages arising from dog bites,
42 writs were issued in the first period and 2 in the
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second; 1734 writs were issued for public liability
claims in the first period, and in the second there were
84; and in slipping cases, 553 writs were issued in the
first period, and 28 were issued in the second.
In other forms of personal injury claims, apart from the
specialised categories that I will come to in a moment,
in the generalised ‘other’ group 330 writs were issued
in the first period, and in the second there were 77. For
industrial accidents, in the first period there were 165,
and in the second period there were 129. For medical
negligence claims in the first period, 1798 writs were
issued, and within two years that had dropped to 88 in
the second period.
The motor car accident category shows that 331 writs
were issued in the first period and 341 were issued in
the second. Product liability writs in the first period
were 66 and in the second they were 6. There were
94 school accident writs in the first period, in the
second period there were 2. Sexual assault writs in the
first period were 79, in the second they were 18.
The total figures are compelling. In the first period —
and I reiterate these statistics are for all categories from
October 2002 until September 2003 — 5418 writs were
issued. Two years later, in the period October 2004
until September 2005, the total number of writs was
801. By any standards it is an extraordinary and
dramatic reduction in the number of proceedings being
issued. There are many messages to be drawn from
those figures, not the least of those is the extent to
which the capacity for people to claim damages in a
vast array of instances where they would once have
been able to found the claim has been effectively
removed through the passage of the legislation that has
gone through the house.
We all agreed to it, and we did it in an environment
where the issues surrounding the vexed question of
insurance premiums were driving a lot of this with the
strong beat of a drum. By the same token it can be
accurately said that we have had a limited benefit
actually derive to people who pay premiums through
the fact of insurers not having to meet the extent of their
exposure, which was previously apparent. Yet I do not
think people who are paying the premiums are seeing
the benefit of the legislated changes and what should
have been the consequential reduction in those levels of
premiums.
It seems to me there is the distinct risk that these
significant changes, which have made major inroads
into people’s rights, have translated into share
dividends which have gone to those who hold an
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interest in these insurers. But that is a discussion for
another day in another context.
This bill will give the County Court unlimited
jurisdiction in relation to civil proceedings. Insofar as
the criminal law amendments are concerned, they make
a number of changes to committals, which are an
important aspect of the criminal justice system. I
appeared in many of them over the years, as I know the
member for Kew did. One has to say that the basic
rationale behind them has changed a lot over the course
of time. It might be said that committals were regularly
used as a fishing expedition to examine every
conceivable aspect of the case being mounted by the
Crown and to then make comparisons between the
evidence that was given during the committal and that
which was ultimately given at the subsequent trial.
Often the purpose for which committals were designed
was not the focus of attention, so it is probably timely
that certain changes be made to the way in which the
process of committals occurs. Indeed, in the scheme of
things these changes are pretty modest.
The first of them will require the parties involved to
come together for a discussion about the elements of
the committal process. Where agreement can be
reached, all the better; where there is to be dispute, that
will be defined. A joint document is to be produced by
the parties arising out of those discussions, and
everybody will be better informed as to whether there
will ultimately be a plea or whether there will be a
contest. If it is to be the latter, then notice must be given
of the witnesses who will be required and the issues
regarding cross-examination. Generally, an
examination of all the processes and the individuals
involved in them will occur if a trial is ultimately to
follow the committal process.
The second change will allow a court to adjourn a
matter for up to 14 days without the need for the parties
to actually appear in court where they agree that further
time would be useful to help resolve the case. This
again is a sensible suggestion, because often in either
the civil or the criminal jurisdiction people do not get
down to taws and have the chance to have a good look
at what a proceeding involves until they are at the door
of the court, and that of itself can generate some
constructive discussion in enabling a settlement to
occur.
The third element of the change in committals will be
the power to direct the parties to attend a committal
case conference. This is a form of compulsory
mediation, it seems to me. It is similar to the situation
that applies in the civil jurisdiction, where these days
you cannot get to court unless you go through
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mediation. That requirement now applies across every
jurisdiction. I became a convert to the mediation
process over the years, and indeed I succumbed to the
point of ultimately becoming fully qualified as a
mediator and doing hundreds of mediations in the time
I was in the law.
Mr McIntosh interjected.
Mr RYAN — The member for Kew tells me he did
too. I think the notion of bringing that process to
committals is also a good idea.
There are some additional amendments with regard to
the service of summonses by post, with the rider, of
course, that if a summons does not arrive then a
defendant can seek a rehearing on that basis in the event
that a prosecution is recorded.
There are amendments that expand the capacity to have
indictable offences dealt with on a summary basis, as
opposed to people having to go before a jury. At the
moment that can be done on the basis of agreement
between the prosecution and the defence. Now there is
to be an extension of those instances where it can
happen as of right, so that the common-law assault and
the charge of affray can be dealt with summarily, as
well as a range of other offences relating to property
where the value of the property that has been stolen or
affected is to be increased to $100 000 from the present
limit of $25 000 — another instance of expansion of
jurisdiction, but I think pragmatic and acceptable.
There is also to be a change to the process by which the
court decides whether it is appropriate to hear an
indictable offence summarily. The bill sets out a
number of criteria which can be used by the court to
make that decision. There is a provision regarding
aggregate sentencing. This is available in the
Magistrates Court at the moment. The bill will extend
the capacity for this to occur in both the County and the
Supreme Court, and then there are other amendments of
a general miscellaneous nature. One of those is to
ensure that the Magistrates Court cannot impose a
custodial sentence where a charge is heard and
determined in the absence of the defendant. That as
much as anything is an issue of natural justice, and I
support that amendment.
A further amendment requires charges to be read or the
substance of them to be explained to a defendant who is
unrepresented. That again is an issue of natural justice.
Many times in days gone by you would go over to court
in Sale, Bairnsdale, Orbost or wherever and there
would be people who had no idea about what was
involved in the proceedings they had come to court to
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take part in. As a matter of course you would take them
under your wing. Indeed, often the presiding magistrate
would ask you to do it, and solicitors would always do
it for the sake of ensuring that people were given a
fulsome explanation as to what they were facing. This
amendment will require that to happen and, as a matter
of natural justice, it is a good thing to do.
At the moment some corporate defendants are able to
prevent cases going to court. They do that on the basis
that to enable proceedings in relation to an indictable
offence to proceed, a defendant must be present. In the
case of an individual, it is easy if they do not turn up.
You get a warrant; you get them arrested; you bring
them before the court and you can then deal with it. In
the case of corporations, you cannot go out and arrest a
company, so they have been able to avoid a lot of these
proceedings being dealt with simply by not fronting the
court. This is now overcome by the amendment in the
bill and that again is a sensible thing to do.
The legislation contains some other relatively minor
amendments which will free up the capacity of the
Director of Public Prosecutions to pursue the important
tasks that fall to him. Generally the basket of
amendments for both the civil and the criminal
jurisdictions contained in this bill are sensible and they
are not opposed by The Nationals.
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I am pleased to
again have an opportunity to speak in support of a bill
from the Attorney-General. This is one of many bills
which will modernise our justice system and certainly
make it fairer, more transparent and more accessible.
The bill before us contains a number of provisions
which are designed to do just that and they sit very well
with the justice statement that was announced by the
Attorney-General going back to 2004.
In the area of criminal law matters, the bill is designed
to make more efficiencies in the way that criminal
matters are resolved through the courts. When we begin
to do that, we will certainly make the courts and the
justice system more accessible to ordinary people. In
turn we end up reducing the burden on the witnesses
and victims who are involved in those criminal
proceedings.
Alterations are to be made to committal proceedings to
encourage negotiated resolution of issues. This goes to
the point of making the resources of our court system
go further. The changes to committal proceedings will
introduce a system which more adequately reflects the
fact that only approximately one in five matters is
contested. Existing procedures in the courts assume that
all matters will be contested, which leads to a
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mismatching of resources. This bill will change that so
that resources and systems are matched to the reality of
matters before the courts. As I have already said, fewer
than 20 per cent of matters are being contested, so it is
highly sensible that parties be required to negotiate or
discuss a case before the matter comes before the court.
Parties will be required to present to the court a joint
document canvassing key issues such as whether there
will be a guilty plea or the matter will be contested and
whether a defence request to cross-examine witnesses is
agreed to by the prosecution.
In addition, the court can mandate attendance at
committal case conferences by the parties. Trials in this
facility have proven very effective in the past in
managing the business of the court and its resources
without sacrificing fairness in trials. The justice
statement is very clear about that. It is very clear about
the need to maximise the efficiencies of court systems
and procedures while maintaining fairness in trials,
which is vital to maintaining public confidence. A court
can adjourn matters for up to two weeks without
requiring the parties to be before it. That can occur if it
is generally agreed by the parties that extra time will
assist in the resolution of the matter. Again, rather than
tying up court resources, mediation is encouraged
where it can be useful in resolving matters between
parties.
The bill introduces a notion of aggregate sentencing
beyond what is currently available at the Magistrates
Court level. It provides this facility as an option to
judges in the County and Supreme courts. This is not
about leading to a reduction in sentences served. It is a
useful way for the courts to explain to the community
how they have determined an aggregate sentence for
multiple offences, rather than, as is the case now, only
being able to comment on one offence at a time, as
individual sentencing requires. This is an important
educative tool for the community. These days many
questions are raised about how sentences are reached. It
is all the better for the community to be more aware of
the complications in sentencing and how sentences are
arrived at by judicial officers. The exception is in the
cases of serious sex offenders where, as the law stands,
sentences must be served cumulatively.
In relation to how summonses for summary offences
are to be served, the bill enables all summonses for
summary offences to be served by mail. Existing
safeguards with respect to the serving of these
summonses will be preserved. Further, there will be a
broadening of the types of indictable offences that are
triable summarily; for example, common-law assault
and affray. There will also be a raising of the current
limit of $25 000 to a new level of $100 000 for offences
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involving property. This will help recast the costs and
increase the efficiency and accessibility of the justice
system by allowing the lowest appropriate courts to
deal with matters.
Courts will now also have criteria by which they can
decide whether it is appropriate to hear an indictable
offence summarily. The criteria include the seriousness
of an offence and whether sentencing orders available
to the court are suitable, and examples of when a
particular charge is heard summarily. That is not to say
that judicial officers do not give consideration to those
types of criteria, but what this bill does is set aside
criteria as guidelines which judicial officers can refer to
in reaching their decisions.
This assists in educating or communicating with the
broad public about how judicial processes are exercised
and decisions arrived at. The criteria are not exhaustive
or prescriptive, but again they are there as a very
important guide. This will enhance the community’s
understanding of how the justice system functions and
thereby it will promote support and confidence in that
very system. That is what the justice statement of 2004
is all about. A successful judicial system is one that has
the backing of a confident and informed community
that it serves.
May I now talk about how the bill deals with some civil
law matters. It removes the $200 000 limit that applies
to the County Court to enable greater choice between
the County and Supreme courts before which a civil
matter may be brought by a party. This will increase the
affordability of pursuing matters which otherwise
would be forced into the Supreme Court by the
existence of the $200 000 ceiling. It is streamlining our
court system, reallocating resources, and making it
more affordable and therefore more accessible.
Everybody knows that accessibility to our justice
system is as important as its transparency and fairness.
There are several other amendments with a focus on
enhancing fairness and efficiencies in the criminal
justice system. I will just touch on those. They include
removing the possibility of the Magistrates Court
giving custodial sentences in the absence of a
defendant. It is a rare occurrence as it exists now.
Nevertheless it is important to have that possibility
removed. The bill would require explanation of charges
or that they be read where a defendant is not
represented. This clarifies the existing common-law
rules with those rights or entitlements. Again it
provides for accessible and understandable justice to
the defendant who is not otherwise represented.
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The bill also ensures that corporations as defendants
cannot avoid prosecution by their absence. Matters will
be able to be heard even if a corporation is absent.
There have been instances in the past where this has
been the case. Of course justice is not served by
corporations avoiding the net of the justice system.
There are several other amendments, but importantly
the bill deals with fairness, transparency and the
efficiency of and accessibility to our justice system.
These are the areas that the bill deals with; they are all
equally important. It helps to bring our justice system
into the modern age and makes it one that co-opts the
community’s support.
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — It gives me great
pleasure to talk on the Courts Legislation (Jurisdiction)
Bill. As my colleague has said, it introduces a number
of important reforms in both the civil and criminal
justice systems. Those reforms will play a significant
role in putting the justice statement reform agenda into
action and meeting the objectives of the justice
statement — that is, to modernise justice.
This is something we see as a hallmark of the
government — to make statements and build a
framework around those statements so that their
objectives, whether they be justice or education
statements, are actually delivered and so there is always
something to measure it by. As I said, these are both
civil and criminal reforms.
The bill increases the civil jurisdiction of the County
Court from $200 000 to an unlimited monetary
jurisdiction. Of course when that $200 000 was put into
place, it must have seemed like an enormous amount of
money, but we all understand that in the justice system
$200 000 is not an enormous amount of money. The
proposal is in line with the commitment made in the
justice statement to examine the civil thresholds
between the County and the Supreme courts. It is
consistent with the principles that jurisdictions should
be allocated on the basis that users are able to
commence proceedings in the lowest appropriate
jurisdiction.
I would like to touch on some of the criminal reforms.
They are contained in the bill but they were developed
in consultation with the advisory group which was
established to assist with the criminal law aspects of the
justice statement project. These objectives have the
broad support of that group. The advisory group is a
high-level group comprising representatives from major
stakeholders. Naturally that includes the courts and the
Victorian Director of Public Prosecutions and the
Office of Public Prosecutions, Victoria Police, the
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office of parliamentary counsel, Victoria Legal Aid, of
course the legal profession — another keystone of that
advisory group — and the Department of Premier and
Cabinet.

addition, the court must not impose a sentence of
imprisonment on a defendant who has been served by
post but is not present in the court. They are safeguards
which are absolutely needed in our justice system.

The key features of the criminal law reforms include
amendments to facilitate the early identification and
resolution of issues at the committal mention stage.
That will include compulsory discussions between the
prosecution and defence and case discussions that are
presided over by the magistrates.

Further safeguards are being developed. The bill
provides that in determining whether to use postal or
personal service an informant should consider whether
postal service is the appropriate form. They would need
to know the nature and gravity of the alleged offence,
whether the defendant had any findings of guilt and
convictions for similar offences, and the period of time
that had elapsed since the defendant’s last known
address was ascertained.

The current system focuses on forms. It is form-based
and based on compliance with the processes rather than
achieving outcomes. We heard in debate on the
previous bill how important it is to actually achieve
outcomes. Increasingly in the court system pleas of
guilty are being identified later in the trial stage of the
process rather than at that early committal stage. The
proposed new process is designed to get both the
prosecution and defence talking at a very early stage of
proceedings.
Another key feature is the reclassification of the
number of indictable and common-law offences as
indictable offences triable summarily, so that they can
be determined if the defendant and the Magistrates
Court agree. For example such offences as affray,
common-law assault and false imprisonment will be
reclassified as indictable offences triable summarily.
The proposed amendments will also expand the current
list of offences so that property offences may be heard
in the Magistrates Court if the charge involves property
valued at less than $100 000. The current limit is
$25 000.
I would like to talk about the amendments that allow
postal services to be used for summary offences. The
postal service is currently available for many but not all
summary offences. There is no clear rationale for the
types of summary offences that can be served by post;
it is inconsistent. Summonses for summary offences
under the Firearms Act can be served by post, but those
under the Control of Weapons Act 1990 cannot be. You
can see that it is very important that we have some
consistency around that.
Also, important safeguards apply where a summons is
served by post. In particular, a defendant has an
automatic right to a rehearing where the summons was
served by post and the court is satisfied that the
defendant did not have notice of the hearing — that is,
if the letter had gone astray within the postal system or
if it had been lost or perhaps somebody had taken it out
of the letterbox. The court must be satisfied that the
defendant did not have the notice of hearing. In

There is an amendment that will ensure that the court
reads charges to a defendant or explains the substance
of charges unless a defendant is legally represented.
There is a whole suite of amendments, and the
amendments are absolutely needed. Another of the
amendments provides that the Magistrates Court cannot
impose a sentence of imprisonment if a defendant is not
present in court. I touched on that just a moment ago. It
is very rare that it is done, but currently the Magistrates
Court is able to impose a term of imprisonment where a
matter has been heard and determined in the
defendant’s absence. The proposed amendment will
prevent that from being done, which reflects on the
basic principle that it is inherently unfair to impose a
sentence of imprisonment in the absence of the defence.
We would all say that in our justice system that is
unfair.
The bill is a good bill. It promotes consistency,
transparency, fairness and certainty in the criminal law
and greater efficiency in the civil law system. These are
all principles that were included in the justice
statements, but they are principles that we all agree
with. Nobody could be in disagreement with any of
those principles — another hallmark of the justice
statements and working towards the objective of
modernising the justice system.
This bill is another good bill in a whole suite of bills to
come before this house. I commend the bill to the
house.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank all
members for their contributions on this bill. This is a
very important piece of legislation. It will introduce
compulsory conferences between the defendant and the
Director of Public Prosecutions before the first
committal hearing. As we know, the Magistrates Court
currently offers case conferences to encourage the
speedy resolution of criminal matters. This has been
done on a voluntary basis, but this legislation will give
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the courts the power to direct parties to attend the
conferences. It will also require parties to file a joint
case document before the first committal hearing,
advising the court of the outcome of the case
conference and any issues that have been resolved.
This is all about making the criminal justice system
more efficient by identifying guilty pleas as early as
possible and reducing the number of cases progressing
unnecessarily through the County Court. The
importance of that is that encouraging pleas of guilty at
the earliest available opportunity reduces court
backlogs. That is very important and stands in stark
contrast to any policy of mandatory sentencing under
any guise, which will have the opposite effect.
Once you introduced a mandatory sentencing regime in
this state you would not encourage early pleas of
guilty — and why would you? Quite the opposite
would occur, and virtually all matters would go to trial.
That would mean even greater backlogs in our court
system, and it would mean that victims would have to
go through the trauma time and again of not just a
committal process but a trial as well. That needs to be
remembered when we are considering this very
important piece of legislation. This also gives the
County Court unlimited jurisdiction to hear and
determine civil disputes, whereas, as we know,
previously it could only hear cases involving less than
$200 000.
This is all part of the justice statement that I presented
to this house in 2004 and certainly confirms this
government’s commitment to modernising our justice
system. I certainly wish this bill a speedy passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

CORRECTIONS AND OTHER JUSTICE
LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 June; motion of
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Corrections).
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr WELLS
(Scoresby) pursuant to standing orders.
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Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — In rising to join the
debate on the Corrections and Other Justice Legislation
(Amendment) Bill I state from the outset that the
opposition is going to move amendments. They are
only very small amendments, and I will speak to them
later on.
The purpose of this bill is to ensure that serious sex
offenders who are subject to extended supervision
orders cannot change their names for improper
purposes. There are five main provisions in this bill.
The first prevents serious sex offenders who are subject
to extended supervision orders and all offenders on
parole from changing their names for improper or
devious purposes. The second main provision extends
the victims register information-sharing provisions; the
third relates to various amendments to the corrections
legislation to overcome certain deficiencies; the fourth
is about changes to the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act, focusing on extended supervision
orders; and the fifth is about changes to the Firearms
Act to ensure that forfeited firearms can be disposed of
to approved museums, following the unnecessary
limitations placed on such actions by amendments
made in 2005.
I will deal with the first provision first — the
prevention of name changes. Currently offenders on
extended supervision orders and all offenders on parole
can apply to the registrar of births, deaths, and
marriages to change their names. This amendment in
the bill will provide the parole board with the power to
prevent improper name changes. Similar powers to
those that currently exist will prevent prisoners in
custody from making improper name changes. The
Adult Parole Board may allow a name change for
cultural reasons or for the adoption of a spouse’s name
after marriage.
The Adult Parole Board can reject a name change
application if it is considered likely to be offensive to
victims or the community. The registrar of births,
deaths and marriages cannot register the name change
of an offender on parole or on an extended supervision
order (ESO) unless approval has been provided by the
Adult Parole Board, and it will be an offence to apply
for a name change without the prior approval of the
board.
Under the extension of the victims register, which is
very important to the Liberal Party, a registered victim
or specified family member can receive certain
information about a prisoner who has been convicted of
a violent crime against them. They also have a right to
make written submissions to the Adult Parole Board
about the possible release of a prisoner. The bill will

CORRECTIONS AND OTHER JUSTICE LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
2308

ASSEMBLY

allow a registered victim to receive advice in relation to
an application for an extended supervision order and
the outcome of such an application. The victim will
also be able to make a written submission to the Adult
Parole Board in relation to the supervision requirements
for the offender under the extended supervision order.
Under the main provisions the amendments to the
corrections legislation will correct an anomaly in
relation to breaches of home detention orders. Police
will be given the power to enter and search premises, to
execute a return-to-custody arrest warrant. The bill
clarifies the Adult Parole Board’s warrant-issuing
powers by allowing the re-issue, recall or duplication of
warrants in circumstances such as when an original
warrant has been lost or destroyed.
The bill will ensure all federal prisoners transferred to
Victoria under the interstate transfer of prisoners
scheme will be detained in the legal custody of the
Secretary of the Department of Justice. This will
overcome an anomaly in custody provisions whereby
only those transferred for trial purposes were deemed to
be in the custody of the Secretary of the Department of
Justice. There is also a minor amendment to repeal
redundant provisions in the Corrections (Management)
Act 1993.
Regarding the changes to the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act, this bill primarily contains minor
changes relating to procedural matters. It clarifies the
procedures where an offender initiates a review of an
ESO; rectifies an oversight to ensure that appeals can
apply to court decisions made on a review of an
extended supervision order; allows the Department of
Justice to commence proceedings for a serious breach
of the extended supervision order without first giving
notice to the offender; and provides the Secretary of the
Department of Justice with an express power to direct
an offender to attend for clinical assessment — and
refusal can result in a two-year imprisonment; and
provides the court with the flexibility to make an
extended supervision order within the current minimum
25 working days criteria if it sees that as being in the
interests of justice.
The last major provisions concern the disposal of
forfeited firearms. Forfeited firearms can currently be
given to any person or body approved by the minister,
such as Victoria Police for forensic testing or a
museum. This amendment in the bill overcomes an
unexpected anomaly in the amendments made by
legislation passed in 2005 which technically limited the
range of uses for forfeited firearms, to ensure that the
minister can provide forfeited firearms to museums or
other approved bodies or persons.
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The amendments I have circulated — and they are only
minor amendments — relate to one of our concerns.
New sections 79H and 41H state that the Secretary of
the Department of Justice may notify the Victorian
registrar of the names of any prisoners on parole or
extended supervision orders. We are saying ‘may’ is
not good enough; the word should be ‘must’. The
provisions should say that the Department of Justice
‘must’ notify the Victorian registrar of any people who
are on parole or extended supervision orders. If the
notification system is to work, reporting of prisoners’
details to the registrar of births, deaths and marriages
should be mandatory.
Irrespective of our total opposition to home
detention — we have made it very clear that if a Liberal
government is elected in November we will abolish
home detention; we do not believe in the principle —
we have serious concerns that an offender who has
breached his or her home detention order cannot simply
be picked up by police upon notification of a breach
and taken to prison. This can only be done through the
Adult Parole Board issuing a warrant. That seems to me
a very clumsy way to dish out justice. An offender can
be given too much time following a serious breach,
enabling them to escape police, and police must wait
until a warrant is issued by the Adult Parole Board to
return them to custody.
Victims can make submissions to the Adult Parole
Board only in written form, and they cannot appear
before the Adult Parole Board in person. We think the
person should be able to front up. Victims should be
able to make a verbal statement and appear before the
board if they so desire. We will be supporting this bill,
although we expect the government will look at our
amendments, realise that there is a serious problem with
the way this is written in that the government has put in
‘may’ instead of ‘must’, and accept them.
The concerns we have with regard to the bill relate, as I
said before, to section 79H, which is inserted by
clause 7 and is headed ‘Information-sharing between
the secretary and the Victorian registrar’. At the
moment it states:
Despite any other law to the contrary —
(a) the Secretary may notify the Victorian Registrar of the
name (including any other name by which he or she is or
has previously been known), date of birth and residential
address or addresses of any prisoner on parole …

It is also referred to in section 41I, which is inserted by
clause 20 and which is also headed ‘Information-sharing
between the secretary and the Victorian registrar’. If we
are going to be serious about making sure that we tighten
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up the inability of people to change their names, then
these amendments must be accepted.
We have seen many, many cases of paedophiles being
released, and there has been great concern in the
community about that. We have seen paedophiles being
released into the community without victims being
notified, and we have had situations where they have
been back living in the community without it being
known to the people in the community.
In March this year there was the case of Brian Jones —
Mr Baldy — being made the subject of an extended
supervision order, allowing authorities to monitor his
movements for 10 years following his release from
custody. We also had the case of Kevin Briscoe being
released after his parole expired last year on the
condition that he has no contact with children and that
he wears an electronic tracking device.
An article which appeared on the front page of the
Herald Sun entitled ‘An insult’ reported that — can you
believe it! — Mr Baldy, the serial paedophile who
shaved the heads of his child victims, wants to mock
them by changing his name to Shaun Paddick. This bid
obviously tries to make an absolute mockery of the
victims and the community. That this guy wanted to
change his name from Brian Keith Jones to Shaun
Paddick is an insult to the victims who, along with their
families, have been through sheer hell and back. This is
a person who shaved the heads of his victims, put
makeup on them and dressed them in girls clothing.
This is the way some of these people work. The
situation is that he has not been rehabilitated and he has
not accepted counselling. People like Mr Baldy have
not received proper medication or counselling. It
creates a real problem for the government, particularly
Corrections Victoria, in relation to what you do with
them once they are released from prison.
I move, by leave:
That the debate be now adjourned and that I have leave to
continue my speech when the debate is resumed.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned.
Debate adjourned until later this day.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Ms PIKE (Minister for Health).
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ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Minister for Agriculture: comments
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — The issue I have is with
the Minister for Agriculture and the action I am seeking
of him is to correct the record and apologise to
Melbourne’s wholesale fruit, vegetable and flower
market traders for misrepresenting their views. On
13 June I raised the issue of the government’s desire to
relocate the market to Epping with the Minister for
Major Projects. There was no need for the Minister for
Agriculture to say anything. However, he chose to
respond on behalf of the Minister for Major Projects.
I refer to the fact that he claimed on 13 June that the
Victorian Chamber of Fresh Produce Wholesalers, the
Vegetable Growers Association of Victoria, the
Victorian Retail Fruiterers Association and the Flower
Growers and Florists Advisory Committee fully
supported the government’s proposal to move the
market to Epping.
However, the minister had been written to by Jeffrey
Thomas and Partners on 4 May 2006, and in that letter
he was advised of the following:
We have been requested by the alliance to write to you to
express its concern about what is believed to be
misrepresentation …

That refers to a misrepresentation of this group’s desire
not to move to Epping. The letter went on to say:
… the alliance does not support a move from Footscray Road.

The letter by Jeffrey Thomas and Partners concluded:
In the meantime we respectfully ask that you do not in any
way in any public or other forum indicate that the alliance or
any of its members support in any way the move to Epping.

That letter went to the minister on 4 May 2006, yet on
13 June 2006 the minister, who had not even been
asked a question, of his own volition misrepresented the
views of those traders and said they wanted to move to
Epping when they did not.
I also refer to a press release issued on 6 July. This was
about a protest rally about the government’s enforced
move to Epping. It states:
Melbourne’s wholesale fruit and vegetable and flower
markets want to stay exactly where they are. In Footscray
Road.
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…
The state government’s announcement to move the market to
Epping was ill-informed, inadequately researched and lacking
in credibility. It has all the hallmarks of being another
government white elephant.

The press release went on to say:
The government has severely misrepresented our position on
the proposed move and the market users feel very aggrieved
and angry.

When I raised this issue on 13 June I raised it with the
Minister for Major Projects and not with the Minister
for Agriculture. The minister voluntarily interceded in
this debate and voluntarily misrepresented the views of
the market users. I am offering him an opportunity
tonight to withdraw those comments and apologise to
the traders.

Pines Flora and Fauna Reserve: management
plan
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — I wish to raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for
Environment. I ask the minister to take action to
support the need for a management plan for the Pines
Flora and Fauna Reserve land and for the adjoining
land that has been newly gazetted by the Bracks Labor
government. Recently a significant step was taken by
the Bracks Labor government towards protecting the
endangered southern brown bandicoot.
Around 220 hectares of Crown land has now been
reserved as an area of ecological interest. Two large
areas of Crown land have been added to the reserve,
including 110 hectares of former department of
agriculture land and 20 hectares of Keith Turnbull
Research Institute land, both now managed by Parks
Victoria. This effectively doubles the reserve, which is
a great result for ensuring the protection of precious
flora and fauna in this region and in my electorate of
Cranbourne.
I take my hat off to the Friends of The Pines Flora and
Fauna Reserve, Mr Hans Brunner, and Frankston
affiliates of the Mornington Peninsula and Western Port
Biosphere Reserve’s bandicoot recovery team, whose
partners include Parks Victoria; the Chisholm institute;
staff from the Royal Botanic Gardens, Cranbourne;
RMIT University; and the Peninsula Country Club.
They have all been very active in achieving this
reservation. It has been a pleasure to work with these
people. In doing so I have witnessed the strength of the
biosphere rationale and its capacity to foster meaningful
and effective partnerships.
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I call for a management plan in the first instance, as it
will need to be prepared for the new reservation. I am
very keen for this to proceed as soon as possible. This
plan should support the bandicoot recovery plan and
include research, community development and
educational opportunities. I believe there are unique
opportunities to invest in the Pines Flora and Fauna
Reserve and further community development in the
Frankston North area. This area is highly disadvantaged
both socially and economically. Investment in the
reserve would provide far-reaching benefits to this
community. In this respect I have been apprised by the
recovery team of the interest of the Frankston North
community group, the Pines Soccer Club and two scout
groups.
I support improvements to the Pines Flora and Fauna
Reserve to benefit the reserve and the community of
Frankston North. A key part of this proposal is that
local professional, academic, scientific and community
resources be engaged in the preparation of a
management plan. This would very effectively build on
the allocation of the community renewal funding for
Frankston North which was recently announced by the
Bracks Labor government.

Mallee Rural Counselling Service: funding
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I seek assistance from
the Minister for Agriculture to obtain a further
12 months funding — about $90 000 — so that the
Mallee Rural Counselling Service can continue to
employ a second rural counsellor in the north-west of
the state. The service assists farmers and small
businesses to identify their financial status, especially in
relation to cash-flow budgets, applications to the Rural
Finance Corporation and the bewildering maze of
exceptional circumstances (EC) dealings, especially the
interest subsidy and Centrelink.
Victorian government funding for a second rural
counsellor — currently Grant Doxey, who is based in
Ouyen — terminated on 30 June and the service has
heard nothing further. For the 12 months to 31 May,
Grant Doxey had 300 clients on his database, 174 of
whom were new clients. These clients are scattered
throughout the shires of Buloke, Hindmarsh, Mildura,
Swan Hill and Yarriambiack, and there are still people
trying to get into the EC system around Manangatang
and Murrayville.
Long years of painful drought in the north-west have
led to a fragile state of mind for many farmers and their
families. Fortunately it rained on the weekend, and let
us hope this is the beginning of the end of a terrible dry.
The rain will keep hopes alive and crops going for
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another few weeks. But 80 points of rain does not mean
the drought is over. It is from now on that the
significant structural adjustment issues associated with
prolonged drought will come into play.
Professor Beth Woods, on behalf of the federal
government’s Drought Review Panel, reported in
March 2004 that long-term structural adjustment in
rural areas was an ongoing process and that it had been
reported as accelerating during and particularly after
drought periods. It is widely expected that the structural
adjustment workload will now increase. For that work
to proceed successfully, we need an experienced rural
counsellor allocated to the task.
At Sea Lake in 1985, following three years of drought,
my predecessor Barry Steggall worked closely with
former federal Labor ministers Brian Howe and John
Kerin, and former state Labor Minister for Community
Services, Caroline Hogg, to allow people to either leave
the land with dignity or get assistance to sow one more
crop. Their cooperation was nothing short of
spectacular. I ask the current Minister for Agriculture to
show the same concern and good judgment in
refinancing the state government-funded rural
counselling position for a further 12 months, so that the
best outcomes can be achieved for our rural industries
and the people of the north-west.

Barwon sports academy: government
assistance
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I raise an issue tonight
for action by the Minister for Sport and Recreation in
the other place. It relates to the proposal to establish a
Barwon sports academy in the Greater Geelong region.
The overall purpose of the Barwon sports academy
would be to identify, nurture and support local talented
sportspeople through a coordinated pathways program.
Such an academy in the Barwon region would be very
beneficial for these sportspeople. It therefore has my
full support, together with the support of local
businesses and the City of Greater Geelong and the
other G21 councils.
The action I seek from the minister is to meet with
proponents of the sports academy to discuss their
proposal, with the end objective of supporting its
establishment. As I understand the situation, most if not
all regions have a sports academy, and those that are
established are very effective organisations. Therefore
the Barwon sports academy has the support of the
Geelong community, including all local councils
through the G21 conglomerate, which includes the five
councils in the region — Colac Otway Shire, Golden
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Plains Shire, the Borough of Queenscliffe, Surf Coast
Shire and the City of Greater Geelong.
I believe that the establishment of the Barwon sports
academy would provide real and effective support to
local talented sportspeople. As is noted in the
academy’s business plan, the academy would:
… provide pathways for aspiring athletes to reach higher
goals at state and national levels. It will also further develop
existing structures and strengthen cooperation between sports
administrators through sharing information, ideas and
experiences.

Over many years Geelong has provided numerous elite
athletes throughout many sporting arenas, as you well
understand and appreciate, Acting Speaker. At the last
Commonwealth Games more than half a dozen
Geelong athletes represented Australia in many sports,
including athletics and basketball. In raising this issue I
appreciate that the state government contributes
something like $4.5 million per annum to the Victorian
Institute of Sport, which sum includes the funding of
the regional sports academies throughout the state. I
commend the state government and the minister for this
funding.
The Barwon sports academy has the support of all
Geelong members of Parliament, therefore I look
forward to the minister’s support on this matter.

Sheriff’s Office: reclaimed moneys
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Attorney-General. I ask him to
investigate the methods used by the Sheriff’s Office to
reclaim money from a constituent and to see if these
methods fit within the guidelines which have been set
out by government.
I received an email from a constituent, who wrote:
There was an order made for judgment against me for the
amount of $288. I was completely unaware of this and
proceedings of the above-mentioned case until two sheriffs
come to my house. I was very ill at the time and since I had
never dealt with this before was quite frightened.
Since I was quite ill at this point with a heart condition under
assessment and a temperature of 41.6 —

degrees —
I wasn’t prepared to address them while they stood at my
back garden window shouting at me as I —

lay on the sofa —
watching my eight-month-old and now frightened
three-year-old. The sheriff persisted, knowing my children
were scared … They also tried to talk to my 11-year-old son
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whilst he was walking home from school, asking him
questions to answers they clearly already knew and according
to my son they mentioned the words ‘last chance’. Naturally I
was petrified. I called my husband who pointed out I should
call the police but by this time they had left.
They came around the next day to the rear of my property and
banged very hard on my lounge window, frightening my
three-year-old and eight-month-old child.
My husband eventually acquired their number after making a
complaint and spoke to the man, requesting some details
regarding this order and —

then asked —
to leave me alone until we had a day to investigate this and
for me to recover enough to deal with it, at which he refused.
The following day he and a partner turned up at the door
again. Eventually they left. The sheriff wouldn’t give much
detail to my husband other than it was a matter dealt with at
Ringwood Court.
My husband subsequently called Ringwood Court and was
advised that the warrant could be stopped if an application for
a rehearing was made.
The following day, the same sheriffs were waiting outside my
house. My husband rang the courts again and organised for
the application for a rehearing to be faxed to me so that I
could fill it in and get the application started.
On Monday I took the form down to the courts … I handed it
in at the front desk.

My constituent sent a money order through the mail on
the same day.
On the Wednesday evening I had to go and collect my
three-year-old from his child-care centre. I pulled into the car
park of the child-care centre. A car pulled right in front of my
car, blocking me in. As I got out he said that this car was
being seized and I was not to start the engine again! I
explained I had handed in an application to the court and that
he did not have the right to do this. I went into the centre and
collected my son. I returned to my car and strapped my son
in. I got in and started the engine. He banged on the window
and screamed at me to turn off the engine.
…
My husband arrived and insisted they stop putting the car on
the tow truck since they would be damaging it in the process,
until the police arrived.

I ask the Attorney-General to investigate this appalling
behaviour by this — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.

Schools: Mulgrave electorate
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Education Services. I
ask the minister to take action to support schools in my
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local electorate to improve the amenity of their grounds
and public spaces through the very successful
Schoolyard Blitz program.
Just last week the Minister for Education Services, who
is at the table, was in my electorate visiting Springvale
Heights Primary School, one of the many fine
government schools in our local community, to
celebrate its Internet broadband connection as part of
the government’s SmartONE, which is a very good
program. It was a very important day to come and
witness the great Internet capacity the school now has
through that initiative. The minister also visited
Wellington Secondary College in Mulgrave and
announced some planning assistance for that school,
which is another fine school in my local community.
That planning assistance will see the school proceed to
master planning and future capital improvements.
Those announcements and the record funding provided
to schools in my community underscore the
government’s efforts in supporting local families.
In coming weeks we will officially open stage 2 of
works at Wheelers Hill Secondary College and the new
learning centre at Carwatha P–12 College in Noble
Park North. Those two projects alone are together
worth more than $3 million. These projects and record
teacher and staff numbers plus record recurrent and
program budgets are paying real dividends in terms of
local education outcomes. But things can always be
better and the Schoolyard Blitz program is a great
example of targeted assistance that really impacts upon
the amenity of local schools.
I have visited many schools in my local community that
have received funding under the first two rounds of the
Schoolyard Blitz program. Just two examples are
Oakwood Park Primary School and Albany Rise
Primary School. Those two schools and many others
have made really good use of the targeted funding of
grants of around $5000 per school to improve the
amenity of their school grounds. These grants have
provided for landscaping, shade sails and improved
outdoor meeting and play spaces, and those
improvements have been warmly welcomed by school
communities right across my electorate.
I ask the minister to act to provide further support to
local schools to improve their facilities and in turn the
educational outcomes so important to families in my
local community.

Environment: litter reduction
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Environment. The
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action that I seek is for the minister to follow South
Australia’s lead and implement a scheme on beverage
containers similar to the extended producer
responsibility program which equates to container
deposit legislation providing for a deposit on cans and
beverage containers. I have raised this extremely
important issue before.

the week, when I am sure there will be another joyous
announcement. But I return to the action that I am
seeking from the Minister for Education Services,
which is to extend the Schoolyard Blitz funding to
another couple of schools in my electorate which are
still hoping to have the great results which we have
already seen in so many other schools.

I note that yesterday in the sustainability action
statement the government outlined a number of issues,
including the introduction of a levy on plastic bags.
Plastic bags make up a small proportion of rubbish;
beverage containers create a much higher level of waste
in the state.

At Coburg North Primary School the principal, Tracy
Hammill, was absolutely ecstatic last time the
Schoolyard Blitz funding was announced. With her
school community she was able to ensure a retaining
wall was remedied, and as a result the children are
obviously far more able to enjoy their play activities.
Students at the Coburg Special Development School
and their principal, Moira Bradley, were excited the last
time the Schoolyard Blitz program was announced and
funding was provided. Many of the school’s students
are now able to enjoy gardening in raised garden beds,
which are a great tribute to the school community.

It is well proven, particularly in South Australia where
they have implemented the scheme with a deposit on
cans and other beverage containers, that it does reduce
the amount of rubbish or litter on roadsides and
everywhere else. This program is extremely well
supported. On Clean Up Australia Day 2004 it was
reported that beverage containers made up 21.7 per cent
of all litter that was collected. This is a real blight on
our environment and this is one way of dealing with it.
I commend to the house my intern’s report on the
economic and environmental implications of container
deposit legislation, which has just been presented to the
Parliament. The report, by Rebecca Apostolopoulos,
considers the South Australian action and addresses the
issue in considerable detail. Rebecca has delved into it,
looking at the economic costs and benefits of similar
types of schemes, and the report highlights that
countries all round the world have implemented similar
types of schemes.
They are extremely successful in reducing litter and
also have enormous community support. I surveyed my
community, and while support for the plastic bag levy
was split about fifty-fifty, support for the container
deposit legislation was about 78 per cent; about 10 per
cent were against and about 10 per cent were
undecided. There was an extremely high level of
support. I ask the minister to consider this matter.

Schools: Pascoe Vale electorate
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Education Services.
The issue I ask her to address is the provision of
continued funding for more schools in my electorate for
the brilliant Schoolyard Blitz program. It is an absolute
tribute to this government that education is our top
priority, and the schools in my electorate are showing
the results of that. I am looking forward to having the
Minister for Education Services in my electorate later in

At Coburg Primary School Jennifer Strachan was elated
with her Schoolyard Blitz money, which enabled the
beautification of the school grounds. In the last budget
we were also able to provide funding for toilets for the
school. At Glenroy West Primary School the principal,
Kaye Gauci, and the assistant principal, Gordon Nolte,
were able to use their last allocation of Schoolyard Blitz
money to ensure some sustainability in their outdoor
gardening program.
The acting principal of Glenroy Primary School, David
Randall, and the parents of the school community used
their increased funding to provide shadecloth. I am sure
the minister, who fortuitously is at the table, will be
able to give a couple more schools in my electorate
good news. I know Oak Park Primary School is hoping
for some money under the Schoolyard Blitz program,
as is Pascoe Vale Girls Secondary College.

Southern Rural Water: fees
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — The matter I wish to
raise is for the Minister for Water and concerns the
charging of licence and volumetric fees for water that
does not exist and is not likely to exist for at least
another five years. I call on the minister to cancel the
volumetric water charges for licence-holders around
Lake Toolirook in western Victoria, who are currently
paying approximately $600 in annual fees to Southern
Rural Water when they have not been able to take water
from Lake Toolirook for the past five years — and
quite possibly they will not be able to take any for
another five, given the current level of the lake.
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To add insult to injury the licensees claim that their fees
have risen by up to 50 per cent in each of the last two
years. I know the minister is aware that many rural
areas across Victoria are still suffering the effects of
reduced rainfall, and there is no sure way to predict
when this weather pattern will change. My constituents,
who are paying water licence fees, also acknowledge
this and are conscious of the fact that they need to
protect their inland lakes and streams. It was reasonable
to set a fair charge for both licences and agreed
volumes of water some years ago, when regular winter
rains fell. However, with the continuing dry spell which
has been experienced more recently, it would seem
highly undemocratic that charges continue to be levied
for water that does not exist.
It is the government that decides when the tap is to be
turned off for water users from Lake Toolirook, but
licence-holders continue to be charged. Can you
imagine the screams from the suburbs of Melbourne if
people were being charged for water they were not
getting? Imagine if their water bills showed service
charges, water usage and an extra item described as a
charge for non-existent water. I can hear them now.
It occurs to me that this scenario bears a remarkable
resemblance to the Hans Christian Andersen fable The
Emperor’s New Clothes, in which two scoundrels
convince the emperor that he is wearing fine new
clothes made from a special cloth, and it takes a small
child to point out that the emperor is in fact standing
before his people naked. In this particular case we have
a government process which demands payment for the
taking of water when in fact that water does not exist.
Surely it is possible to amend section 51 of the Water
Act to allow some flexibility within this process.
At the present time, should the licence-holder decide to
cancel his licence rather than continue to pay out for
nothing, there is no guarantee that the licence will be
returned in the future. Surely the government should be
able to suspend the volumetric charge until such time as
at least some of the agreed water volume is available to
these constituents. Alternatively, licensees could
continue to pay a base payment to secure their licences
for the future.
No-one is suggesting that our precious water be given
away for nothing. However, the process currently in
place, whereby licence-holders are paying annual fees
of around $600 for nothing, is akin to a form of
deception. A much clearer and more flexible system
needs to be put in place, especially when you consider
the current weather conditions and the climatic
conditions surrounding farmers who live in rural and
regional Victoria.
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Schools: Melton electorate
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — The action I seek
from the Minister for Education Services is for her to
consider providing some additional Schoolyard Blitz
money for a number of my excellent schools which are
doing fantastic work in the Melton electorate. As
honourable members would be aware, this government
has provided quite a lot of money to schools within my
electorate under the previous Schoolyard Blitz program,
but I think it is now the turn for secondary colleges
within the Melton electorate — that is, Bacchus Marsh
Secondary College, Kurunjang Secondary College,
Melton Secondary College and Staughton Secondary
College. They are just fantastic schools doing great
things for young people within my electorate. Like
schools constructed back in the 1970s and early 1980s,
they really need some additional assistance to brighten
them up and to do various capital works that are
difficult to do without this additional money.
The leadership within these schools is terrific, ranging
from people like Peter Blunden, Shane Lakey and, in
Bacchus Marsh Secondary College, Ms Robyn Hunter.
They lead their school councils in a fantastic way, and
the school councils would really appreciate some
additional money to assist them to do those small things
within schools that are difficult to do as part of the
school global budget.
All the primary schools in my electorate have received
some money out of Schoolyard Blitz, and they have
done some really innovative things with that money,
ranging from sunshades to painting and to some other
works within the schoolyards to make them more
comfortable for the students.
It is only a state Labor government that puts real money
and real resources into public schools. I remember the
seven long, dark years under the Kennett government,
when the only solution it had to school maintenance, or
any capital works, was, when it got too hard, to shut the
schools. It closed 378 schools in its term in office. I
remember Sydenham West Primary School and Bulla
Primary School that were both closed by the previous
government. We are fair dinkum about education, and I
ask the minister to consider my request.

Responses
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) — It
is always terrific to hear members on this side
advocating for their schools in an adjournment debate. I
am very pleased to respond to the matters raised by the
members for Melton, Pascoe Vale and Mulgrave who
are all advocating for the Schoolyard Blitz program,
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and understandably they are very keen for the
Schoolyard Blitz funding to come to schools in their
electorates. This has been a terrific program — it is a
$10 million program that is seeing schools right across
the state able to undertake works in their
schoolyards — —
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‘bewildering maze’ that communities have to get
through for the exceptional circumstances (EC) process.
It is a shame he will not take this matter up with his
federal mate Peter McGauran, the federal Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, but I imagine that
we would have more chance of getting responses from
the federal minister than he may.

Mr Walsh — As long as they are in Labor seats!
Ms ALLAN — No, wait for it. I will reveal the folly
of the member for Swan Hill’s words. Schools can
undertake important works in their school grounds that
bring together the schools and the school communities.
I am very pleased to inform the member for Melton that
following his strong advocacy and interest in this issue
the schools that he mentioned — Bacchus Marsh
Secondary College, Kuranjang Secondary College,
Melton Secondary College and Staughton College will
all receive money from this round of Schoolyard Blitz
funding.
I am very pleased to inform the member for Pascoe
Vale that Oak Park Primary School and Pascoe Vale
Girls Secondary College, both very good schools, will
also receive funding in this round.
I am also pleased to inform the member for Mulgrave
that funding will be provided for Brandon Park Primary
School, Noble Park Secondary College, Waverley
Meadows Primary School, Wheelers Hill Secondary
College and Wellington Secondary College, which I
visited only very recently with the member for
Mulgrave. That it is getting an important upgrade is
great news for the school and follows great work by the
local member, who has been advocating very strongly
for it. I am very pleased to advise members that all
those schools are receiving this important Schoolyard
Blitz funding.
As to the matters raised by other members, the member
for Brighton raised a matter for the Minister for
Agriculture regarding the relocation of the Melbourne
wholesale markets to Epping. This is a terrific move by
this government. There is going to be a brand new
market in Epping for this industry. It is going to mean
improved access, and it is going to mean brand new
facilities. It is really positioning the markets for the
future. I know the Minister for Agriculture, along with
the Minister for Major Projects, has worked very hard
to make this happen, and it is good to see that the
Bracks government is getting on with the job in this
important area.
The member for Swan Hill raised a matter for the
Minister for Agriculture regarding rural counselling
support in the Swan Hill area. He referred to the

It is an important issue, and we would love to see the
federal government make its decision on extending EC
to the critical areas in our part of the state that we share
as local members, but I am sure the Minister for
Agriculture will have further comments to make in
response to the member for Swan Hill.
The members for Cranbourne, Gippsland East and
Polwarth raised various matters for the Minister for
Environment, who is also the Minister for Water,
regarding flora and fauna, water, the recycling scheme
they have in South Australia and the volumetric charge,
as raised by the member for Polwarth. I am sure the
minister will respond to those matters.
The member for Geelong raised a matter for the
Minister for Sport and Recreation in another place
regarding the establishment of the Barwon sports
academy. I have seen first hand how great these
regional sport academies are, having one in my
electorate, and I am sure the Minister for Sport and
Recreation will respond appropriately to that matter.
The final matter was raised by the member for Bulleen
and concerned a matter for the Attorney-General. It
involved investigating methods used by the Sheriff’s
Office. I am sure the Attorney-General will respond in
due time to the member for Bulleen.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The house is now adjourned.
House adjourned 11.38 p.m.
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Wednesday, 19 July 2006
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the
chair at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that under standing order 144 notices of
motion 169 to 272, 293 to 295 and 353 to 354 will be
removed from the notice paper on the next sitting day.
A member who requires a notice standing in his or her
name to be continued must advise the Clerk in writing
before 6.00 p.m. today.
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Poor services include continued lateness of trains,
cancellation and overcrowding.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria urge the government to improve train
services on the Bendigo line.

By Mr MULDER (Polwarth) (302 signatures)

Crime: standard minimum sentencing
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Victoria requests that the
Victorian government takes action to ensure the community
of Victoria is adequately protected from habitual violent
criminals who commit violent sexual crimes, violent crimes
against children, or violent crimes against vulnerable elderly
people and calls on the Victorian government to impose
minimum jail sentences for these habitual violent criminals.

By Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) (107 signatures)

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:

Tabled.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Shepparton be considered next day on
motion of Mrs POWELL (Shepparton).
Motion agreed to.

That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Environment
Protection Act 1970 to make further provision for the
protection of the environment and for other purposes.

Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I ask the
minister to provide a brief explanation of the purpose of
the bill.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
The bill has a number of purposes. They include
promoting and encouraging resource efficiency,
strengthening polluter-payers’ responsibilities and
introducing smarter regulation to cut down on
unnecessary regulation.

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Audit Act 1994 — Report of the Auditor-General — Review
of Major Public Cemeteries — Ordered to be printed
Auditor-General — Performance Audit Report — Vocational
Education and Training: Meeting the Skill Needs of the
Manufacturing Industry — Ordered to be printed
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notice under
section 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule No 154/2005
Ombudsman Act 1973 and Police Regulation Act 1958 —
Report of the Ombudsman and Director, Police Integrity —
Conditions for Persons in Custody — Ordered to be printed

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

Statutory Rules under the following acts:

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Rail: Bendigo line
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of the Macedon electorate and the
state of Victoria draw to the attention of the house the
exceptionally poor train services on the Bendigo line.

Electoral Act 2002 — SR No 89
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — SR No 88
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994:
Minister’s exception certificate in relation to Statutory
Rule No 88
Minister’s exemption certificate in relation to Statutory
Rule No 89.
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MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Maribyrnong Aquatic Centre
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — One of the
great Bracks government initiatives for the western
suburbs has been its strong support for a new regional
aquatic centre adjacent to Highpoint Shopping Centre.
Less than a month ago the Maribyrnong Aquatic Centre
opened, but already it has over 1900 members, more
than 60 per cent greater than the membership at the
former Footscray pool that it replaced.
It has been an outstanding success, beginning with
more than 10 000 visitors on the first day and crowds
ever since. With its spectacular design, state-of-the-art
co-generation energy conservation system, new
standards of disability access and provision of
community health counselling rooms, it has taken
aquatic facilities to a new level in this state.

Wednesday, 19 July 2006

chairlift has been deplorable. Inspectors confiscated the
pulleys damaged in the May derailment and kept them
for two months in a shed without any action. After two
months they told Mr Hudson that the pulleys would be
sent off to a company for further inspection and they
did not know when Mr Hudson could get them back.
How many months does it take to inspect one set of
pulleys? I believe WorkSafe has been determined to
force the closure of the chairlift one way or another, and
it has just about succeeded.
The chairlift is a critical part of Mornington Peninsula’s
tourism, with many other businesses strongly reliant on
it and it being an attraction in itself. I hope the new
owners are treated better by this government than
Mr Hudson has been.

Mount Waverley Primary School: reading
challenge

It was constructed in the face of opposition from a
vocal Save the Footscray Pool group, supported by the
current Leader of the Opposition and Mr Atkinson, a
member in another place. Their claims that the
Highpoint Shopping Centre is not accessible to the
community have been shown to be ludicrous, and the
opposition’s comfort to the save the pool group has
been shown to be poorly thought out, cynical
opportunism.

Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I was pleased
to visit Mount Waverley Primary School last week with
the Minister for Education and Training. We visited the
school with Premier’s Reading Challenge ambassador
Kirsty Murray. The minister and I were there to
congratulate Mount Waverley Primary School on its
100 per cent participation in the reading challenge. Last
year 296 students at Mount Waverley Primary School
took part in the challenge, and this year all 605 students
at the school have registered.

Congratulations to the Maribyrnong council, to the
Premier and the Minister for Sport and Recreation for
their consistent and strong support for this project. As
Olympia, a young Mum of two children jumping in the
new pool, said to me on the opening day, ‘It makes me
proud to live in the western suburbs to have facilities
like this’.

The Premier’s Reading Challenge has been a great
success, with 1 million books read last year by the
127 000 participating students from years 3 to 9.
Members know that good reading skills developed in
childhood are not just important for study and work but
also provide a lifelong source of pleasure.

Arthurs Seat chairlift: sale
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — As the house may be
aware, Richard Hudson, the proprietor of the Arthurs
Seat chairlift, has decided to sell the chairlift and
business. With his years running the business, his age,
the recent incidents and the way two departments of
this government have treated him, I do not blame
Mr Hudson.
First of all, Parks Victoria recently rang Mr Hudson
asking him for the rent. They soon backed off when he
told them that his latest lease has been sitting on the
minister’s table since September last year. The chairlift
has been operating without a lease for most of its recent
history due to Parks Victoria’s incompetence.
WorkSafe’s approach to the recent incident on the

Essex Heights Primary School: principal
Ms MORAND — I also want to take the
opportunity to acknowledge and congratulate Bernie
Parks, who is the new principal of Essex Heights
Primary School. Bernie joined the school from Clayton
North Primary School, where she had been principal.
The school community gave a warm welcome to
Bernie at a function last week. It is a significant change
for the school community as Bernie’s appointment
follows the retirement of June McDonald, who had
been principal of Essex Heights for 27 years.
I was also very pleased that Essex Heights Primary
School received funding of $200 000 under the Bracks
government’s school improvement program. That
$200 000 will be used to refurbish the staff and
administration facilities, which will support the great
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work of a great team of teachers and staff at Essex
Heights Primary School. The school is one of
20 schools across the state that will benefit from the
current $2.2 million round of the government school
improvement program. Well done.

Annemieke Mein
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — I rise to
recognise the extraordinary talent of Annemieke Mein.
This amazing lady who resides in Sale has for decades
been producing works of art which are extraordinary in
content. A retrospective exhibition of her work
commenced at the Gippsland Art Gallery in Sale on
27 May and continues until 23 July 2006.
Over 70 painted and embroidered textiles are on
display, including relief wall works, sculptures,
samplers and drawings. It is the largest collection of
Annemieke’s work ever exhibited by the gallery. I had
the great pleasure of seeing this in company with my
wife, Trish, on the opening night back in May. There
are, as I say, about 70 pieces assembled. Some 8000 to
10 000 people have come to the gallery to see this work
since it has been on display.
Annemieke Mein has lived in Sale since 1971. Her
husband, Philip, is a general practitioner, now retired.
The two of them have made an amazing contribution to
the life and times of the people of Sale in particular but
also the broader Gippsland community. The way in
which people are flocking to see the work of this
remarkable lady is testimony to her quite extraordinary
talent.

Golden Wattle Day Club
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — Last week I
attended the launch of the Golden Wattle Day Club at
the East Malvern RSL at the invitation of the
sub-branch president, Tony Scott, and his committee.
The Golden Wattle Day Club is the 27th day club in
Victoria. Day clubs are volunteer-based clubs that
organise activities locally for senior citizens, initially
with the support of the commonwealth Department of
Veterans Affairs (DVA). As MPs will well know,
social isolation and often consequent depression and
sickness are real problems for the elderly in our
community. Clubs like the Golden Wattle Day Club
provide a welcoming milieu and a range of activities,
such as gentle exercise and luncheon outings, for senior
Victorians. Around 100 people attended the launch,
including representatives from other day clubs in
Victoria and Rosie Marshall from the DVA.
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The Golden Wattle club is run by volunteers with the
support of the East Malvern RSL. I would like to
acknowledge these volunteers, who have all done a
training course so that the new club could have a flying
start. They are Maureen Conway, Sue Wynne, Remy
Poltrock, Ken Poltrock, Alan Burt, Doreen Guy, Peg
Cavanagh, Ern Ireland, Mary Simpson, Margaret
Jackson, Shirley Bromilow, Pat McCormack and
Margaret Macklin. Volunteers make Victoria a great
place to live, and they are most certainly doing that at
the Golden Wattle Day Club at the East Malvern RSL.
I would like to pay tribute to the many thousands of
volunteers throughout my electorate, some 400 of
whom will be acknowledged this Friday at the Glen Iris
Uniting Church, with the Minister for Victorian
Communities presenting them with Victorian volunteer
awards in acknowledgment of the great work they do in
the community.

Minister for Information and Communication
Technology: performance
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I placed question on
notice no. 36 on the notice paper for the Minister for
Information and Communication Technology on
27 February 2003. That was almost three and a half
years, or 40 months or 1238 days, ago. I have not
received a response from this lazy minister. I would
have thought three and a half years was ample time for
any minister to come up with an answer to a question.
This is a government that promised to be open and
accountable, and instead it refuses to answer any
questions and employs hundreds of spin doctors to hide
its blunders and its inability to govern for all. Perhaps
the Minister for Information and Communication
Technology should spend more time looking after the
interests of Victorians and not simply enjoying the
perks of office.

Telstra: Manningham payphones
Mr KOTSIRAS — Telstra has recently announced
that it will remove 15 payphones from the Manningham
area. While it is easy for the minister to wipe her hands
and blame the feds, perhaps she can get involved and
ensure that the interests and wellbeing of Victorians are
well understood by Telstra. After all, she is the
Victorian Minister for Information and Communication
Technology and the Victorian government is a major
client of Telstra. The government has the ability to
influence Telstra.
While Telstra looks after the interests of its
shareholders, it must also be made to understand that it
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has a responsibility to look after those in the
Manningham area that rely on those payphones to
speak to others. There are many payphones in
Manningham that are used by residents, including
students and the elderly. It would be a shame if these
pay phones were removed without proper consultation.
It would be a shame if people’s lives were put in danger
in order to save a few dollars.

Red Cross Society: Chelsea unit
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — I would like to
commend to the house the work of my local Chelsea
unit of the Red Cross Society, which held its annual
general meeting last week. I would certainly like to
congratulate the new office-bearers for the coming
year: president Merrilyn John, vice-presidents Kay
Melder and June Hickey, secretary Joy Snow, assistant
secretary Margaret Kay and Treasurer Gwen Walker.
Margo Sykes and Joan Buckley were awarded badges
for 10 years service to the Chelsea unit. I congratulate
them on their long service.
I would also like to acknowledge the voluntary
contribution of the members of the Chelsea Red Cross
unit. Their dedicated service in tending to the needs of
others in times of personal or community crises is
widely recognised and appreciated by the people of my
local community. I think in many ways the Red Cross
has an amazing reputation around the world, and for
local people to be able to contribute to this international
voluntary organisation is indeed a wonderful thing.

Rail: station parking fees
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — The Minister for
Agriculture, in his role as Acting Minister for
Transport, has been busy misleading the community in
the absence of the Minister for Transport. The Minister
for Agriculture has been claiming that the Liberal Party
has been spreading lies in relation to the Labor
government’s intention to charge passengers to park
their cars at railway stations. These charges were
agreed to by the Minister for Transport and are
documented in the Connex franchise agreement.
Before making these outlandish statements the Minister
for Agriculture should have read page 94 of the
franchise agreement. I will be happy to provide the
minister with a copy if he is too lazy to acquire one for
himself. Clause (g) of the agreement states that the
franchisee, Connex, may charge a maximum of $2 per
day, escalated by the consumer price index multiplier
each calendar year, for use of a car park at the stations.
Clause (h) states that the franchisee, Connex, may
submit a proposal to the director to charge
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passengers — I repeat, passengers — intending to use
the passenger services, meaning car park, a reasonable
charge.
It could not be any clearer. The Labor government has
every intention of charging passengers to park their cars
at railway stations, the cost being of the order of
$500 per year, increasing annually. This is of course on
top of the annual increases in fares for late and
cancelled trains. Victorians deserve better than the
trickery and thuggery of the Bracks Labor
government — crush loads at peak periods and charges
for passengers parking their cars at railway stations.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Tate Street Primary School: Triple Bin
Challenge
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — On Wednesday,
12 July, I had the pleasure to attend the Tate Street
Primary School to participate in the launch of the Triple
Bin Challenge. The challenge has been developed by
Clean Up Australia and is being introduced into
Geelong schools by Clean Up Australia in partnership
with Alcoa and the Barwon Regional Waste
Management Group.
The aim of the Triple Bin Challenge is to help schools
increase recycling, decrease waste, prevent litter and
educate students and the wider school community about
recycling. The project will involve schools in the
Geelong region working with Clean Up Australia and
the Barwon Regional Waste Management Group to
identify waste management practices, evaluate
recycling opportunities and adopt the triple bin
recycling system.
The launch was attended by Tate Street Primary School
students and teachers, Mr Ian Kiernan, chair of Clean
Up Australia, and Enzo Bruschella and Kingsley Love
of the Barwon Regional Waste Management Group.
The launch of the challenge included a relay race
involving four teams of students placing various items
of rubbish in the appropriate recycling bin. I take this
opportunity to congratulate all those involved in the
Triple Bin Challenge and look forward to seeing other
schools within my electorate take up this important
challenge.

Members: newsletter photographs
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — Last week
honourable members may have seen an article in the
‘Age diary’ highlighting an award that most members
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of Parliament would not like to achieve, which is for
the most photos in a newsletter. That award went to an
honourable member for Geelong Province in the other
place, Elaine Carbines, who had eight self-portraits in
her newsletter.
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and June Negri; Bellarine Peninsula Railways,
particularly Emma Everett; the local schools; and the
Queenscliff Historical Museum. Congratulations, it was
a great celebration.

Housing: disruptive tenants
To quote one of the intellectual giants of the Australian
media, Kath, who says, ‘Look at me, look at me, look at
me!’, it seems that this is spreading through the upper
house at an amazing rate. It has come to my attention
that another member of the other place has at least eight
photos of himself in his latest newsletter. That is the
Honourable Damian Drum, a member for North
Western Province.
I think there should be an award for the king and queen
of ‘Look at me, look at me!’. The king award would
definitely go to the Honourable Peter Hall, a member
for Gippsland Province in the other place. He had eight
self-portraits in his newsletter, as well as three photos of
his fearless leader and three photos of a candidate for
the upcoming state election. I would argue that it is not
necessarily a good use of taxpayers dollars to have so
many self-portraits within one’s newsletter. I hope this
disease does not spread to the lower house.

Radio: centenary celebrations
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — Last week on 12 July
I was pleased to be part of the Marconi 100-year
celebration of the first radio transmission from
mainland Australia to Devonport, Tasmania. On
12 July 1906 the first open-water wireless transmission
in the Southern Hemisphere took place between Point
Lonsdale and Devonport in Tasmania.
The Geelong Amateur Radio Club used a mix of
historic and modern means of radio communication to
broadcast a message from the Governor of Victoria to
the Governor of Tasmania. I was pleased to represent
the Premier at the event and to secure a regional
development grant to assist with the cost of running the
event. A reproduction of the historic radio shack used in
the initial broadcast was on display at the event.
Hundreds of local residents and students from local
schools took part in the Marconi centenary celebrations.
It was an important celebration which enabled us to
commemorate those pioneers who made a major
contribution to bringing the people of Australia closer
together.
My congratulations to all those involved in making the
event possible: the Borough of Queenscliffe,
particularly Cr Val Lawrence; the Geelong Amateur
Radio Club, particularly Calvin Lee and Barry Abley;
the Maritime Museum, particularly Les Irving Dusting

Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — In relation to
public housing I wish to draw the attention of the house
to complaints against a current tenant who:
… plays thumping music until all hours of the night although
usually we can only tolerate it until 2.00 a.m. before asking
them to turn it off, or calling the police. I am asking that you
move them on to more suitable accommodation where these
antics are acceptable.
I am also asking that you cease using the property as crisis
accommodation and encourage the owner, who I assume is
the ministry of housing to sell the unit so it is maintained and
not left in the current state of neglect …
This is yet another … tenant who continually displays
appalling behaviour and lack of respect for neighbours and
the concept of ‘quiet enjoyment’. I understand that you are
also fearful of the people that you place as I have been
informed that you do not reveal your last name to them. I
hope that you can appreciate that we put ourselves at risk
every time we complain about the tenants …
We do not have the luxury of remaining anonymous …
We worked hard to buy a home in an area that we expected
would improve and provide a safe upbringing and future for
our children. After living in the same home for 22 years we
have no idea of how long we have to endure the torment of
being kept awake on week nights, of calling the police, of
being abused …

and witnessing inappropriate behaviour.
Every one of your tenants comes with different issues and
because of our proximity to the unit we are suffering and have
done regularly … We … do not have the skills or capability
to deal with these behaviours. They do not learn from others,
they place the burden on others and it is terribly frustrating
and depressing.
Last night your tenant went on a wild rampage after having
been asked to turn off the music. The man yelled abuse, threw
an object at the side of — —

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

Police: Ballarat and Kyneton stations
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — As part of my
role as member for Ballarat East I seek regular briefings
with police officers at varying levels within my
electorate and I have also been pleased to visit Ballarat
and Kyneton police stations in the presence of the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in recent
months. I have been pleased also to learn that crime
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levels across my electorate have generally reduced over
recent years and especially in the area of crimes against
property. This means thefts from homes, car thefts and
thefts from cars have been significantly reduced as a
result of very active police work, and I believe residents
across the Ballarat and Kyneton regions can feel
reassured by this.
Increased police focus around the Ballarat business
district over nights, especially at weekend periods, and
working with nightclub owners in the area has also
brought about reduced crime against people and against
property in the central business area. I have also been
encouraged in recent weeks to learn that with the
opening of the metropolitan remand centre in
Truganina that the numbers of prisoners being held at
the Ballarat police station has now reduced significantly
with several periods of up to seven days when there
have in fact been no prisoners held. This frees up police
from the Ballarat police station to be able to get out and
about and either address crime, issues that are raised or
be proactive, and that is very encouraging. The
introduction of the nine-member crime desk has also
assisted with this. I believe residents in my electorate
should — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Roads: Lowan electorate
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — This city-centric
government stands condemned for failing to maintain
the country roads it is responsible for. Many people in
the Lowan electorate have contacted me to raise their
concerns and extreme disappointment at the condition
of our state roads, whether it be the Henty, the Glenelg
or the Wimmera highways or other state roads within
our electorate that are of concern. Travelling over the
largest electorate in the state I have witnessed roads
where the infrastructure has failed and roads that are
crumbling or in such an uneven state that they are
nearly unsafe to travel on, particularly for trucks.
I congratulate my federal colleagues for continuing
their Roads to Recovery program which is putting
millions of dollars into council roads, but it is
unacceptable that our state roads are falling apart and
there is little in the state budget for these country roads
and bridges. Roads are a fundamental component of our
state infrastructure and our country communities and
industries depend on them. VicRoads is responsible for
approximately 15 per cent of our roads in this state. The
Lowan economy depends on effective management of
these roads. Efficient freight routes and links are

Wednesday, 19 July 2006

essential to reduce costs in transport to local and
overseas markets.
Another thing worrying country people is the Greens
transport policy which states that there will be no new
roads and the money will be spent on Melbourne’s
public transport. Sounds like what is happening in
Victoria now. I remind this house that Victoria is bigger
than Melbourne and our state roads are essential for the
future progress and development of the Lowan
electorate.

Bridget O’Brien
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I recently had the
pleasure of having Bridget O’Brien, a year 12 student at
Kilbreda College, for work experience. She is
passionate about the plight of asylum seekers in
Australia, and this is what she had to say:
I am disgusted with the proposed changes to the Migration
Act (Cth). The Convention on the Rights of the Child
provides that the detention of a child should be as a last resort
and for the shortest time possible. But under the proposed
changes the detention of a child will be a measure of first
resort. Has Australia forgotten the innocence of a child?
Every child deserves the right to enjoy life and feel safe. But
for children coming to Australia to escape distressed
countries, they have the possibility of being locked away
indefinitely. The act contradicts Australia’s commitment to
human rights and takes a step back in Australia’s treatment of
asylum seekers.
What sort of a nation have we become if we cannot lend a
hand to those who have come from war-torn countries? By
‘lending a hand’, I am not referring to indefinite detention or
immediate transportation to a Third World country, as
proposed under the amendment act. Yes, we are a country
afraid of terrorism, but we need to make a stand. I have a
dream, a dream that one day Australians can be proud of the
way their country treats asylum seekers and refugees, but for
now I remain ashamed of the decision of John Howard
together with the federal government to amend the Migration
Act (Cth).

Ringwood-Warrandyte Road, Park Orchards:
funding
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I again raise
the key issue of road maintenance in the Warrandyte
electorate. In particular I note the lack of funding
allocations by the Bracks government, specifically for
the highly dangerous Ringwood-Warrandyte Road,
which has seen 23 recorded collisions since January last
year.
For seven years calls from various statewide and local
community groups and my continuous campaigning for
road improvements in my electorate have fallen on deaf
ears. Finally some results have been achieved.
However, let the record show that that is not because of
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anything from the Bracks government. Instead the
federal government has now allocated $622 000 for the
1.4-kilometre stretch of Ringwood-Warrandyte Road
between Falconer Road and Croydon Road, a segment
of road notorious for accidents, via its AusLink black
spot program. That is right: the federal government has
come to the aid of thousands of commuters who use
this road every day, not the Bracks government, which
is ultimately charged with the responsibility for this
type of major road. The Bracks government abolished
its black spot program some years ago.
A key concern locally is that the state government,
having taken the federal government’s money for my
local road, will not even look at commencing the
repairs until April next year or possibly later in June.
This flies in the face of my constituents’ genuine fear
that it is only a matter of time before somebody is killed
on this road. Just last Wednesday Senior Sergeant Keith
Walker, who has been with the Warrandyte police for
many years, stated in a local newspaper:
I fear a fatality would beat the upgrade process … I just hope
someone isn’t killed before that —

he was referring to April–June 2007. He then said:
The residents and the police have done all they can.

Lions clubs: Riddells Creek and Woodend
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I rise in support of the
many service clubs that exist in the electorate of
Macedon. In recent weeks I have had the pleasure of
attending a number of changeover dinners for the Lions
and Rotary clubs in particular. In Riddells Creek the
Lions changeover dinner was again a terrific event, as
was the Woodend Lions Club’s changeover dinner.
Many of these service clubs are run by a very small
number of people. Sometimes the number of members
of a particular service club is as a low as 10 or
12 members, and in some instances they have been
members of these clubs for many, many years — some
in excess of 30 years. It is an enormous tribute to these
people, their commitment to their communities, their
longevity, their perseverance and their willingness to do
good deeds.
I would like to raise a number of issues. The Woodend
Lions Club, for example, is quite an old club with a
small number of members. Every year it runs the
Woodend art show, which is a bit of a landmark event
in Woodend. The opening of the Lion’s art show in
Woodend is a Who’s Who of the local area — it is a
pleasure to go there each year.
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I am a fellow Lion of the parliamentary Lions club, and
the Lions clubs of Riddells Creek and Woodend
demonstrate that there is much more we could be doing
as a Lions club when you compare our efforts with
some of those in the community. They are fantastic
community organisations, and I commend their efforts.

Bridge Builders
Ms McTAGGART (Evelyn) — I rise today to
further commend the continuing work of the
outstanding team at Bridge Builders. Bridge Builders is
an organisation that was formed by two extraordinary
focused visionaries, Phil Stenhouse and Richard
Lanham, to change the lives of young people in our
communities.
I have spoken in the house about the Unleashed event,
which brings young people together through
skateboarding, music and other activities. The
difference with this organisation is that young people
map out, promote and deliver the events, and by doing
so they empower themselves by learning life skills such
as leadership and team building. Most of all they learn
how important each and every one of them is to their
families, to their communities and, most of all, to
themselves. They are supported by team mentors, but
the rest is up to them, and the results are absolutely
outstanding. I have worked with this dynamic team of
young people over the last three years, and am still
amazed by how they are developing and the events they
are delivering.
I recently attended the Bridge Builders/Mount Evelyn
Traders business breakfast, where 250 businesses
supported the Bridge Builders and its vision. This
organisation is not a support mechanism for youth
issues such as drugs, depression or family problems. It
is a place where young people are accepted, nurtured
and challenged to see their potential and to work with
others to achieve theirs.
The girls at Bridge Builders are organising a UR
retreat — a three-day breakaway retreat — for young
women throughout the shire to attend to be motivated,
inspired and understand about themselves and to
discover their talents and inner beauty.
The Bridge Builders vision is an ever-evolving dream.
The team is increasing community, business and
government awareness of the benefits of asset building
in young people. I do not believe its vision of a local
facility to develop and deliver healthy, resilient young
people in our communities is too far away.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Southwood Netball Club
Mr LOCKWOOD (Bayswater) — I am a proud
supporter of Southwood Netball Club. It is having a
great season with the two 11-and-under teams in second
and sixth places; the two 13-and-under teams in fourth
and sixth places; the two 15-and-under teams in fourth
and sixth places; the 17–19-and-under team in second
place; open no. 1 in second place; and open no. 2 in
first place. The 9-and-under teams play in a competition
without finals, and on grand final day, 19 August, they
play a round robin event. All players receive a
participation medal or trophy. They get the fun of
participation for its own sake without a full-on
competition at that age.
Netball is a great sport, and I encourage all girls and
women to join in. But it is not just for females. Males
can now also play netball in mixed competitions.
Netball, of course, started as women’s basketball.
A good club needs a good committee. In this case it
consists of president Lynda Spicer, vice-president June
Black, secretary Nadine Brewer, treasurer Meaghan
Goodey and registrar Lyn Rushford with help from
Dawn Seedy, Angela Watters, Tracey Crisp, Leah
Molloy, Leanne Hartill and Kim Harding. It also
produces a great newsletter. I went to training last
week, and it was great to see the youngest ones gaining
confidence with the ball, with one young girl taking her
first tentative steps into a training routine and quickly
looking like she had been doing it for years.
Competition day is at the H. E. Parker Reserve in
Heathmont every Saturday and the teams all look great
turned out in their uniforms. Parents and volunteers do
what such people do at many sporting clubs. They give
their time and effort to young people so that they may
improve themselves. Netball is like most sports: it is
character building and it helps the children develop
values. It is not always about winning; it is about the
sport, supporting one another, personal values,
self-discipline and cooperation.

Jessie Ayres
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — On 7 July hundreds
of residents from the Tooradin district came together to
celebrate the life of Jessie Elizabeth Mary Ayres,
OAM, a true woman of substance. At the celebration of
Jessie’s life we heard how Jessie, who passed away at
the grand age of 87, did so much to progress the
education, health and wellbeing of many residents
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around Tooradin. She was an outstanding volunteer for
many decades. She played a leading role in the setting
up and supporting of local kinders, primary schools and
secondary colleges, the local historical society, local
sports groups and the Country Fire Authority around
this rural region.
I would like to read a quote from her celebration of life
service:
Where is Gran today? Oh, she will either be collecting for the
Red Cross, ironing at the op shop, taking so-and-so to the
doctor for a blood test, visiting so-and-so at the hospital,
cutting old mister what’s-his-name’s toenails, babysitting the
great-grandchildren, hosting a meeting of some description at
her house, attending a meeting of some description, taking
items to the cottage or the kinder, delivering Meals on
Wheels, taking the grandkids here and there, making
sandwiches for some occasion, cooking cakes for someone’s
stall, cooking the family a roast dinner for Sunday evening,
collecting for the Salvation Army, working at the high school
canteen, filling in for mother’s duty at the kinder, knitting
something for someone or cooking a sponge for a birthday.

Jessie was a real role model to me and to many other
local women. She taught us so much about courage,
integrity and persistence. This beautiful woman, who
kept the art of letter writing alive in such a magical
way, was one of the most gentle and humble of people
it will ever be my honour to know. My regards go to
her loving family, daughter Myra and many
grandchildren and great-grandchildren. Vale Jessie
Ayres.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired. The member for
Cranbourne has 35 seconds.

Casey: children’s centre
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — It was a privilege to
have the Premier visit Cranbourne and announce
$1.2 million for a new Casey children’s centre. It will
deliver community-based child care, kindergarten,
maternal child health services and services for children
with a disability all in one building.
The Bracks Labor government understands the
pressures on young families and the need to deliver
children’s services in the one place to save parents’
time and help them manage the demands of work and
family life. I also take my hat off to Jan Gilchrist and
her staff.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
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MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Government: national reform agenda
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Speaker
has accepted a statement from the member for
Burwood proposing the following matter of public
importance for discussion:
That this house congratulates the Bracks government for
promoting the national reform agenda, which has given new
priority to early childhood development, skills and
community health as a means of boosting work force
participation and expresses its regret that the recent meeting
of the Council of Australian Governments failed to make
more concrete commitments to the achievement of these
goals through the commonwealth government making
specific commitments to share the benefits of reform with the
states.

Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I rise to support
this matter of public importance because last week the
Council of Australian Governments (COAG) agreed to
a major breakthrough on national reform. This national
reform package is being led by Victoria, which is
showing vision and long-term planning in respect of
economic development. This is good news for
Victorian families, with Victoria being a good place to
live and raise a family, and it is good news for
Australian business.
Victoria was the state government that put the national
reform agenda on the table last year to set out a
pathway to ensure our future prosperity in the face of
some big challenges. What are some of those
challenges here in Victoria? They are our ageing
population and the fact that we have global
competition. This was put forward in various papers by
the Victorian government with the support of the
Treasury, and in February this year COAG endorsed a
national reform agenda setting out a framework across
human capital, competition and regulation to increase
productivity and participation.
I am pleased to report to the house that last week
COAG reaffirmed its commitment to this national
reform and took significant steps towards putting flesh
on the reform bones. I note that in the communiqué
from the Council of Australian Governments meeting
on 14 July that:
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the opposition. They have no vision, and they have no
policies. We are looking to the long term and an
integrated agenda.
The communiqué went on to say:
This is a long-term and integrated agenda across governments
and portfolios to increase the nation’s productivity and work
force participation. COAG recognised the benefits to the
economy and community of concerted actions to progress the
three streams of the NRA and the potential costs of failing to
do so.

Victoria has recognised that it is better to work together
than to complain about each other all the time. Victoria
has recognised that state, commonwealth and local
governments need to work together for the benefit of
Australians and the benefit of working families in
Victoria.
An honourable member — What does the
opposition say?
Mr STENSHOLT — It does not stand for anything
except the Liberal Party. The communiqué continues:
COAG noted the good progress made since February 2006 in
advancing —

the national reform agenda. It goes on to say:
In moving forward, COAG has tasked officials with
completing specific reform proposals for its consideration at
its next meeting.

In other words, there is progress, there is goodwill and
there is action in this regard. What will these reform
proposals do? According to the communiqué:
These reform proposals will include, as necessary and
appropriate, agreed policy directions, outcomes and
commitments, multilateral and jurisdictional specific actions,
progress measures and milestones. Each specific reform
proposal would specify those actions to be done jointly and
those actions that will be done by individual jurisdictions.

In other words, there is real action, real movement and
real cooperation in this regard.

COAG reaffirmed its February 2006 commitment to progress
the national reform agenda, encompassing human capital,
competition and regular reforms to help underpin Australia’s
future prosperity.

I should also mention though that COAG agreed to
create a COAG Reform Council. This is something that
was put forward by the states but led by Victoria. It
would be an independent body appointed by the
commonwealth and the states to assess costs and gains
and to determine the real outcomes to be achieved in
literacy, numeracy, child care and diabetes and across
the rest of the national reform agenda.

It is the Bracks government that has the vision, and it is
the Bracks government that is looking to the future. It is
not the federal Treasurer, Peter Costello, and it is not

I express some regret, though, that COAG failed to
make a more concrete commitment to the achievement
of these goals through the commonwealth government
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giving specific commitments to share the benefits of
reforms with the states. It was historic, and of course
any of these agreements are products of negotiation.
We are hoping that at the next meeting, with the work I
have mentioned that is going to happen between now
and then, concrete commitments and programs will be
achieved to make a real improvement in the lives of
ordinary Victorian working families.
We expect that the commonwealth will demonstrate its
bona fides on the reform process by meeting its
commitment to providing additional funding for these
reforms. We are happy for these reforms to be looked at
and scrutinised and for the costs and benefits to be
examined by the COAG Reform Council and that a fair
and equitable process is gone through and the gains are
fairly and equitably distributed. We expect that the
commonwealth will actually abide by the
recommendations of the reform council in the
independent assessment it will make of these costs and
benefits. We look forward to concrete progress being
made on the plans, which we hope will be finalised at
the next COAG meeting in early 2007.
Why has Victoria been pushing this reform? What is
the background to this? I want to go into that a little bit.
Just before that, as I have mentioned, this has been a
fruitful negotiation. I am very pleased, as indeed is the
Bracks government, because COAG has shown itself to
be an element of a real hallmark of cooperative
federalism. What is this in contrast with? It is in
contrast with the combative centralism of Peter
Costello, the federal member for Higgins and federal
Treasurer. Of course, he has been sidelined in this
particular process — he is on the reserve bench in this
regard — because he lacks vision. He sees his role as
redistributing income through the budget from
Victorian families to the rich.
What does he see productivity as? If he knows how to
actually spell the word, he sees it as being achieved by
lowering the wages and conditions of ordinary
Victorian families. Indeed, he sees it as being achieved
by removing the work conditions of young Australians.
We ought to be afraid of what is going to happen to our
children and grandchildren in Victoria, because there is
no forward vision from Peter Costello — there is a lack
of vision. There is no vision on real productivity, on
growing skills or on competitive reform from Peter
Costello.
But there is real vision and cooperation through the
COAG process. I am pleased to report to the house the
progress being made, with the Bracks government
leading the way on this particular reform. As I asked
before, why do we need this reform? We need this
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reform, because over the coming decade we will face
major economic and social challenges. Over the past
few years we have recognised this. The Treasurer has
produced reports on the need for productivity which
indicate that we need at least 2 per cent a year.
Of course productivity has been failing at the federal
level since the productivity reforms brought about by
the first and second waves of economic reform in
Australia, which were very much led by the Hawke and
Keating governments. We had reforms such as floating
the dollar, bank deregulation and the national
competition policy agenda. What did Peter Costello do?
He brought that to a halt. He took away the national
competition payments. He said, ‘I’m not going to pay
you any more’. Historically over the past 10 years
productivity has been down.
In Victoria we recognise that we have to keep moving
forward. To meet our challenges we must keep on
reforming because of the challenges we face, both in
terms of the skills needed in Australia to keep our
exports and industry strong but also because we have an
ageing population and a low fertility rate, which in the
coming years may well reduce the overall labour force.
We need to look at these issues in the longer term. That
is why last August we proposed a third wave of
national reform, the new national reform agenda
initiative, for COAG. We saw that as having three
pillars: best practice regulation, competition, and
developing our human capital — that is, skills
development.
Some modelling was done by Treasury. I know the
shadow Treasurer, the member for Box Hill, thinks it is
back-of-the-envelope stuff. I am not sure where he is
coming from in terms of modelling. In the summary of
the modelling approach in a working paper, the
Department of Treasury and Finance states:
The economic implications … were estimated by DTF using
the MMRF-Green computable general equilibrium model.
The estimates of the fiscal impact of reform were derived
from a framework developed by DTF that applies the
estimated economic impact to a baseline forecast of
government finances obtained from the DTF-Access
Economics state intergenerational model.

It states also that the estimates in the papers it prepared
in January and June:
… represent deviations from a ‘business as usual’ baseline, in
which reform does not proceed.

To remind the member for Box Hill that the modelling
has a comprehensive nature, I point out that the
summary continues by saying:
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The estimates of fiscal impacts take into account movements
in non-discretionary spending, comprising employee
expenses (the need for governments to pay market wages to
retain employees), depreciation, and interest expenses. These
are driven by changes in employment, wages, public sector
capital stock and output. It is implicitly assumed that the share
of public services in the economy is fixed.

This modelling has taken place in these two papers.
They are, as I mentioned, The Economic and Fiscal
Dividends of A New National Reform Agenda, a
working paper from January 2006 that was
subsequently followed up in June 2006 by the National
Reform Agenda — The Case for Sharing the Gains
discussion paper from the Victorian Department of
Treasury and Finance.
So what does this economic modelling find? It finds:
… the potential increase in GDP should be in the range of
3 to 5 per cent over the next 10 years and 9 to 14 per cent over
the next 25 years. After 10 years, this would lead to a fiscal
dividend to the commonwealth government of $6 billion to
$10 billion, with only $1.5 billion to $3 billion to the states.
After 25 years, the fiscal dividend for the commonwealth
could be as much as $35 billion, compared with less than
$5 billion for the states.
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investment. What have we made here in terms of
investment? Victoria’s net infrastructure investment per
capita, for example, is $434, compared to a dismal $152
for the commonwealth. Between 2006–07 and 2009–10
Victoria’s growth in net infrastructure investment is
going to be 19.4 per cent, but the commonwealth’s will
actually decline.
We want to make sure that these benefits are spread.
We want to make sure that the burden is spread. We
want to make sure that any reforms are such that the
burden is not falling on the states and that there is a
distribution from the commonwealth for competition
reform and for infrastructure in terms of making sure
that those benefits are applied equally across the board.
I turn to the record of the Bracks government in
economic management. Revenue growth has been
5.9 per cent per annum, which compares very favourably
with the commonwealth’s 6.3 per cent. Our forecast is
around 10.4 per cent growth between 2006–07 and
2009–10, compared with the commonwealth’s massive
14.9 per cent.
Mr Helper — They can’t manage money.

Why is there such great difference between the
commonwealth and the states? It is simply explained by
VFI — vertical fiscal imbalance. Putting it simply so
that even the Leader of the Opposition could
understand it, the taxation forecasts for 2006–07 are
that 72 per cent of taxation will go to the
commonwealth — that is, $217 billion. GST will raise
13 per cent, which is $40 billion, and the states’ own
taxation revenue raising will be 15 per cent — in other
words, $46 billion. The GST flows through to the
states, and that gives the states 28 per cent of taxation
revenue. That is where you get this imbalance between
28 per cent and 72 per cent. It is a pretty simple
concept. As I said, even the Leader of the Opposition
will be able to understand this. That is what is meant by
vertical fiscal imbalance. This is where the modelling
shows that the benefits of reform will go to the
commonwealth.
The other thing about this, interestingly enough, is that
public sector wages and public sector employment are
very much part of the states responsibilities. The states
have a larger share of public sector wages compared to
the commonwealth’s — from memory I think it is
about $59 billion compared to around $13 billion to
$18 billion. It is a very large proportion.
I should also say that the states have been pulling their
weight in regard to managing the economy and
managing the way in which impetus is provided to the
economy, either by way of wage restraint or in terms of

Mr STENSHOLT — The commonwealth
government is finding it very difficult to manage
money, I must admit. It goes off and fights all these
wars et cetera, which we have great question marks
over, and its expenditure, in terms of taxation cuts
rather than investing in the future, is really something
we are concerned about.
In Victoria we have a great record, and I am sure my
colleagues will speak about that in terms of the
economic performance here in Victoria. We want to
make sure that performance continues. We want to
make sure that the gains are spread and that the national
reform agenda, whether it be in human capital or health
or indeed in other areas, is progressed and progressed
with the greatest possible speed and cooperation.
Victoria stands ready to cooperate on the national
reform agenda — indeed it is leading the way. We want
to make sure this provides benefits in the longer term.
This is not about the short term. It is not going to
happen overnight; it is going to happen over a number
of years, and we are looking ahead at least 5, 10, 15 or
25 years. We want to make sure the benefits from the
national reform agenda come to all Victorian towns.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — What the government is
asking the house to accept this morning can be summed
up by saying, ‘Gee, aren’t we great, but give us more
money!’, to which the response ought to be, ‘You are
full of talk while service standards are going
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backwards, and you cannot expect to get more funds
unless you make a better case than you have so far’.
The Bracks government is a latecomer to the reform
bandwagon. It is certainly better to have it on the
bandwagon rather than lying in front of it alongside
Kim Beazley, but the fact is that it is not doing much to
help the reform bandwagon roll forward faster. Having
hopped on the bandwagon only lately, it is now trying
to claim as its own ideas reform measures that were
already under way.
Last year we had a pretentious document from the
government entitled Governments Working Together.
A Third Wave of National Reform — A New National
Reform Initiative for COAG. The Proposals of the
Victorian Premier.
Let us deal first of all with this trumped-up claim about
the current reform wave being a third wave of reform.
This of course is a masterpiece of Bracks government
spin doctoring. The intention is to put it up as if it were
Hawke I, Keating II and Bracks III on the reform
agenda. Certainly let us give credit to the Hawke
government for its reforms of the 1980s, and let us give
credit to the Keating government for the national
competition reforms that it got under way in the 1990s.
It is worth remarking that those reforms, unlike the
current reform moves until very recent times, were not
opposed by the then federal opposition, and indeed they
were fully supported by Liberal governments at a state
level — and in particular I note the Kennett
government’s backing of Keating’s national
competition policy reforms. It is worth reminding the
house that the vast bulk of those reforms were opposed
tooth and nail by the Victorian Labor Party when it was
in opposition.
This so-called third wave claim is designed to cut out
the worthwhile reforms that have been instituted by the
Howard government, again with the vehement
opposition of the federal and state Labor parties. I refer
in particular to the GST reforms that have provided a
stable source of growth revenue for the states and the
workplace relations reforms that consist of not just the
WorkChoices package but the whole change in
workplace culture that has taken place in Australia over
the last 10 years, making us a much more productive
and flexible nation. That can be illustrated in particular
by the change of attitude on the waterfront and the
highly flexible and productive arrangements in the
mining industry.
There was not a great deal that was new in the
pretentious document we had from the Bracks
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government last year. Much of what it said had
previously been said — and said better — by bodies
such as the Business Council of Australia, the
Productivity Commission and the commonwealth
Treasury. It did put forward the proposition that a
healthy population makes for a more productive work
force, which is true, but the reason it put that forward
was to lead on to the argument that the commonwealth
government should give Victoria and the other states
more money.
When you look at the various measures that were talked
about in that third wave document, you see that the vast
bulk of them were squarely about state responsibilities.
However, instead of getting on with the job and doing
something about the various issues that were listed, the
Bracks government tried to pass the blame and
responsibility onto the commonwealth and the Council
of Australian Governments in order to give itself an
excuse for having done nothing and to try to distract
attention from the fact that, for those areas that did and
do fall within its jurisdiction, Victoria had actually been
going backwards in its service delivery standards.
You only need to look at the table in figure 4 on
page 13 of the so-called third wave document to see
how the Bracks government has condemned itself out
of its own mouth. The column headed ‘Measures of
progress’ is about various items of reform. The vast
bulk of these are things which state governments,
particularly the Bracks government, could and should
have been doing for years — for instance, reducing the
administrative costs of business regulation. We saw
what a fizz that was with the Treasurer’s statement last
week, which was to the effect that, ‘Yes, we will cut red
tape, maybe, sometime’. Another measure is:
… compliance with world’s best practice gatekeeping
arrangements.

The Treasurer conveniently forgot that one. The
ACTAL body in the Netherlands model, which he
claimed to be basing his reforms on, was nowhere
mentioned in his paper and certainly not replicated in
Victoria. A further measure is to:
… improve assessment of the costs of regulation.

That was identified in August last year, but last week
the Treasurer was still promising that he was going to
come out with a model to better assess the cost of
regulation at some time. In terms of infrastructure,
figure 4 states that we need:
… forward-looking plans for infrastructure of national
significance.
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Of course we do! We have AusLink, which is a pretty
good start on that front, but as far as the state level is
concerned the Bracks government has rejected its own
Infrastructure Planning Council recommendations for a
forward-looking plan for the whole of the state,
something that the Liberal opposition is committed to
do upon coming to government.
The strategic framework in figure 4 calls for a
transparent assessment and priority ranking of
infrastructure investment decisions. That is conspicuous
by its absence at a state level. There has been every
opportunity in the world for that to have been done, but
instead the Bracks government has gone out of its way
to hide any assessment of priorities that it may have
conducted and to suppress the true costs of
public-private partnerships.
Figure 4 says there should be compliance with best
practice in infrastructure regulation. Victoria has a good
model of infrastructure regulation: it was put in place
by the Kennett government. When we have the Deputy
Premier and others bragging about our regime of
infrastructure regulation, referring to the Australian
Council for Infrastructure Development/Access
Economics study, they should also say that the vast
bulk of that refers to the structure of infrastructure and
essential service regulation that was put in place under
the Kennett government.
We then move on to the areas of health and education
and training. We have a listing of worthy and
significant measures such as the proportion of the
working-age population not in the labour force due to
ill health, the incidence of chronic disease amongst
children and the working-age population, the
prevalence of common risk factors that contribute to
chronic diseases, the proportion of students above
benchmark levels for year 3, 5 and 7 levels of reading,
numeracy and writing, et cetera.
These are all matters of bread-and-butter service
delivery by state governments. You do not need a
Council of Australian Governments process to get
reforms on that score under way, but we see under the
Bracks government that all these items have gone
backwards, not forwards. You cannot get in the budget
papers a decent set of measures of all these items which
the Bracks government calls on COAG to endorse. If
members of the Bracks government believe in it, why
do they not lead by example and get out there and
publish these figures and hold themselves accountable
for what is being done?
Mr Stensholt interjected.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Burwood was heard with the courtesy of the house.
Mr CLARK — Yet under the Bracks government
we see that waiting lists for urgent and semi-urgent
surgery are worse now than when it came to office. We
find that the public housing stock in 2004–05 was
increased by the Bracks government by only 59 units
compared with 1600 houses in the last year of the
Kennett government. We find that the benchmarks for
assessment of literacy, numeracy and other scores have
been degraded under the Bracks government in
Victoria, which comes up very badly on many of them.
In those core areas of state responsibility, which the
Bracks government should have been getting on with,
we have been going backwards.
Then, from figure 4, let us have a look at work
incentives, where there is a call for an increase in
participation implied by the interaction of the tax and
welfare systems. That is exactly what the Welfare to
Work package of the commonwealth government is
doing. We have a call for an increase in Australia’s
relative attractiveness to the world’s high-skilled and
high-productivity workers. At the same time we have
the federal opposition trying to put up barriers against
overseas students coming to Australia to undertake
apprenticeships. What an advertisement and attraction
to the world that would be if it were ever implemented
as policy!
Last but certainly not least from figure 4, we have a
proposal that there should be a reduction in unnecessary
regulatory impediments to work force participation, and
yet we have state Labor governments and the federal
Labor opposition fighting the WorkChoices reforms
tooth and nail. There is a giant chasm between the
rhetoric of the Bracks government and the reality of
what it is actually doing in those areas of its own
responsibility. Not only have the actual services been
going backwards and not only is the infrastructure
blowing out over time and over budget, but there has
been no attempt whatsoever to put in place a decent
structure for measuring, accounting and planning for
what is going on and what is to be done.
As I mentioned, there is no infrastructure plan, contrary
to the proposal of the Infrastructure Planning Council
and contrary to what a Liberal government would do on
coming to office. What is needed is not just an
infrastructure plan, but an infrastructure plan that is
integrated with a plan for the growth and expansion of
services, because in the service delivery area
infrastructure and the actual provision of services go
hand in hand. They need to be jointly planned and
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jointly mapped out for the future, and yet we see none
of that from the Bracks government.
What we need is to get proper accountability for the
quality and quantity of government services that are
being provided. That was something that was set well
in track by the Kennett government, but it has gone
backwards under the current government. We are
finding that performance measures are being dropped
whenever they prove embarrassing or inconvenient to
the government. The Treasurer, the Minister for
Finance and the parliamentary secretary have allowed
other ministers and departments to pick and choose the
measures by which their own performance is to be
judged. What we need is a reporting regime that gives a
clear, factual and readily accessible picture to the
public, not only of what is being spent in different areas
but what resources are being required to fund them,
what quantities and qualities of service are being
provided and what results those service levels are
achieving.
Let us move on to the second half of the proposition
before the house — about funding. Certainly on this
side of the house we support reform to eliminate unfair
funding treatment for Victoria and to provide a fair,
stable and efficient funding base for the states as a
whole. What we are opposed to are the attempts by the
Treasurer and others in the Bracks government to try to
play this as a political ploy and to pretend Victoria’s
funding position is some part of a giant conspiracy by
the commonwealth. This is not only untrue, it is also
counterproductive, because it invites the immediate
retort by the commonwealth Treasurer that, if the
Bracks government wants to rectify things at a political
level, all it needs do is get its fellow Labor treasurers to
agree to a redivision of GST funds, and the
commonwealth will agree to it.
What needs to be done is for the Victorian government
to work behind the scenes to persuade the
Commonwealth Grants Commission, which is the fund
distribution umpire, by means of logical argument —
and since the Bracks government has taken up that
approach in more recent times, it has had some success.
Indeed, if you look at the latest Commonwealth Grants
Commission figures, you find that by the end of the
coming five-year period it looks as though subsidies to
Queensland and Western Australia will have been
eliminated and that worthy objective will have been
achieved. I do not know what the Bracks government
will do then, because it is going to run out of things to
complain about, but that aim will have been achieved.
It is worth making the point that, under the Treasurer’s
proposal for continued funding of subsidies to the
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Northern Territory, South Australia and Tasmania, even
if the change were introduced overnight Victoria would
still, on the Bracks government’s own figures at
page 76 of budget paper 2, be getting only 89 cents in
the dollar compared with what is said to be 86 cents in
the dollar at present. That 3 cents difference is worth
debating and worth seeking reform over, but it should
not be overstated, and in particular it should not be used
as an excuse for non-delivery by the Bracks
government.
On this side of the house we also support a fair sharing
of the costs and benefits of reform efforts over and
above each jurisdiction doing its own job, but we do not
support, and you cannot expect the commonwealth to
support, an open-ended demand for cash for doing what
the states should have been doing anyway to provide
better services and to better measure and account for
the services being provided.
We had this appallingly partisan and poorly argued
paper from Treasury — National Reform Agenda —
The Case for Sharing the Gains — this July. It shows
there is an urgent need for the incoming secretary of the
Treasury, Grant Hehir, to assert the standing and
integrity of the Victorian Treasury rather than allow
such poorly written and partisan documents to be
issued. It is full of double standards, complaints about
alleged commonwealth government bracket creep
while ignoring the deliberate use of bracket creep by
the Bracks government to double stamp duty and
double land tax, shonky, back-of-the-envelope
modelling, non sequiturs in terms of the case for change
and flaky numbers.
If you take its argument to its logical conclusion, why is
the commonwealth government not docking the
funding to the states because the states have neglected
public hospitals? No-one would want that, but that is
the logical extension of the argument in that paper. If
the government is serious about reform, it should be
looking at replacing the special purpose payments
system, not with a pooled system but with clear and
definite funding based on objective factors.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr HELPER (Ripon) — It gives me a great deal of
pleasure to support the matter of public importance that
is before the house today. I think at the outset we need
to discuss why we need an ongoing agenda of reform in
Australia and why the Bracks government puts reform
so high on its agenda and has indeed been instrumental,
if not pivotal, in putting it back on the national agenda
after it dropped off the radar screen, or at least became
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totally and absolutely misguided, with the election of
the current federal Howard government.
It was after all during the 1980s and early 1990s of the
Hawke-Keating federal government that the agenda of
national reform was put on the radar screen. After
decades and decades of slumbering at a federal level, it
was great to see the reform initiatives that were
instigated by that Labor government. It is Labor, after
all, that has the track record in terms of reform in this
country. We need reform because we continue to face
many challenges in our community. There are many
challenges facing our economy and the standard of
living we wish to achieve and have achieved for our
communities. Those challenges come from an
increasingly globalised economy and from
demographic changes such as the ageing of our
community. Those challenges come from
environmental factors and from the changing
expectations that exist in our community.
As I said, it seems to be Labor governments that always
address the need for national reform. We take the hard
decisions, because at the end of the day reform is not
easy. If we were in government to have an easy ride, we
certainly would not be tackling reform agenda issues.
But we know that to further the interests of the
communities that we represent in the respective tiers of
government we need to make those hard decisions and
we need to talk through them and arrive at a consensus
with the community to implement them.
As I said, the agenda of the Bracks government is to
deliver a third wave of economic reform for Australia,
and it is driven by a vision that encompasses regulatory
reform, infrastructure reform, health and work
incentives, and education and training. Our third wave
of reform is about just that. It is about a considered
reduction in red tape and about identifying and
advancing infrastructure investment opportunities of
national significance. It is about thinking broadly to
embrace better health, greater participation, more
education and the creation of new opportunities. That is
why we are driving the national reform agenda.
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et cetera. Let us analyse what this supposed
back-of-envelope modelling has actually revealed. It
has revealed that the potential impact of the national
reform agenda on gross domestic product would be up
to 5 per cent over the next 10 years and 14 per cent over
the next 25 years. That is hardly back-of-envelope
scratching. The model has revealed that after 10 years
this would translate into a fiscal dividend to the
commonwealth of up to $10 billion, with less than
$3 billion shared between the states. It shows that after
25 years this would translate into a fiscal dividend to
the commonwealth of up to $35 billion, with less than
$5 billion shared between the states.
Who could have made an accusation that that
modelling, done by the Victorian Treasury, was
back-of-envelope scratching? I ask that question, I
guess rhetorically, because I know it to be from the
opposition Treasury spokesperson, in his pathetic
attempts to talk down the genuine efforts that are being
made at promoting a national reform agenda and the
genuine reform initiatives that at the last COAG
meeting seem not only to have broken through to the
Labor states but also to have been given some
endorsement by the commonwealth.
However, before we go too far in singing the praises of
the commonwealth in this regard, let us just go back in
history — not a long way, just back to 2002 — when
the federal government unilaterally terminated
competition payments to the states on a whim, based on
an election promise to dedicate that money to the
national water initiative. Victoria’s track record in using
those competition payments was absolutely
outstanding. It was the only state around the country
that actually passed a component of those competition
payments on to local councils. Local government is
often overlooked in terms of the reform agenda in
which it actually participates and through which it
actually incurs costs. It should get a dividend for that as
well, and Victoria recognises that.

I thought to myself, ‘Is there an alternative point of
view that comes from Victoria? Is there a point of view
that does not recognise this and that constantly wants to
carp and whinge about the reform agenda?’. I found
such a view expressed in the Australian Financial
Review of Monday, 17 July. I will quote from that
article, which talks in general about the recent Council
of Australian Governments (COAG) meeting:

The Labor government recognised that a part of the
competition payments should be passed on, but of
course in a frenzy of election promises the federal
government not only cut those payments but totally did
away with them, and many councils lost of the order of
hundreds of thousands of dollars from their budget
bottom line. My electorate covers some seven
municipalities wholly or in part. I know each and every
one of those councils has been very adversely affected
by the termination by the federal government of those
competition payments.

The first of these objectives was spearheaded by a poorly
argued paper by Victoria’s Treasury saying that, on the basis
of ‘preliminary’ (read ‘back of envelope’) modelling —

The next time you drive on a local road and you hit a
pothole, say, ‘Thanks very much. That’s a result of the
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federal government’s lack of leadership. It’s the result
of the federal government’s ratbaggery and its lack of
dedication to a national reform agenda’. Thank heavens
that the other states are very much falling into line
behind the leadership that Victoria is providing. I am
happy to acknowledge that our Prime Minister is falling
into line behind the competition agenda that is being
instigated by and led from Victoria. It is a pity that his
Treasurer is not so wise in taking up the need for a
national reform agenda.
All we seem to get from the federal Treasurer, Peter
Costello, who is Victorian based, is a swipe every now
and again at the states. Whenever it suits his ill-fated
leadership ambitions he takes a swipe at the states in
various areas. Can you imagine the botch-up that a
Costello federal government would make of, for
example, areas of state responsibility such as water,
education and health? If the bloke had a heart he might
actually develop a bit of colour and his smirk might
diminish a little bit.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — What an amazing
matter of public importance! Everyone in Australia
recognises that it is coalition governments that have
turned around the economic and employment positions
not only of the nation but also of the state of Victoria.
Environmentally through the National Heritage Trust
we have seen millions of dollars being put into
programs that support environmental projects not only
in Victoria but also right across Australia. On the
economy — —
Mr Helper interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — No, it was not, it was the
National Heritage Trust.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Lowan, through the Chair. I again remind the house
that government speakers have been heard with
courtesy. That should also apply to opposition speakers.
Mr DELAHUNTY — It is a bit like a football
game, Deputy Speaker. In particular, it is a bit like
when you are playing down at Geelong: the crowd gets
you going a little bit!
From the economic point of view, across Australia we
have seen debt reduced in most government
jurisdictions. We have seen more money being put in
the pockets of consumers. We have money for
infrastructure, we have money for government

Wednesday, 19 July 2006

programs and we have money for education and
training. I will cover all those later in my contribution.
On employment we have seen reforms, particularly by
the federal government, which have delivered the
lowest unemployment rate in Australia for years. I
cannot help but respond to some of the comments made
by my colleague the member for Ripon. He talked
about reform, and there is a need to reform this state
government. This government is going down the same
track of previous city-centric Labor governments,
which could not manage money. Talk about the
economy! In seven years it has gone $8.5 billion over
its budget. The good thing about it, though, is that in
those seven years its revenue has gone $10.5 billion
over budget, mainly because of GST revenue, stamp
duty revenue, government taxes, and particularly police
revenue, which has bailed this government out of its
hole.
The member for Ripon talked about reform. Not only
can the government not manage money; it cannot
manage projects. We have seen many, many projects
right across Victoria go over time and, in particular,
over budget. We have talked about the farce rail — not
the f-a-s-t rail, but the farce rail — and we have seen
that problem with many other projects right across
country Victoria. I know that, like me, the member for
Ripon would be concerned about the Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline — a great project supported by both
governments, to their credit.
An honourable member — It took a while to come
on board.
Mr DELAHUNTY — It took a long time for the
state government to come on board, but eventually it
came on board. The reality is that we are all concerned
about whether this will be delivered within the budgets
the governments have set. As we know in country
Victoria, a third of the money is coming from the
federal government, a third from the state and a third
from consumers in western Victoria. Federal and state
money is capped, and it is important that we get this
project. As the member for Ripon said, water is a state
responsibility, and we need to ensure that this project
comes in at least on budget, but preferably under
budget.
The member for Ripon talked about our being in a
global economy. We are. He represents a country
electorate, as I do, and he is obviously concerned about
the manufacturing sector, like I am. There are many
manufacturers in my electorate, as there are in the
member for Ripon’s electorate, but all the
manufacturers who have spoken to me are concerned
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about higher costs, particularly those imposed on them
by the government. Now with the announcement this
week they will have higher power costs. We will see
higher costs put on consumers, particularly
manufacturers. Even the Premier said yesterday that
prices would go up. Again higher costs are being
pushed onto manufacturers.
We are also seeing higher amounts going to
government taxes. Government taxes on petrol,
particularly diesel, are causing a major concern. There
are even increasing government taxes on water, which
is also a consumer cost. Government taxes are another
concern to most in my electorate.
The member for Ripon also talked about more red tape.
This government is — —
Mr Helper interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — You are concerned about red
tape. The red tape is strangling many country
consumers, particularly country manufacturers. The
member for Ripon talked about the fact there had been
a loss of competition policy.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DELAHUNTY — I think he wrote my speech!
He also spoke about a lack of competition payments.
He is right, the former coalition government in this state
was one of the few state governments that passed on
some of the benefits of competition payments to local
government. That was there for a set period of time.
Eventually over time, because of the reforms that were
driven by the federal government and embraced by the
former coalition government, we saw benefits go to
local government in a lot of ways.
But there are more concerns. As we know, with
enterprise bargaining agreements, cost shifting and so
on, many councils in Victoria are under extreme
pressure. This year we are seeing local government
rates going up well above the consumer price index.
We have three spheres of government. We have the
federal government, through which we are seeing
income taxes and the like going down; we have the
state government, which is promoting reducing costs,
but we have not seen much of that going on; and in
local government we are seeing increasing rates. This
cannot continue. We need to make sure, as The
Nationals put in its policy on local government, that
some of the GST revenue the state government is
squandering goes across to local government so it can
reduce some of the costs it has to pass on. I thank the
member for Ripon for some of those issues he raised.
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I will get back to and go through some of the key points
in the matter of public importance (MPI), which talks
about early childhood development. We would love to
see this state government, which is responsible for early
childhood development, take up The Nationals policy,
which we have had for four years and which has now
been adopted by the Liberal Party, says that the
responsibility for preschools should be moved to the
education department. As we all know, $1 invested in
preschool education and early childhood development
will save approximately $8 in later life. We call on the
state government to adopt that policy.
The MPI talks about skills, and the communiqué from
the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) talks
about the number of doctors. I have a copy of the
communiqué which the member for Burwood spoke
about. It is great to see that the federal government —
in cooperation with the states, but it is particularly the
federal government — is providing another
400 traineeships for doctors in Australia. Many of those
trainees will be placed in Victoria, and we congratulate
both the federal and state governments for their
initiative in that regard.
We know that money will also be spent on
infrastructure. But one concern we have is that we want
to make sure some of the doctor internships are in
country Victoria. Bendigo could take about 17 interns
but is funded for only about 13, and it might be even
less. The Minister for Health is at the table. We want to
make sure that the internships will also be in country
Victoria, because we all know there is a greater
likelihood that, if a doctor or nurse or anyone else has
trained in rural or regional Victoria, they will stay there.
We need to make sure the state lifts its game in relation
to country internships.
We have seen a great development with nurses. As can
be seen in the communiqué the member for Burwood
spoke about, more nurses will be trained. We need to
increase the work force in that area. It is great to see
that universities in my area, whether it be the Ballarat
University campus in Horsham or the RMIT University
campus in Hamilton, are training nurses in country
Victoria, and there are some great success stories about
that.
One concern about skills, as talked about in the MPI —
and I heard Julie Bishop, the federal minister for
education, on radio this morning — is in the area of
science education. We would all have to agree that with
the baby boomers going through the system we need to
increase the effort in the area of science education.
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The MPI talks about community health. We would like
to see more work done on mental health. Mental health
is the biggest problem right across the health sector in
Australia. I had an intern who wrote a report, which is
tabled in the parliamentary library, on the challenges in
attracting health workers to country Victoria. It
particularly focused on mental health. It is a fantastic
report which is well worth reading, and I congratulate
Andrew Douglas on it.
With mental health we want to make sure, as the federal
government has said, that we link some of the funding
that is coming through to the state — and enormous
dollars are coming into mental health particularly from
the federal government — to rural and regional Victoria
so that we can address some of our concerns about
early intervention and appropriate accommodation for
country communities.
As far as work force participation goes, our
unemployment rate is low, but we need more flexible
arrangements. The report by the Economic
Development Committee, which I am on, on labour
hire highlighted the enormous benefits there.
The final thing the MPI talks about is a share in the
benefits. This state is sharing in the benefits of the GST
that are coming in, and in many of the areas — as the
member for Ripon said, water and education are part of
the state government’s responsibilities — the federal
government is pushing more money into these
programs. We need more support for water recycling
projects in rural and regional Victoria.
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — I rise to speak on the
matter of public importance on the recent deliberations
of the Council of Australian Governments. As the
house knows, last week COAG agreed to a major
breakthrough on national reform, which is really good
news for Victorian businesses and families. Victoria
first put the national reform agenda on the table last
year. It set out a pathway for Australia to follow in
facing some of the big challenges we have ahead of us
if we are to be competitive in the international arena.
In February COAG endorsed that national reform
agenda and set out a reform framework across human
capital, competition and regulation to increase
productivity and participation. Last week COAG
reaffirmed that commitment to national reform and
took significant steps forward to put the flesh on the
reform bones. Importantly, it agreed to the creation of a
reform council, which is to be an independent body
appointed by the commonwealth and the states to assess
costs and gains and to determine the real outcomes that
are achieved in literacy, numeracy, child care and
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diabetes as well as across the rest of the national reform
agenda. I congratulate the commonwealth and all the
states on that reform. It is good to see.
I would also like to congratulate the members for Ripon
and Burwood on their excellent contributions to this
debate in highlighting the economic and in particular
the health issues that will see real benefits in Victoria.
While these initiatives are welcomed by Victorians,
there is still a major concern that the commonwealth is
lagging behind with some issues and with funding for
real reform, particularly in the human capital area.
It is this issue of how we provide for the skilled work
force that our country needs that I wish to concentrate
on today. Despite the efforts of the state governments,
Australia has a skill shortage in a number of very
important occupations. This skill shortage goes back to
the decisions made by the commonwealth government
to scrap the labour market programs established by
national Labor governments in the past and to slash the
growth funding and commitment to training efforts
made by Paul Keating in the early 1990s. Whilst the
Bracks government has invested far more in technical
and further education institutions, vocational education
in schools and our training system than it was obliged
to do under the commonwealth-state growth funding
agreements, the commonwealth has simply refused to
match this effort.
When I hear the rhetoric of commonwealth ministers
who talk of today’s skill shortages I recall the blind eye
that their earlier counterparts turned to the solutions that
were put forward to those growing issues in the 1990s. I
can vividly remember the many Australian National
Training Authority Ministerial Council (ANTA
MINCO) meetings I attended with the Victorian
Minister for Education and Training in the first term of
the Bracks government. It was Victoria that time and
again outlined the indisputable case for the need for
greater commonwealth funding to address our training
needs, only to be rebuffed by the commonwealth.
Meeting after meeting of commonwealth and state
ministers, including commonwealth ministers Kemp
and Nelson, simply refused to match Victoria’s funding
effort. Year after year the commonwealth continued to
turn a blind eye to the growing shortage of skilled
professionals in many emerging and essential trades.
All around the ANTA MINCO table people could see
the issue, but the commonwealth simply refused to
match the effort even though it was a national issue of
its own making.
If we fast forward to the present day, we find the
Council of Australian Governments discussing the issue
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of human capital, and we know we have in this country
a problem with skill shortages. Those skill shortages are
a direct result of the commonwealth’s dismantling its
vocational education programs and its labour market
programs, its refusal to address skill shortages and its
cutback in the funding of actual training in real terms.
What we have today is serious skill shortages in certain
trades, which are an issue as far as the economic growth
of this state and this country goes.
What is the answer we see from the commonwealth?
What is the answer to a problem of its own making?
We see the massive expansion in the importation of
temporary migrant workers on section 457 visas. The
Victorian government has no difficulty in allowing
people from other countries to migrate to Australia. In
fact we have consistently supported skilled migration as
a means of boosting Victoria’s economy, and it has
done just that. It has been great for Victoria, and it will
continue to be great for Victoria. We also recognise that
there is a need for the capacity to bring in temporarily a
limited number of skilled or guest migrants to meet
short-term or isolated skill shortages that arise from
time to time, particularly in specialist areas. To my
mind bringing in guest workers in large numbers should
never be an alternative to the proper commonwealth
funding of our nation’s training needs, but that is what
we are starting to see in this country today.
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temporary skilled migrants by labour hire firms. His
article stated:
An investigation by the Age has found that some labour hire
firms and recruitment agencies charge skilled foreign workers
up to $15 000 to bring them here under subclass 457 visas. If
workers complain, they are threatened with deportation.
…
Labor and the unions complain that the current skilled
migration regime drives down wages and displaces
Australians from jobs. The minimum wage under the 457 visa
is $41 850, or the award wage, whichever is higher.

However, in many cases the market rate has outstripped
the award wage and is in fact some $15 an hour higher
than what we are paying these guest workers.
What is of particular concern is that section 457 visas
can be used as a means of undercutting the wages and
conditions of existing workers. This is the hidden
underbelly of the WorkChoices legislation. If an
Australian worker does not accept an Australian
workplace agreement (AWA) with lower wages and
conditions, they will face the risk of cheap foreign
labour being utilised to fill the position. We have seen
this happen in the meat industry and in the metals
industry — especially with welders in Western
Australia. We are seeing it happen on a large scale,
especially, as I said, in WA.

These section 457 visa entrants — temporary guest
migrants — are not offered permanent visas. They
cannot stay in Australia and become valuable members
of our community, and they do not and cannot pass on
the skills they have to future generations of young
Australians. They are a quick fix for the skill shortage
problem. Unfortunately the commonwealth
government’s quick fix comes at the same time as its
massive assault on the wages and conditions of
Australian workers through the government’s
WorkChoices legislation, and the two cannot be
separated. WorkChoices abolishes traditional
safeguards, severely limits the rights of workers and
reduces the obligations of employers in the industrial
bargaining arena.

Only last weekend we saw the issue of the 11 Czech
Republic guest workers at a Craigieburn brick works
raise its head. The existing workers stopped work for
20 minutes to discuss the importation of the Czech
workers for the brick works, and they were fined for
their stoppage. It would appear that the guest workers
have replaced 12 local people, including two
apprentices. Instead of employing local people — and
there seems to have been skilled workers available —
the company simply imported Czech workers, who had
no ability to communicate with the existing workers
about wages and conditions. They appear to be living in
a caravan park, and there is great concern about what is
happening with their money — although it certainly
seems to be going into a Czech bank account.

That is why I said in my introduction that the
WorkChoices legislation has been accompanied by an
unprecedented surge of temporary labour designed to
undercut normal wages and conditions. It is estimated
that in 2005–06 some 40 000 section 457 applicants
came to Australia. That is a 42 per cent increase on the
2004–05 figure and a 66 per cent increase over 2003–04,
which is massive.

I will not go into specific examples of other abuses of
this scheme by some of the more ruthless employers,
but it is clear that — whether it be Chinese workers in
rail workshops in Junee, Korean welders in fabrication
companies in Western Australia or Chinese meat
workers at Murray Bridge, or many of the other
numerous examples of exploitation which are starting
to surface — if we are to protect both Australian
workers and guest workers from exploitation, we need
to toughen up the rules that this scheme operates under.
We need to genuinely guarantee that approvals for

We read in the Age at the weekend an article by
Michael Bachelard, who pointed to the exploitation of
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guest workers only come when domestic labour is
genuinely not available, not simply because the wages
offered are not acceptable to local workers. It is an issue
for the Council of Australian Governments at its
December meeting. I urge the commonwealth and state
ministers to take this seriously and bring about a reform
of this scheme.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — It is interesting that we
have another self-congratulatory matter of public
importance (MPI) from the government. These MPIs
always have a rider bagging the federal government,
and we are running true to form today. It was
interesting to see that at the end of the Council of
Australian Governments meeting last week we saw the
Labor premiers all over the Prime Minister, silly grins
on their faces. Everyone was loving each other, and
everything was fantastic. They then left Canberra, and
as soon as they crossed the border into their respective
states they reverted to form, taking any opportunity
they got — like the MPI in this place — to bag the
federal government and talk about how badly
understood they are and how they did not get a fair
deal. It was absolutely at odds with what happened with
all the photo opportunities we saw in Canberra late last
week.
What this government is saying in its MPI is that it has
failed to do its job, yet it wants compensation from the
federal government for not doing it. The timing today is
just exquisite, because the MPI refers to skills. Today
the Auditor-General released a report entitled
Vocational Education and Training — Meeting the
Skills Needs of the Manufacturing Industry. Let us have
a look at what the Auditor-General said about the job
this government is doing in developing skills and
responding to the lack of skills and the needs of
industry in Victoria.
First of all the Auditor-General said that the advice
given to the Victorian Learning and Employment Skills
Commission (VLESC) to inform its purchase of
publicly funded industry training is insufficiently
robust. In other words, the very essence of the advice
that the government needs to respond to industry needs
is not good. So right from the start the basis on which
our training industry is built is very shaky.
The Auditor-General also said in response to the
question of how well the Office of Training and
Tertiary Education (OTTE) purchases industry training
on behalf of the VLESC that:
… it seems that the current approach to purchasing publicly
funded VET is at odds with the need for TAFE institutions to
respond quickly to industry’s immediate and fluctuating need
for skills.

Wednesday, 19 July 2006

A few members have talked today about responding to
the lack of skills. The member for Eltham said it was all
the federal government’s fault. When I saw the
reference to responding to industry’s needs, I thought to
myself that it is not the federal government’s fault that
these needs are not being met, it is the fault of the
Victorian training institutes and the directions given to
them by the government and the responsible
department. According to the Auditor-General, it is not
the federal government’s responsibility. The
Auditor-General also went on to say that:
OTTE is not able to determine adequately whether training
has been successful in meeting the skills needs for the
participants in courses or for industry enterprises.

Even when the government actually supplies services
and training, it does not know whether it has been
successful and is meeting those needs. There are no
measures. The department is not set up to properly
measure the outcomes, so we have no idea. To anyone
who comes in here and says it is the federal
government’s fault I say that, according to the
Attorney-General, the state government has
responsibility for delivering this training but does not
know what it is delivering and does not know the
outcome of that delivery. He said that from the
information available the public cannot know if the
Victorian government has policies and practices to
ensure that skill gaps in the work force are being filled
and:
… do not impede the growth or the competitiveness of the
manufacturing industry and the Victorian economy.

The Victorian public cannot know how well the
training that the government purchases is being
delivered. The Victorian government cannot know if
the Victorian government knows the impact of its
purchases on the skill shortages and skill gaps in
Victoria.
The Auditor-General then addressed the question of
whether TAFE institutes are sufficiently knowledgeable
of the business environment in which manufacturing
enterprises operate. He said that that is variable. It does
not depend on the institutes or on policies, it comes
down to the effectiveness of individual relationships
and networks between certain TAFE teachers and
instructors or, in some cases, some TAFE institutes and
their local businesses. That is a variable, personal thing
rather than something involving proper policies and
practices.
He also talked about the huge drop-out rate of
apprentices in the automotive and engineering
industries, the key industries in which there are real
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skill shortages. There is a 44 per cent drop-out rate of
apprentices in the automotive industry and a 38 per cent
drop out of apprentices in the engineering industry.
That is a huge cost for employers, for the industry in
general in Victoria and for the training industry as well.
The Auditor-General was also asked the question how
well TAFE institutes identify current and emerging skill
needs and translate these into training programs. The
Auditor-General responded:
Overall, the responsiveness of TAFE institutions is perceived
as variable and inconsistent.

Again there is a lack of policies and procedures within
the department responsible for delivering that training.
It relies on just personal contact and networks between
business enterprises, local industry and training
institutes.
The final question the Auditor-General addresses in his
report is whether TAFE institutes have skilled and
adaptable staff and the infrastructure to meet the skill
needs of enterprises. Although there is an increasing
level of investment in that, the Auditor-General said it
remains below conservative benchmarks which
estimate that TAFE institutes should be contributing
2 to 3 per cent of their budgets to skill development
initiatives. That is not happening in Victorian TAFEs.
He said:
Current work force data in VET is poor, with insufficient
information available to be able to plan for the future.
…
The absence of comprehensive and reliable work force data at
either a system or institution level make it difficult to identify
and address future work force requirements in specific skills
areas. For this reason, OTTE should consider developing a
state data collection.

This is a damning report from the Auditor-General.
While this government says, ‘It is the federal
government’s fault; it’s not doing what it should be
doing. We are doing a great job here in Victoria’, and
this is what its MPI is all about, the Auditor-General,
just on this skills area alone, has a completely different
view.
I would like to move on to some other federal initiatives
in early childhood education that have been flagged on
the national agenda but have had little or no response
from the state. First of all, at the recent Ministerial
Council on Education, Employment, Training and
Youth meeting there was a discussion on the need for a
consistent beginning age for children in schools in
Victoria. The states could not even come to agreement
on that. That is a very important issue. There should be
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some national consistency on some of these key areas
of education in Australia. We cannot totally operate on
a state-by-state basis. The Labor states cannot agree on
a beginning age, which the federal minister, Julie
Bishop, wanted to talk about. That forms the basis of a
starting point, and you have to establish that before you
look at school-leaving ages or the Australian certificate
of education.
All those things on the national agenda, which the
federal minister is rightly trying to encourage debate on,
rely on that beginning age, but the states do not even
want to talk about them. The states are being precious
about giving up two months in relation to the starting
age just for political purposes and just so they can be at
odds with the federal minister. The federal government,
especially under Julie Bishop, has done a fantastic job
in opening up national discussion on areas of education,
and we should be addressing those across all the states
and territories. The bloody-mindedness and political
motivation of the states are stopping any real national
debate on education, and that is very disappointing.
In the last few seconds I wish to talk about preschools.
The federal minister talked on one of the national
agenda items about having free preschool education
right across Australia. The Victorian government is
totally at odds with every other political party and state
regarding free kindergarten and the management of
kindergartens within the Department of Education and
Training. We have released our policy, which says this
is an important issue. We recognise the importance of
early childhood education. We are going to make it
almost free for just about every single child. This state
government is not following what is happening on the
national agenda and what every other state and territory
is doing across Australia.
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — For Australia to
continue to increase its prosperity in future years we
must continue to drive national productivity and
competition improvement. The international challenges
that Australia faces, particularly from emerging and
growing economies such as China and India, mean that,
if we do not continue to drive a reform agenda here in
Australia, we will effectively be going backwards
economically. That is the reason the Bracks
government has been leading the charge for a third
wave of economic reform in Australia — the national
reform agenda. I am very pleased that as a result of the
leadership shown by the Victorian Premier, the Council
of Australian Governments last week made historic
agreements in relation to the third wave of national
economic reform.
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We need continual reform because Australia faces
major economic and social challenges in the years
ahead. With the right policies not only can we meet
those challenges but we can seize the opportunity to
become one of the world’s top economies. This third
wave of national economic reform of which we speak
follows reforms such as floating the dollar and bank
deregulation in the 1980s and national competition
policy reforms in the 1990s. If we are successful in
pursuing this third wave of national economic reform,
we will set Australia’s economy up for the future and
meet those challenges. We will continue to provide for
the prosperity and wellbeing of the Australian people.
In particular we face challenges from the rapid growth
of economies such as China and India. As the increased
benefits from the first two waves of economic reform
diminish we have to do even more to increase our
productivity in order to meet the challenges ahead.
The national reform agenda has been led by the
Victorian Premier, and last year the Council of
Australian Governments agreed to a process to look at
the important elements of that economic reform agenda.
Last week’s COAG meeting agreed to put the details
into place for the implementation of that agenda over
the coming years.
It is important to recognise that our current levels of
prosperity owe a considerable amount to the sustained
and comprehensive program of deregulation and
market reforms that were implemented in Australia
starting under the Hawke and then the Keating
governments in the 1980s and 1990s. The Keating
government put lower tariff barriers and the national
competition policy in place. Victoria has been leading
the way in the implementation of national competition
policy. That has a lot to do with the way Victoria has
maintained its economic advantages over the last seven
years under the Bracks government.
The new reform agenda and the vision that has been
displayed by the Victorian government involve further
regulatory reform, further infrastructure investment,
improvements in health, work incentives, and
increased, ongoing improvements in education and
training. That is what the third wave of reform is about.
It is also about a considered reduction in red tape and
identifying and advancing infrastructure investment
opportunities of national significance. It is about
thinking broadly to embrace better health, greater
participation, more education and the creation of new
opportunities, particularly job opportunities.
This third wave of national economic reform as far as
Victoria is concerned is of course built on the strong
economic management that has been in place under the
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Bracks government — things like maintaining our
AAA credit rating, delivering an operating surplus in
excess of $100 million every year and keeping
Victoria’s strong economic growth, which has been in
excess of the national average over the last four years.
They are examples of the way this government, under
the leadership of the Premier and the steady economic
stewardship of the Treasurer, has been running the
Victorian economy in an exemplary fashion.
Over the last seven years we have also built Victoria’s
infrastructure investments to record levels. We have
rebuilt Victoria’s infrastructure and grown all of the
state with a record $11 billion infrastructure program
across Victoria since the Bracks government was
elected. In recent times we have announced a further
$12.6 billion investment program over the next four
years focusing in particular on schools, hospitals, roads
and public transport. The economic growth of which I
am speaking has been built on economic reforms
instituted by the Bracks government and particularly
targeted at regulation and improved public sector
management. The way regulation and red tape have
been cut and improved under the Bracks government is
partly due to improved productivity in the provision of
public services, as well as championing the national
reform initiative that has been recently agreed to by
COAG.
The Bracks government has been committed to
ongoing regulatory reform which has minimised
unnecessary burdens on businesses, not-for-profit
organisations and the community at large. We have
established the Victorian Competition and Efficiency
Commission to address red tape and overregulation.
We have also introduced business assessments to
evaluate the impact of primary legislation on
competition, and this has been a very good bonus for
business in Victoria.
We have abolished 80 redundant acts of Parliament and
removed 900 pages of legislation from the statutes. We
have also merged a number of regulatory bodies
including the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector
and the Office of Gas Safety, the Sustainable Energy
Authority Victoria and EcoRecycle Victoria, and we
will soon be moving to combine the Legal Ombudsman
and the Legal Practice Board. They are examples of the
ways in which public sector organisations in Victoria
have been brought under more efficient and better
regulated processes. We have also reformed legislative
arrangements for 12 health regulatory bodies to ensure
that they sit under one act and not 11 acts of Parliament.
That is very important for the administration of those
bodies and for the community at large.
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The importance of the agreement at COAG last week
cannot be overstated, and the leadership of the
Victorian government, in particular the Victorian
Premier, needs to be acknowledged. I note that in the
Australian Financial Review of the weekend of 15 and
16 July there was an article that carried the headline:
Leaders agree on wave of change.

The article states that:
State and federal leaders have signed off an ambitious new
reform agenda — covering health, education as well as
competition and regulatory measures aimed at driving
national economic growth — for which funding will be
assessed by a new independent body and not the
commonwealth.

That is an important part of the equation, because
Victoria has been pressing not only for the national
reform initiative of which I speak but also for the
funding that will be a by-product of increased
competitiveness and increased productivity in Australia
as a result of these reforms to be distributed between
the states on a fair and equitable basis. It should be
distributed on the basis of the states’ implementation of
those national reform initiatives.
The article in the Australian Financial Review goes on
to say:
The architect of the states’ push for the new regime, Victorian
Premier Steve Bracks, declared the creation of the new body
was evidence the federal system was working.

The Premier is quoted as saying:
This is the third large wave of reform which has occurred in
Australia and significantly it is about people, it’s about the
skills and ability of our people to go forward.

The article goes on to talk about the reform initiative
encompassing:
… competition and regulatory reforms, the new regime places
particular emphasis on developing ‘human capital’, which
initially means national programs addressing early childhood,
diabetes, literacy and numeracy and child care.

These are the economic and social reforms that will
increase Victoria’s productivity and prosperity in the
years ahead.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I, too, wish to make a
couple of observations on the matter of public
importance (MPI) submitted by the member for
Burwood. I do not wish to participate in congratulating
the Bracks government, which of course is covered by
the first part of the matter of public importance, but I do
wish to make some reference to the concluding part of
the MPI where its mover claims that the recent Council
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of Australian Governments (COAG) meeting ‘failed to
make more concrete commitments to the achievement
of these goals’ — that is, the goals set out in the earlier
part of the motion — ‘through the commonwealth
government making specific commitments to share the
benefits of reform with the states’.
In essence the motion is saying on the one hand that we
would like to congratulate ourselves, and I would
imagine by implication the Premier — and I will say
that he has certainly taken a lead role in the national
reform agenda; not the only lead role, but a lead role —
but on the other hand we want to say that the
commonwealth government has not participated
enough financially in the process. I am not quite so sure
that that is right.
The first broad and background observation I wish to
make is that when I first entered state Parliament
14 years ago we debated commonwealth-state financial
relations on a regular basis. Indeed, I remember when I
was a teenager that the then Treasurer of the state,
Lindsay Thompson, used to say in his standard speech
at Liberal Party state councils that there will always be
discussions about commonwealth-state relations, in
particular about monetary allocations set by the
Commonwealth Grants Commission, and I expect these
debates will continue well after I leave this Parliament.
That is because in essence we have an unusual structure
in Australia where the states were independent entities
formed prior to Federation. I think things have
improved over the years, and of course over the years
we have seen significantly more focus on the federal
government. If you conduct the standard public test,
most people will know who the Prime Minister of the
country is, but they are not so deeply into state politics.
State budget day, for example, passes without the
fanfare of federal budget day and so on. These are
self-evident facts. We have an unusual structural set-up.
I also think that the public is sick and tired of what it
would regard as boring commonwealth-state relations.
The public is sick and tired of the state government
saying that it is the commonwealth government’s fault.
Equally the public is sick and tired of the
commonwealth government saying that it is the state
government’s fault. What we saw at the latest COAG
meeting was a semblance of goodwill between the
Prime Minister and the state premiers, and I think this
semblance of goodwill is actually based on an
understanding that the public is rather sick and tired of
it all. The voters are not swayed by one tier of
government saying that it is another tier’s fault.
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However, I also want to highlight the contrast between
the images of goodwill between the Prime Minister and
state premiers that were on the television the other night
and what this MPI actually says. This proposition is in
stark contrast, albeit that contributions to the debate by
Labor members of Parliament have been subdued and
understated, to what the Premier wishes to convey
about his role in COAG. The Premier clearly wishes to
convey that he is taking a leading role. He clearly
wishes to convey that he wants to have cooperative
goodwill with the commonwealth, yet this MPI simply
says to the commonwealth on one element of the
COAG meeting: ‘You would not go along with the
incentive payments to the extent that we wanted you to
go along with incentive payments’. This is having a
little whack at the commonwealth.
I make that point just in passing. It is interesting to note
that no-one of particular seniority on the Labor side has
participated in this debate — and while it is very clear
that Premier Bracks wants to convey a statesman-like
cooperative approach, in its latter part this matter of
public importance is not conveying that.
As I said, the key issue in all this is that the Premier
wants to be seen as driving the issue. I refer to an article
written by Ewin Hannan that was published in the
Weekend Australian of 8–9 July. It is the report of an
interview with Terry Moran who, I might say, claims
credit for the agenda. This is a problem, of course,
when you have bureaucrats who like having their
photographs published in newspapers and like to have a
profile. They are, of course, meant to give the political
operative profile, but I will leave that aside. That is a
matter between the Premier and Mr Moran. Mr Moran
is quoted in the article as having said:
The truth of it is this is the first time in a long time when
heads of government have found the basis for working
together on important issues.

As I said, I think there is a bit of a shift but in its latter
part the matter of public importance does not reflect
that particular element. I note also some comments by
the vice-chancellor of the University of Melbourne,
Glyn Davis, who is reported as saying:
Terry perceived earlier than most that a time when the COAG
agenda appeared to be languishing it could be revived with
strong policy propositions from the states.

The Premier would prefer us to think that that was his
role, rather than that of the head of the Department of
Premier and Cabinet.
I want to make a couple of comments about the
incentive payments to the states. They, of course, are
the focus of the matter of public importance. In the
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Keating-Kennett era, when competition payments to the
states were started, we all saw that they had some
degree of success. However, it is here that my party
probably departs most from the Labor Party. Victoria’s
initial proposition is that the states should be given
bonus payments for improvements. The example given
in all of the paperwork prior to the meeting was
literacy. As I understand it, the state was arguing that if,
for example, there was a 1 per cent increase in the
standards of literacy above the set rate, the states
therefore should receive an incentive payment from the
commonwealth.
There are a few problems with that. The first problem is
that it is actually a state government role to deliver
education. I would have thought that if you were
delivering education one of the prime targets you would
set yourself would be to have a literacy and numeracy
program so that kids would actually leave school
literate and numerate. The second problem with this
contention by the states as it applies to this state is that
on a regular basis, year after year, the key performance
indicators right across government are being lowered in
budgets. So basically what the state was trying to do
was set itself a really low target and if it achieved that
target it wanted the commonwealth to pay up. The third
problem with the way Victoria operates is in the
example of bonus payments to public servants, where
the practice of the government has been to almost
universally give bonus payments. It was wanting the
commonwealth to embrace that mindset with the
incentive payments. So it is no wonder that the
commonwealth baulked and that it has called for further
work.
With reference to the communiqué issued on 14 July, I
note that there is a raft of examples where the
commonwealth has performed particularly well — in
terms of funding for health, agreements about human
capital and a range of other issues. I want to touch
briefly on the issue of regulation reform. Attachment E
shows that in February COAG agreed:
… to identify and address as a priority those areas where
inconsistent and unnecessarily burdensome regulatory
regimes are impeding economic activity.

In other words, the states still had some work to do; it is
not simply a matter of the commonwealth handing over
money. I would argue that while this state has
established the Victorian Competition and Efficiency
Commission and abolished some taxes — many of
those taxes are, of course, a direct consequence of the
commonwealth-state agreement which instituted the
GST — this state still has a lot of work to do in that
particular area, which is, of course, an area of my own
interest. In the area of business registration,
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attachment E states that the small business ministerial
council is to develop a model that improves business
registration. Again, we look forward to that happening,
but there are a number of areas in which the state
government still needs to do some work.
In terms of work force participation, it appears to me at
this stage that the energy statement released by the state
government this week is almost at odds with the
government’s stated desires on work force
participation. For example, the government is yet to
advise Victorians how manufacturing jobs will be
protected with Victoria losing its competitive
advantage. In the end, goodwill is what
commonwealth-state relations are all about and this
matter of public importance does not reflect that.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — I am very pleased to
join the debate this morning on this matter of public
importance. I want to focus on the human capital
elements of the Council of Australian Governments
package, particularly the national action plan on mental
health. Can I say at the outset that Victoria and
Australia face many very serious challenges. I agree
with the member for Brighton that in confronting those
challenges the community demands of us that we work
together as governments and, indeed, not just as
government but also as representatives in both the
commonwealth and state parliaments of political
parties.
The national reform agenda is a clear plan to work
together to confront and beat those very substantial
challenges. It lays out a very clear plan for a new wave
of reform and a plan to secure all the benefits that flow
from that. Working together cooperatively is essential
to this agenda. Last Friday’s COAG meeting was a
very positive step forward, with Australia’s nine
governments coming together to endorse a common
plan and a vision for a more productive Australia.
A highlight of Friday’s work and many months of hard
work leading up to Friday’s COAG meeting was the
adoption of the $4 billion national action plan on
mental health. As I have said many times in this house,
mental health is a critically important issue for the
Victorian and indeed the broader Australian
community. I am very pleased to play a small role in
mental health policy. It is an area that I am interested in
and one that is critically important to so many
Victorians. That very important work pays real
dividends in terms of the quality of life and the life
opportunities that so many thousands of Victorians
enjoy.
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To that end, our government has a proud record of
investment and achievement in Victoria’s public mental
health services. Indeed, since coming to government in
1999, we have boosted ongoing or recurrent funding for
public mental health services by a whopping 73 per
cent. That represents $329.5 million in additional
ongoing funding. So that is 73 per cent more funding
and 73 per cent more care and attention. A real priority
is being given to this very important part of our health
system. As you, Acting Speaker, and I think most
honourable members know, one in five Victorians will
at some point in their lifetime suffer a mental illness.
That makes mental illness everybody’s business and it
also positions issues of mental illness and mental health
at the centre of our government’s very hard work
towards building a more efficient, more effective and,
most importantly, more sustainable health system that
can meet not just the needs of today but also the very
considerable challenges in the years to come.
I suppose a key question is: what does the some
$330 million in additional recurrent funding mean?
Firstly, it means that we are treating more mental health
clients than we ever have. The government has opened
more beds and given area mental health services the
extra funding, tools, ongoing support and resources that
they need to treat more clients and to provide better
care. It is important to look at a point of comparison. In
1999–2000, the number of registered mental health
clients in Victoria was 50 807. In 2005–06, I am
advised, we have 58 727 clients, which is a fairly
substantial jump in the number of people who are
registered to receive mental health services.
That underscores the point that the government and the
health system are facing very substantial demand
pressures. That means we have to do more. The good
news is that we can do more to meet the challenges in
mental health. Those demand pressures obviously put a
strain on the system. I suppose that in some respects
that is a very positive sign because it means that people
can access services and that people have the confidence
to come forward and seek services. That has not always
been the case. So there is a positive and also a fairly
intense pressure as well in trying to meet those
challenges.
The growth in demand and those pressures underscore
just how important extra funding, extra effort and extra
resources are. That is why we have provided record
funding to meet those needs and to deliver better
outcomes for those in our community who suffer
mental illness. Indeed, all of us are enhanced by these
efforts, given that each of us may well suffer a mental
illness at some point during our lives.
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Mental illness knows no postcode boundaries, income
boundaries or political boundaries. As I said, these are
problems and challenges that confront one in five
Victorians. We as a government and as governments
across Australia need to do more to better provide for
those in our community who deal with these issues.
To that end, we provided $180 million last year and a
further $170 million boost this year. When you factor in
growth and some other initiatives brought through
VicHealth and a whole range of other bodies, our
contribution to the national action plan was
$472 million over five years. That is a very significant
investment on our part. Victoria is regarded as having
the best mental health system of all the states and
territories. I think that is true, but it can always be
better — and indeed it must be better.
That is why we have been pleased to play a leading role
in the development of the overall action plan through
the Council of Australian Governments, capturing and
drawing together all the goodwill that existed last
Friday and at the COAG meeting in February, and all
the intense work that has gone on behind the scenes to
deliver a really comprehensive blueprint or plan that is
all about driving better outcomes for those in our
community who suffer a mental illness.
I turn to what we have done since 1999. We talk about
hundreds of millions, billions and all these sorts of
figures, but what does that really mean to ordinary
Victorians? Very briefly, it is 65 new inpatient beds and
a whole range of others under planning or construction;
it is 60 new prevention and recovery care (PARC) beds,
and I will come back to PARC services in a moment; it
is 550 additional mental health staff; it is
352 postgraduate nursing scholarships; and it is
66 specialist graduate positions. This is a massive
investment in our mental health service system to drive
better outcomes for the mentally ill in our Victorian
community.
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action plan. We have invested substantially in dual
diagnosis services, bringing clinical mental health
services together with primary mental health services
and the drug and alcohol sector to offer more complete
care to that growing cohort of mental health clients.
In terms of flexible and responsive models of care,
there is the PARC model, which I mentioned before,
with its home-style step-up, step-down services. A
critical partnership between Psychiatric Disability
Rehabilitation and Support Services (PDRSS) and area
mental health services provides a flexible home-style,
short-term environment to help clients build on the
gains they have made in hospital or indeed enables
them to get their care in a PARC model in lieu of being
admitted to an inpatient ward.
This PARC model was singled out in a recent Senate
report as being a very good model of care. It is very
well supported by clients, by families and by the mental
health sector. Importantly, it is a new model of care,
and it breaks down fairly well-entrenched barriers
between community-based mental health services and
clinical mental health services.
I mentioned our PDRSS sector, and we are very blessed
in Victoria to have the most well-developed community
mental health sector of any state or territory. That part
of our service system, in partnership with other parts,
provides around 1.6 million client contacts per year. As
I said, we are blessed, and it is a great gift to us. We as
a government have supported that sector with a new
base price last year in building that very important part
of our mental health sector.
There is also our leadership in conduct disorders, our
support for children when a parent has a mental illness,
our important work in postnatal depression, our work in
homelessness and mental health and our record effort in
ensuring the viability of our pension-only supported
residential service sector.

As important as money is — and it is important in
mental health — a better future is not just about more
money. It is about new models of care, it is about
innovation and it is about real leadership in building a
truly community-based mental health service system.
Just as we have a proud record with ongoing funding,
we have an equally proud record in this important task
as well — that is, in building a new service system to
meet the new challenges of the future.

We are also providing real leadership in terms of work
force challenges, with funding, for instance, to two
demonstration projects trialling an undergraduate major
in mental health within the Bachelor of Nursing at
La Trobe and Ballarat universities. All of this effort
complements — and indeed, has well informed — the
development of the national action plan and positions
Victoria well to meet the needs of today and the
considerable challenges of the years ahead.

I want to go through a couple of examples which
dovetail well in the key priorities of the action plan and,
again, speak to our leadership in terms of delivering
these programs well ahead of the development of that

The aims of the action plan are very clear. We support
those. At a very senior officer level, we have been an
important part of developing that action plan. That is all
about building better outcomes for those in our
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community who suffer mental illness. There is a lot
more work to be done, though, not only in our
government’s priorities and investment but in making
the action plan work and putting that $4 billion to best
use. That is one of the traps, I suppose, in such a
massive injection into the system; the very large
challenge is in being careful to make best use of that
money and to make sure that there is no wastage.
As a government we are committed to working with the
Australian government. The Minister for Health and I
have met with the Honourable Christopher Pyne, the
federal Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for
Health and Ageing, who has line management
responsibility for this particular package. There is a lot
of goodwill there; we are prepared to work with people
to deliver better outcomes. I think we can all be proud
that the Premier has led the charge in adopting a far
better approach to dealing with common challenges.
As the member for Brighton observed, the community
demands that we work together to meet common
challenges — that was what COAG was about last
Friday — and in no area is that more important than in
community-based mental health.
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — It
was good to hear the member for Mulgrave being
positive about this process, but I remind him that he is
addressing a matter of public importance that seeks to
be negative about the process. I think to that extent it is
a bizarre matter of public importance which seeks to
have a bob each way. I suspect that it is a matter that
was substituted for an alternative position, which the
government decided not to proceed with, on another
matter.
I think everybody in this house agrees on the need for
reform at a national level. In the world economy we
have a competitive challenge before us, and no more so
than here in Victoria. I have spoken about that in this
place before, as have others. From a Victorian point of
view, we need to advance a competitive reform agenda
which advantages Victoria in the long term. Those
challenges are significant for Victorians. We should be
leveraging the advantages we do have and making sure
that we can compete on the world stage, not just on the
Australian stage.
It is interesting to contemplate this motion from the
point of view of whether the COAG process was good
or bad. Certainly the Premier yesterday was trumpeting
the process; he was no doubt enjoying having his
photograph taken with the Prime Minister, as he did in
February.
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Mr Hulls — Haven’t seen you and Costello together
for a while!
Mr BAILLIEU — The photographs are no good!
Yesterday we listened to the Premier talking about how
the system is working very effectively, and now we
have this motion suggesting that things are quite the
opposite. No doubt it is a bit of a dilemma for the
government as to which way to play it, and that is why I
say it is interesting to hear the member for Mulgrave
being positive about the processes. That is healthy,
because from the public’s point of view I do not think
anybody cares two hoots about who is doing it: what
people want are outcomes. This government is prone to
being a bunch of cherry pickers and spinners, and we
have heard that on many occasions. I listened to the
member for Ripon talking earlier about this being the
government that makes the hard decisions. I was
temped to ask: ‘Name a hard decision?’. This
government has had the unprecedented power — —
Mr Mulder — The intersection at Geelong!
Mr BAILLIEU — It is a very hard and confronting
conclusion to the ring road down there. This
government has had unprecedented power. It has the
majority, the money and the mates all over the place,
but it has not delivered and that is fairly common
knowledge.
I listened to the member for Burwood talking about
sharing the spoils of competition reform and sharing the
spoils of the Council of Australian Governments
agenda. This government has already enjoyed the
spoils. It might have resisted — and still resists — the
GST, but the GST has delivered floods of money to this
government. The sorry thing is that it has wasted it and
has been unaccountable for the waste because most
people do not associate the raising of the GST with a
state tax although that is effectively what it is.
Just this morning we saw tabled the Ombudsman’s
report on the custody of persons in Victoria damning
the government’s mismanagement. Yesterday we saw a
report damning the government’s mismanagement of
rural ambulance services. On the last sitting day we saw
a report damning the government in relation to the
mismanagement of freedom of information. We had a
report from the municipal administrator damning the
government’s handling of local government. There is
ample evidence of the mismanagement of this
government. Talk about sharing the spoils; this
government has been all about wasting the spoils.
It is interesting to contemplate the state of federation in
this country. I support the notion of competitive
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federalism and to me that means cooperation and —
and I stress the ‘and’ — competition between the states.
That competitive federalism is meant to drive
competitive economies and produce pressure to reduce
taxation on one side of the accounts and to produce
pressure to lift services and efficiency on the other.
Now it seems that with all the states and territories
being of the same political hue the notion of
competitive federalism has changed and rather than
cooperation and competition we have collaboration.
The competition is now against the federal government
and rather than seeking to maximise their position the
states are seeking a flight to the average. As I said
competition is now waged against the federal
government and I guess this motion is a part of that. No
longer is competitive federalism about fiscal restraint or
economic efficiency, it is about a flight to the average. I
suggest to the government that it needs to unshackle
itself from its Labor mates and get on with it, and I
think that is what the Victorian community wants above
all.
On many occasions we have seen that this government
is more about spin than reform. It is more about
claiming ownership of the good days and divorcing
itself from the bad and again, this motion is all about
that. When it comes to COAG and competitive reforms
in the economy, it is a bit rich for this government to
claim ownership of the agenda. You only have to go
back over the years and look at the propositions put by
the federal government and the business council who
have been consistently pursuing this agenda for many
years. Even its infrastructure action plan from last year
and its many budget submissions have pursued this
agenda. We are seeing the rhetoric lifted from those
reports and submissions by this government. But so far
as the government is concerned if it is on board, then
good luck to it. It is now incumbent on the government
to deliver and indeed to share the spoils with the
Victorian community, not to waste them.
Eleven measures are referred to in the COAG reforms. I
will not run through them all because other members
have done that. The Premier focused on four in his
response to a question yesterday. They include literacy
and numeracy in particular, and it is ironic that Victoria
has the lowest literacy rates of the mainland states in
Australia. You have to wonder what this government
has been doing for seven years. It also includes early
childhood development. The government has ridiculed
an opposition policy position to make kindergarten
effectively free for most Victorian four-year-olds. The
government’s response is to throw some cash around.
That is not competitive or economic efficiency; it is a
shambles.
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You have to ask yourself what this government has
done in terms of reform. This government has at every
opportunity resisted competition. It has resisted
privatisation, it has fallen over on water recycling, it has
resisted the measurement and introduction of education
standards, and just in the last two days we have seen the
government introduce a renewable energy scheme
which everybody in industry knows is flawed, involves
massive subsidies and subsidies to mates. The Premier
and the Treasurer said only 18 months ago that there
was no way such a scheme should be introduced on a
single-state basis. They said this had to be done on a
national basis, but the government has chosen to go it
alone. This is not a leadership position; it is not about
efficiencies, it is about subsidies and about potential
loss of investment to this state.
In terms of regulation the government has had seven
years to advance a case for the reduction of regulation
and red tape and I will mention just a couple including
rural zones and native vegetation controls. This
morning the Deputy Premier introduced a bill and when
asked what it was about he used the phrase — and I
will quote him as near as possible — that he was
introducing regulations to reduce regulations. That was
a stunner, and I think even the Deputy Premier
regretted what he said when he sat down.
The government created the Victorian Competition and
Efficiency Commission and the Treasurer regularly
trumpets it, but everybody who has participated in it
knows it has been a non-event in terms of outcomes.
What are the outcomes? There has been a report on
regulation in regional Victoria and housing regulation
but no outcomes. There is one under way at the
moment on traffic congestion. It is mostly talk and not
action. To compare the drafts of those reports with the
final reports is to reveal the true nature of the
government’s approach to regulation whether it be on
native vegetation, planning, environment effects
statements, food safety, mining, forestry or on housing
regulation, planning and design controls, occupational
health and safety, practice registration, home warranty
insurance, owner-buildings, plumbers insurance,
professional indemnity or accessibility. There are no
outcomes.
What is claimed by the Treasurer? In his response to
questions yesterday he claimed there is a 0.2 per cent
improvement in gross state product as a result of these
COAG reforms, and $500 million a year. Those figures
are plucked out of the air. What are not mentioned by
the government are industrial relations reforms and the
extraordinary failure of the government to introduce
national codes for wind farms. The motion is in itself
bizarre.
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Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I am pleased to speak
on this matter of public importance this morning and to
talk about the national reform agenda which has
resulted in the most recent Council of Australian
Governments (COAG) meeting. It was a very positive
meeting. For the most part it acknowledged the need for
cooperation between the states and the federal
government. I suspect that part of it was to try to
highlight the way the federal Treasurer would conduct
these meetings because he described state governments
as a branch office of the federal government. I am sure
some goodwill was generated out of that meeting in an
attempt to highlight the failings of the federal Treasurer.
Victoria and our Premier have been leaders in this
reform agenda. Last year the Premier set out a pathway
to ensure Australia’s future prosperity in the face of
what we all know are some huge challenges facing us.
We have heard about some of those pressures including
an ageing population and increased global competition
to name a couple of the major ones.
Early last year Victoria recognised that Australia was
losing the momentum it had gained from some of the
reforms we had seen in the 1980s and early 1990s —
reforms, I might add, that were introduced by Labor
governments — and that in order for us to maintain the
momentum we needed to move forward with a new
round of reforms that required the commonwealth and
the states to boost productivity and participation. I am
pleased that the Council of Australian Governments
meeting last week reaffirmed its commitment to this
national reform agenda and took significant steps
towards putting the detail on some of the reforms.
Importantly COAG agreed to the creation of the COAG
Reform Council. This will be an independent body
appointed by the commonwealth and the states to assess
costs and gains and to determine whether real outcomes
have been achieved in literacy and numeracy, in
childcare and in diabetes and across the rest of the
national reform agenda.
When we talk about the states and the commonwealth it
is a bit like talking about a David and Goliath contest.
Even after allowing for the transfer of GST revenue
from the commonwealth, the states receive only 28 per
cent of Australia’s total tax revenue, and that is an
important point that needs to be highlighted. I repeat:
only 28 per cent of the total tax revenue raised in
Australia is received by the states! In almost every
major part of our lives — education, health, travelling
on our roads, using public transport, seeking support for
our children and our aged population — the states
provide the lion’s share of the service deliveries. It is
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important to keep in mind that the states actually only
get 28 per cent of the total tax revenue.
One has to look only at the respective surpluses that the
federal and state governments have to see the results. I
am not exactly sure what the federal surplus is — I am
advised it is in the vicinity of $15 billion — but the
state surplus, again going from my memory of the last
budget, is around the $400 million or $500 million
mark. When you look at the difference in the surpluses,
it is not surprising that the states need to work with and
strongly lobby the commonwealth to ensure that more
of that revenue is given to the states, which have the
lion’s share of responsibility in service delivery.
As has been mentioned previously — this is the
message the Premier has heard, and it is his genuine
belief that they do not really care where the funding
comes from — people do not want to see the state and
federal governments fighting and arguing about who is
responsible for what. They just want to see services
improved and all of us at all levels of government
getting on with the job. That is certainly what the
Premier of this state is on about with his participation at
COAG.
The way in which funding for major services in this
country is delivered is confusing and a bit of a mystery
to many people. Even for those of us who work in
government it is often difficult to work out what areas
are state, federal and local government responsibilities,
and health is a good example of that. The funding of
health services is largely misunderstood by many
people. The reality is, as I said, that people do not care
who pays as long as the services meet their needs and
continue to do so.
Most people do not understand that the provision of
general practitioners, including their training and the
funding of allied health services, is a federal
government responsibility. For example, if you access a
doctor locally the federal government pays for that. The
provision of that GP and the ability to provide Medicare
support are federal government responsibilities.
However, if you attend an accident emergency
department within a public hospital, that is funded by
the state government. We are increasingly seeing
people going to accident and emergency departments in
state hospitals to access after-hours GP services
because there is a lack of these services in many parts
of the state. The lack of doctors, including the lack of
doctors who bulk bill, is a serious issue in this state,
particularly in rural areas. In many instances it only
takes one doctor to leave an area for people in a town to
be left without any doctor, with no ability to be bulk
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billed and often with considerable journeys to get to the
nearest doctor elsewhere.
Road funding is another classic example of this. We
have roads funded by the federal government
exclusively, roads funded by state governments
exclusively and roads funded by local government
exclusively, and we have some that are funded by both
state and federal governments and are called freeways.
My electorate has an example of a road which is
referred to as a road of national importance and which
is funded equally by the state and federal governments.
I have not yet seen, including in my many years of
involvement along the Calder corridor, an instance
where the states have put the money on the table and
the commonwealth has immediately come on board.
As we speak we are seeing that argument being carried
out over the much-needed upgrade to the Calder
Freeway just out of Keilor, and we are seeing an
ongoing debate about who has the funding on the table
and who is waiting for which party to contribute. In this
instance we have $20 million in state funding sitting on
the table while we desperately try to lobby the federal
government to commit to its part.
In terms of the general trends, as I mentioned, there is
the disparity between the taxes that are raised and the
funding that the states get. If you look at infrastructure,
which is one of our critical needs in this country, you
find that all governments at all levels have not replaced
infrastructure at the rate at which it needs to be
replaced, and we are now paying the price for that.
However, this government has provided enormous
increases in infrastructure investment.
In 2006–07 Victoria’s net infrastructure investment per
capita will be $434, and this compares to $152 by the
commonwealth government. Between 2006–07 and
2009–10 the growth in net infrastructure investment
will be 19.4 per cent for Victoria, but the
commonwealth’s will decline by 20.2 per cent. The
area of government that collects the money and
distributes it and has the lion’s share of the money, is
doing less with it, and I think a $15 billion surplus is
not what we need to see in this country. We need to see
that money being invested for the future of all
Victorians and all Australians.
The COAG meeting has gone a long way to ensure
cooperation between the states and the federal
government, and we look forward to achieving the
goals that were set out in that meeting through the
implementation in early — —
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The member’s time has expired. The time for
discussing the matter of public importance has expired.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS
Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee: regional telecommunications
infrastructure for business
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I rise to speak on
the inquiry by the Rural and Regional Services and
Development Committee on regional
telecommunications infrastructure for business.
This is the third significant report by the Rural and
Regional Services and Development Committee. It has
previously completed inquiries into country football
and the cause of fatality and injury on Victorian farms.
As with those references, the committee travelled
extensively around rural Victoria to collect evidence on
which it could make recommendations and findings.
We thank the very many communities which have
hosted us, the many witnesses who have travelled to see
us — even though we were out there, at times they still
had to travel some distance to come to see us — and
who took a lot of time and effort to make their case to
us for improving broadband in regional and rural
Victoria and to tell us about the benefits that broadband
especially has for rural and regional areas.
On top of that, we also had many witnesses and experts
from government, from corporations and from
telecommunications providers who came to speak to us
at our public hearings in Melbourne, and many people
wrote submissions to us on the inquiry, which was also
greatly appreciated. I thank all the people who
undertook to assist us in the collection of evidence.
Committee members attended the Australian
Telecommunications Users Group conference in
Canberra and also travelled to Canada, England,
Scotland and Sweden where we had the privilege of
meeting experts in the field and learning about policy,
new technology and how those countries are meeting
their challenges. We thank those people for giving so
generously of their time and expertise so we could
make recommendations to the Victorian government in
this report.
It is fair to say that we could have used a report like this
as a Telstra or federal government bashing exercise. I
believe generally we have refrained and have sought to
provide solutions and suggestions through our
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recommendations to all levels of government —
federal, state and local government.
Broadband infrastructure and regulation, as members
know, is a federal government concern. We have
provided well-thought-out recommendations for the
state government to take to the Council of Australian
Governments and various bodies, such as the Australian
Competition and Consumer Commission and others
that have roles in the regulation of the
telecommunications industry, to ensure that rural and
regional Victoria — and indeed rural and regional
Australia — does not get left behind and, most
importantly, is able to take up the fantastic
opportunities that broadband especially can offer to our
areas. That came through in some of the fantastic case
studies given to us by businesses across the state on
what they were doing and how they were utilising their
skills and the Internet to sell their products right across
Australia and indeed across the world.
Some of our recommendations go to all different levels
of government. One recommendation for local
government, for example, was that the state
government work closely with local government to
ensure the development of appropriate
telecommunications infrastructure in new property
developments. We thought that was really important as
doing that sort of work early will prevent costs later on.
We made several recommendations to the state
government as well. The state government has powers
in planning, so we have recommended that the
government adopt a ‘deemed to comply’ model for
planning related to telecommunication facilities in areas
of low sensitivity to visual amenity concerns, such as
non-residential areas. Also, the state government has a
role in purchasing. A criticism can be picked up in the
minority report which ignores this recommendation that
the state government decision-making processes take
into consideration the value of aggregation of local
community needs when establishing contracts with
telecommunications providers in regional areas. It is
really important that we are seeing a great deal of
broadband services going out right across the state. I
note a press release that I have just received today
where Taggerty, which is a small town in my electorate,
will now be able to get business grade broadband
because of the Bracks government’s fantastic
commitment to rural and regional Victoria.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget outcomes 2004–05
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rise to comment on the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee report on
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the 2004–05 budget outcomes which was tabled in
April of this year. The issue that I want to raise is the
Home Detention Pilot Program at 11.4.2 on page 290,
which states that the department’s annual report
describes the program as:
… an innovative sentencing option to help keep non-violent
offenders out of prison. As a pre-release option for prisoners
it enables offenders to be released on parole and still have
their whereabouts monitored.

It also goes on to claim that there is a budget allocation
of $1.6 million, and I think only $1.4 million has been
spent. We do not have an issue with that because if you
do not have suitable prisoners to go into the program,
then so be it. As at 9 December 2005, 117 home
detention orders had been granted, with 12 per cent
made at the front end. There are currently 18 active
home detention orders, with five prisoners awaiting
release onto the program. The breach and revocation
rate for home detention orders is 4 per cent, with
92 orders having been completed.
What is disappointing about this report is that it does
not give any reasons for the 4 per cent breach. We were
assured by the government that there would be a very
strict audited process of being able to determine which
prisoners were appropriate for the home detention
program, and yet we now find in this report that there
are 4 per cent who actually breach. We say that even
4 per cent is totally unacceptable. When you are going
into the offenders applications you have to look at the
criminal history, the past and present sentence,
psychological aspects, the accommodation
arrangements, prison conduct and program
participation. They go through a very thorough check,
but there are still some people who breach.
We have made it very clear, as a Liberal Party, that we
will be abolishing home detention because we just do
not understand the principles that the government is
putting forward. If it had come out honestly and said,
‘We do not have enough room in our prisons; we are
going to empty some of our prisons by having home
detention’, then we would understand its argument. But
at the front end, if a judge states very clearly to a
criminal, ‘You have committed a crime and for that
crime you will receive a 12-month prison sentence’, the
community expects that person to serve 12 months.
That is the understanding of the community. But under
the Bracks Labor government’s home detention
program, it can be considered that a person who has
received a 12-month sentence, as set out by the judge or
the magistrate, can receive a home detention, which
means they are free to go home, they are free to study,
they are free to work and free to enjoy the family, if that
is the case.
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At the other end of the scale — the back end — you
may have a situation where a criminal has been
sentenced to 18 months minimum. After around
nine months the person may apply for the home
detention program, in which case the Adult Parole
Board may assess that particular person and say, ‘Yes,
we believe you are fit for home detention’. That is not
what the sentencing judge said — with home detention.
When the person fronted the court for the crime they
had committed, whether it be the County Court or the
Magistrates Court, the offence was determined and the
judge or magistrate determined that it should have been,
in the case I outlined, an 18-month minimum sentence.
But the Adult Parole Board undermines the original
natural sentencing judge. The opposition does not
understand how the Attorney-General and the Bracks
government would allow a discount on a sentence that
has already been handed out. You cannot say to the
Victorian community that home detention is the same
as being in prison, because it is not. You do have
monitoring devices but you are still free to work. There
might be a situation where you might just have a
curfew and need to be home by a certain time. My
understanding also is that even if you do breach some
of these rules and guidelines that have been put in
place, you might be slapped on the wrist and you might
be given a couple of chances. We would say that any
breach of the conditions that have been clearly set out
should result in the person going back into prison.
As we have said, the Liberal Party will be abolishing
home detention if it is elected to government in
November this year.

Economic Development Committee: labour
hire
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — I want to make
some comments pertaining to two reports undertaken
by the Economic Development Committee into labour
hire employment in Victoria. The government has
accepted most of the recommendations that were
contained in those two reports, the most important
recommendation of which pertained to the
establishment of a light-touch registration system.
The committee made that recommendation as being in
proportion to the findings of its inquiry. Essentially the
main finding was that most labour hire firms are doing
the right thing but there was a potential for abuse. The
committee noted in both inquiries the inherent
complexity of the tripartite agreement or relationship
that exists in the labour hire field. We also noted the
dynamism of the labour markets and pointed out that
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scrutiny is required to take account of continuing
changes.
The weekend Age had a report that details a scandalous
abuse emerging within one particular component of the
labour hire field. That involves temporary workers who
come into Australia under class 457 visas. The article
was written by Michael Bachelard, someone known to
members of this place and someone respected for his
investigative skills. The article goes very much to the
heart of the complexity of labour hire agreements or
arrangements. The article is headed ‘Labour hire firms
use visa loophole to lure staff ‘. I quote a couple of
excerpts from the article:
One Perth labour hire firm, KSN Engineering, has brought
60 Korean welders to Australia after demanding payment of
$8000 each, on the promise that the employer could arrange
permanent residency.
The workers paid their own way to Australia and all their own
settlement costs (which the employer is supposed to pay).
They found themselves working up to 60 hours a week for a
flat rate of $22 an hour after their employer creamed $4.10 off
their wages. Other skilled welders in Western Australia earn
at least $30 an hour, plus overtime.
In another case, a Queensland-based former police officer
turned recruiter, Terry Sweeney, has proposed charging Thai
workers $10 000 to get jobs in Australia.

The third example quoted is in Melbourne. The article
states:
In Melbourne, a new kiln for Austral Bricks is being built by
French company Ceric, which has used workers from the
Czech Republic employed by another company, Formax. The
workers’ pay is sent straight to accounts in the Czech
Republic.
Under immigration guidelines, offshore companies acting as
sponsors must pass on technology or skills to the Australian
work force.

But:
A Ceric spokesman, Peter Rodriguez, said that it was not
practical to train somebody on the job in the three to five
months it would take to finish.

I am sure all members of the committee would agree
with me — and these were the committee’s findings —
that labour hire is legitimate and that the skilled
migration program that operates in Australia is also
quite legitimate. But it does not follow that every labour
hire firm using class 457 visas is operating legitimately.
Monitoring by the federal government is absolutely
vital to ensure these arrangements are not abused.
The obligations on parties in class 457 visa situations
need to be thoroughly considered to ensure that they are
fair and reasonable in each and every case. For

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS
Wednesday, 19 July 2006

ASSEMBLY

example, Australian law requires employers in these
cases to pay the visa fee. So why are workers being
asked to put thousands of dollars up front? Australian
law also says employers must comply with all other
Australian legislation. But how can this be enforced
when the labour hire company is based overseas? How
can the company based in Europe be forced under
Australian law to make the right payments to workers
and not cream off ongoing fees and also to comply with
superannuation legislation?
Sadly, I have little confidence in the federal
government’s capacity or interest to adequately
scrutinise this new and emerging concern. The
committee did meet with the federal department
representatives in Canberra as part of its work. I have to
say it was the most unproductive meeting I have ever
been involved in. Not only was a minder from the
minister’s office perched behind the senior officers of
the department, but on repeated occasions when we
asked for their view they simply mouthed that whatever
was the government minister’s view was very much
their view.

Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee: regional telecommunications
infrastructure for business
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — The report I want to
talk on today is that of the Rural and Regional Services
and Development Committee’s inquiry into
telecommunications infrastructure for business. I do not
think there is any argument from anyone in this house
about the importance of the availability of
telecommunications, and particularly broadband, to
country Victoria. I think all members would understand
its importance to everyone. Particularly since my office
was shifted I have had very poor broadband connection
in this place.
I acknowledge the presence in this place of the two
members of staff who assisted the committee in the
preparation of this report. I acknowledge the challenge
they had in bringing together what were very difficult
terms of reference. The inquiry continued for
something like three years. If anyone understands the
changes that are happening in telecommunications, the
three years from when the committee started the inquiry
until where we are now seems like a lifetime.
One of the issues I would like to touch on is the fact
that these telecommunications are actually a federal
government responsibility. At page 14 of the report,
paragraph 1.33 says very explicitly:
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Unlike many areas of policy making in Australia, the
responsibility for telecommunications regulation is clearly
assigned to the commonwealth. In section 51 of the
Australian constitution, responsibility for regulation of
telecommunications, and associated services, is directly
assigned to the national Parliament.

To me it defies logic as to why we would spend the
limited resources of this Parliament and the time of
parliamentary staff inquiring into something that is
clearly a federal government responsibility.
Telecommunications is one of the most over-reviewed
industry sectors in Australia. We had the Beasley report
in 2000, the Estens report in 2002, and the 2003 report
of the Broadband Advisory Group on Australia’s
broadband connectivity. Given all that, why should the
time of a Victorian parliamentary committee,
particularly that of the Rural and Regional Services and
Development Committee, be spent also looking into
this issue?
The RRSDC has a plethora of issues that affect country
Victoria and which it could investigate, such as the
delivery of services in health for country Victoria, or
education or emergency services, or all the issues
around local government and the cost-shifting that is
going on to local government from the state
government. Why could we not have had terms of
reference around those issues rather than something that
is a federal government responsibility?
Victorians are contributing something like $100 million
a day in taxes to the Bracks government. The
committee would have been much better off spending
its time doing something to make sure that that money
was well spent.
When you look at the limited role that the state does
have in telecommunications, one of the excellent
programs started was the provision of broadband
services to schools. I notice the Minister for Education
and Training is at the table. One of the concerns I
have — it is one of the things that I spoke about in my
minority report on this matter — is that I believe the
government has been cherry-picking with this particular
program. It is upgrading broadband services to the
schools that are the easy ones and the cheaper ones to
do, but I would have thought this program was about
getting broadband to the schools where it was more
difficult to provide broadband.
I have one such school in my electorate — that is, the
East Loddon P–12 which still does not have good
broadband. Sue Bennett, the president of that school
council, wrote to me a while ago, expressing concern
about this, saying about the school’s broadband service:
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This is extremely slow, incredibly unreliable and barely
sufficient for school administration, let alone the demands of
students and teachers attempting to deliver 21st century
teaching and learning.

Further she goes on to say:
This results in students being severely disadvantaged,
especially VCE students who rely on online resources.
Surely schools such as ours were the target of the
government’s aim to ensure that students in all areas had
equal access to contemporary resources for teaching and
learning.

If the state government is to have a role in this, why can
it not deliver something for the schools that are the
most disadvantaged?
The last issue I would like to touch on is the issue of
overseas travel. That is very contentious in here and is
something I normally support. I think members of
Parliament should travel and broaden their minds. But I
have a major concern about this Parliament paying for a
committee to go overseas for three weeks to look at
what is a federal issue. I hope the member for East
Gippsland writes a letter of thanks to this Parliament for
his three-week overseas holiday to look at what is a
federal issue.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Before I call the next speaker I remind honourable
members and the Deputy Leader of The Nationals that
referring to and acknowledging the public gallery is
disorderly. I would ask members to remember that.
Mr Walsh — I apologise.

Road Safety Committee: country road toll
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I take this opportunity
on speaking on committee reports to address the major
issue of road safety in Victoria. As you well and truly
appreciate, Acting Speaker, an important report the
Road Safety Committee tabled in Parliament in 2005
was on its inquiry into the country road toll. This is an
important issue which I have addressed in Parliament
on a number occasions. I make no apology for that,
because quite simply too many people are either killed
or seriously maimed on Victorian regional and country
roads.
In saying that it has to be noted that through state
government initiatives, in conjunction with the work of
agencies such as VicRoads, the Transport Accident
Commission (TAC) and Victoria Police, over the last
four or five years Victoria has recorded record low road
tolls. However, country Victorians are still
overrepresented in those who die on our roads; hence,
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the importance of addressing initiatives specific to
regional and country roads in Victoria.
One issue of concern the committee addressed in its
country road toll inquiry is the role alcohol plays in
crashes on the country road network. The TAC
provided figures to the committee which indicated that
approximately 25 per cent of all driver and rider
fatalities in country Victoria had a blood alcohol level
of .05 or greater, and that of those more than two-thirds
had a blood alcohol reading of greater than .15 — three
times the legal limit. The TAC pointed out that these
figures are higher than for metropolitan Melbourne.
Most of these alcohol-related crashes occurred on
weekdays between 6.00 p.m. and 6.00 a.m., and there
was a high frequency on Fridays, Saturdays and
Sundays, which would be of no surprise to any member
in this house. What was also of concern to committee
members was a fact pointed out by VicRoads in its
submission. That was that of driver fatalities involving
.05 or higher blood alcohol levels, 53 per cent were
aged between 18 and 29 years of age. The vast majority
of these young people were unfortunately males.
In addressing this issue the committee noted that there
are essentially five categories of strategies that can and
have been implemented, with varying degrees of
success. As a quick summary, they are enforcement
focusing on breath tests, enforcement of liquor control
laws, publicity campaigns, local programs addressing
the responsible serving of alcohol, and road safety
education. Of these of particular interest to me was the
effectiveness of local education programs such as the
Good Sports program and the Looking After Our Mates
program. Both programs are of particular importance,
given that there is a link between alcohol consumption
and sport and sporting clubs. Both of the
aforementioned programs have been very successful
and successfully implemented through sporting clubs.
The committee has recommended that further resources
be put into such programs.
The Good Sports program seeks to break the
connection between sport and alcohol by encouraging
and assisting sporting clubs to adopt responsible
serving of alcohol policies and practices. I must say that
I know first hand that many, many sporting clubs across
Victoria have taken up the Good Sports program, and
that is to their credit. The Looking After Our Mates
program is essentially an information session program
about responsible drinking, developed and
implemented by regional road safety councils in
Victoria. Those councils do a very good job in regional
Victoria in implementing road safety policies and
practices. Road safety is a very important issue that is
being continually addressed by the state government. I
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again take this opportunity to refer to members,
especially country-based members, the Road Safety
Committee’s country road toll report.

Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee: regional telecommunications
infrastructure for business
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I wish to comment on
the final report on the inquiry on regional
telecommunications infrastructure for business by the
Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee. As other members have indicated, in
regional Victoria, and Victoria as a whole, it is vital that
we have appropriate communications. Although it has
taken three years to come to this place, the report is a
very comprehensive assessment of what needs to be
done in Victoria. I would disagree with the member for
Swan Hill and the member for South-West Coast who
in their minority reports said that this is something the
Victorian parliamentary committee system should not
have addressed. We have seen a decline in many areas
of communications in Victoria, and this report goes
some way towards identifying what the issues are.
I have not read the whole report, but I have looked at it
and picked out what I think are some of the important
issues. The executive summary on the first page talks
about the inquiry having started on 3 June 2003. The
costs of telecommunications in Australia are some of
the highest in the world. On page 78 the report lists
those costs. Australia turns out to be in the top part of
the field. It is higher than other Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development countries and
only countries like Mexico, Poland, Hungary and
Turkey are higher than Australia. According to the
report we have the highest fixed charges of any country
in the world. They are concerns for every
communication user, especially those of us who see that
the privatisation of Telstra will develop a higher
charging regime, especially in regional areas. Where
there is minimal population, service reliability is
diminished and charges are higher because less people
are using the network.
Page 129 has an interesting reference. The committee
acknowledges that the primary responsibility for the
establishment of a world-class telecommunications
infrastructure system throughout Australia rests with
the Commonwealth of Australia. By its handing over
the privatisation of this telco to either a fragmented
system or to one single company, we are going to see a
failure to fulfil those obligations by the federal
government.
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On page 131 the committee outlines concerns that there
would be natural pressures for companies to withdraw
from parts of the marketplace where there was little
profitability. I think everybody in this place would
acknowledge that that is a real danger.
On page 134 is recommendation 1, which states:
That the state government urge the commonwealth
government to retain Telstra in majority public ownership.

Every member of Parliament who has conducted their
own surveys would know, as other surveys have
overwhelmingly indicated, that the people of Australia
do not want Telstra sold; they want it to be kept in
public ownership. I want members in this place who
have been devotees — the member for Swan Hill is
one — of selling off public assets to say which one has
worked, so that we can say, ‘The track record is such
that we can trust a privatised telecommunications
provider to produce a better outcome than we see now
under the current system’.
In fact some of the deregulation of the telco market in
Australia has already seen a waste of money through
the duplication of the network highway. Privatisation
does not work, and I think the majority of Australians
say that it should remain in public hands.
The member for Swan Hill has been critical of my
colleague the member for Gippsland East and described
him in his minority report as ‘government friendly’.
The equal criticism of the member for Swan Hill would
be that he has been ‘federal government friendly’,
because he has ignored the needs of the people of
Victoria with telecommunications. The member
showed no interest in the committee’s public hearings.
He rarely attended the meetings, so I do not believe he
is in a position to criticise this report and say what
should be done.
This is an excellent report, and it should be the guide
that the federal government uses to further promote
good telecommunications in Australia.

COPTIC ORTHODOX CHURCH
(VICTORIA) PROPERTY TRUST BILL
Second reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This bill establishes a corporate trustee for the Coptic
Orthodox Church, Diocese of Melbourne and Affiliated
Regions. The diocese was formed in 1999 and is part of
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the Coptic Orthodox Church of Alexandria and the See
of St Mark.

Government amendments circulated by
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and Training)

The Coptic Orthodox Church had been formally
established in Australia in the 1970s, when the Pope of
the Church, His Holiness Pope Shenouda III, appointed
several priests to establish parish congregations in
Melbourne and Sydney. The Coptic Orthodox Church
is a hierarchical church with authority residing in His
Holiness, who is elected for life by the Holy Synod of
metropolitans and bishops of the Church. The Holy
Synod is the supreme legislative, judicial and doctrinal
body of the Church.

Mr DIXON (Nepean) — The opposition will be
supporting the Children, Youth and Families
(Consequential and Other Amendments) Bill. The
reason we will be supporting this bill is that we feel that
it is the very important role of government and this
Parliament to give all the protection we possibly can to
the young people in our community. That is an onerous
responsibility, because I think we would all agree that
young people are the future of our community.

The bishop of the diocese, His Grace Bishop Suriel, has
asked for the enactment of this bill to facilitate the
administration of his diocese and, in particular, to
provide for a corporate trustee with perpetual
succession to hold the Church’s property. The new
trustee will take the place of several bodies of trustees
that, since the formation of the diocese, have held the
Church’s property on trust for the Church or its parishes
or other institutions.
The establishment of a corporate trustee by this bill will
assist the bishop in the administration of his diocese
and will make it possible for all property of the Church
and the parishes in Victoria to be held by a single body,
thereby overcoming the difficulties in having several
trustee bodies and ensuring a succession of trustees.
The bill deals only with the establishing of a corporate
trustee and the holding by it of the property of the
Church and the administration of that property. The bill
provides for the transfer of existing property to the
Church, and for the cancellation of the registration of a
number of incorporated associations that in the past
were the owners of property on behalf of the Church.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr KOTSIRAS
(Bulleen).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 2 August.

CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES
(CONSEQUENTIAL AND OTHER
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 8 June; motion of
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Children).

In a practical sense the more we can do for our young
people and the more we can invest in them in their early
years, the greater the opportunity to create a better
society and community. Any investment in young
people is never wasted, and in the long term it will
mean that we have a better functioning society and a
more cohesive community. Even in an economic sense
any investment in young people is literally an
investment in our community, because it saves a lot of
the grief, heartache and cost that arises when the
problems are magnified as our young people grow into
adults. From that basic philosophical background we
support this bill.
The purpose of the bill is to amend the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005, other acts as a consequence of
the enactment of that act and the Children and Young
Persons Act 1989 and to repeal the Adoption
(Amendment) Act 1991. The Children, Youth and
Families Act was passed in this place late last year. On
many occasions it was referred to by the government as
the ‘one chance in a generation bill’. I remember there
was an argument that a number of organisations and
individuals, including the opposition, felt they had not
being given enough time to consult on this ‘one chance
in a generation bill’ and this ‘one chance in a
generation’ opportunity to change children, youth and
family services in this state.
The act we passed late last year will not come into force
until October 2007, but, despite the long lead time,
certain aspects of the original legislation, including the
consultation process, were rushed. We asked why there
was the hurry given that it was an important bill and we
needed to get it right, but we were told we were being
silly and that there was no need to hold it up any
further; it was locked away, it was fantastic, all the
work had been done, all the consultation had happened
and all the t’s had been crossed and the i’s had been
dotted. Yet here we are some seven months later with
86 pages of amendments. What was originally done
was not done well enough.
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People have had the time to look at the original
legislation and have realised a number of changes need
to be made. Certainly the amendments in the bill, which
we are supporting, are improvements on the original
legislation. The mindset that the original legislation
needed to be rushed through because it was perfect and
there was no need for change has meant that we are
here today, seven months later, with 86 pages of
amendments.
To add insult to injury I now find that some further
amendments have been tabled. Certainly I was not
advised of them. There are not many, but it is typical of
the mess that this legislation is in. On the one hand the
government says how necessary it is to get the
legislation right because our young people are so
important, yet on the other hand we have a set — a
book full — of amendments, and even right at the last
hour some more amendments have been tabled as well.
That is messy. It is an indictment of the government
that the process has been sham and we have to go
through this.
Putting that aside, I will work through some of the main
provisions of the bill we are debating today. First of all,
there are a number of retrospectivity issues, and I wish
to comment on them. Before I do I will highlight four
points that the member for Caulfield raised in her very
long and detailed speech when the principal act went
through this place last year. Those four main issues
have, by and large, been addressed in this bill. Due to
the government’s wish to rush the legislation through
they were not picked up and acted upon. They were
raised in good faith; they were not just based on the
opinion of the member for Caulfield, they were based
on what people in the industry and in the community
were saying to her, and some of her suggestions have
been adopted in the bill we are discussing today.
The four main areas highlighted by the member for
Caulfield are the capacity of the Children’s Court Clinic
to ensure full and frank disclosure; the safeguards for
information exchange and where the actual
responsibility lies, which was not very clear in the
original legislation; Aboriginal cultural issues relating
to children; and, finally, the reduction in time for a child
to be placed in permanent care, which was reduced
from two years to six months. Those issues which were
raised by the member for Caulfield need to be on the
public record once again. They are core issues, and
hopefully to some extent they will be addressed in our
discussion today.
There is an issue in relation to retrospectivity. What this
bill aims to do is ensure that the current cases out there
in the community are not going to be jeopardised
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during the long transition period until October next
year. It will ensure that no child will be placed in
permanent care before the child has been out of the
home for six months. There is a new six-month limit,
because permanent care is a massive step. We think six
months is too short, but there have been instances of
permanent care occurring when the child has been out
of the home for less than six months, and this bill will
ensure that that does not happen. We certainly support
that, especially in light of our position that the
six-month time frame is too short anyway.
Children who have experienced multiple attempts at
reconciliation with their parents are not going to be
disadvantaged by this transition. I am glad that has been
covered to avoid heartache and trouble, because time
spent reconciling children with parents cannot be
wasted. It is so important for a child to be with their
family whenever possible and when in the best interests
of the child, and it usually is. They should only be
removed from their families in extreme cases. I know
those cases exist, but the family environment is a very
nurturing environment and the best environment for
young people.
The intent of the original legislation was for the
pre-hearing conference to be a mediation before the
case was actually heard. Unfortunately that does not
seem to be working, because the arguments made at the
pre-hearing conference are virtually the same as those
made in the actual case. It was worthwhile trialling, but
it does not seem to have worked. Unfortunately it has
been made clear that that model will continue until a
better model is developed. The sooner a new and
improved model is developed the better, because
families are going through awful times. For the best
interests of the child we need that process to be as
smooth and as amicable as possible.
There are also some technical provisions, especially in
regard to Aboriginal cultural issues. This bill is
intended to ensure that privacy is adhered to and that
cultural sensitivities are recognised and met. Obviously
there are real issues and cultural sensitivities so far as
the Aboriginal community is concerned, and we
certainly welcome the changes brought about by this
bill.
Some of the other technical amendments being made
are indicative of the sorts of issues that should have
been covered in the original legislation. I find it
incredible that they have not been covered in that
legislation. They include amendments to the definitions
in relation to the flow of information and who should
be doing what at a very senior level. The bill clearly
defines that the secretary of the department can collect
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and use information pertaining to a child. The
information could have been collected under the
original bill, but the way in which it was to be used was
very unclear. That has been clarified.
The bill also clarifies what the Attorney-General is
responsible for and what the minister is responsible for.
That was not clear in the original bill. The policy
assurance process has been clarified as well. There was
no indication in the previous act of the people to whom
that did not apply. It was clear about whom it did apply
to, but there are people such as gardeners and cooks
who interact with young people in various institutions
and who really should not be affected. These sorts of
things should have been addressed in the original
legislation. The schedule has an A to Z of the various
acts of Parliament that have to be amended, and it runs
from pages 71 to 86. The implications and complexities
of this bill are incredible. The member for Rodney, who
has just arrived in the chamber, would be surprised to
know that further amendments have now been tabled.
This is a very important bill that affects one of the most
important things a government can do. The process has
been shoddy. There should not have been any rush, as
the bill is not going to be acted upon until October next
year. It is a real pity that some of the basic issues that I
have briefly outlined were not addressed in the original
bill and that, right up to the death knock, there are
amendments being tabled. I wonder how many other
amendments are going to be tabled and how many other
amending bills are going to be introduced in this place
between now and October next year. I certainly hope
we have seen the last of them. With those few words I
wish to reiterate that the opposition certainly supports
this bill and anything else that can be done to protect
that most precious group within our community, the
young people of Victoria.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER — Order! I inform the house that
the Minister for the Arts and Minister for Women’s
Affairs is not here today. Questions for her should be
addressed to the Minister for Community Services.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Victorian Taxi Directorate: police database
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — My question without
notice is to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. I refer the minister to the Victorian Taxi
Directorate having open access to the Victorian Police
law enforcement assistance program (LEAP) database
and the fact that that access has been shut down, and I
ask: were there any breaches of the LEAP database by
the office of the Victorian Taxi Directorate, and if so,
could the minister provide the details to the house?
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — I thank the member for Polwarth for his
question. There are a range of agencies that quite
legitimately and appropriately have access to the LEAP
database so that they are able to perform various
statutory functions. As well as, obviously, Victoria
Police, it includes the director, police integrity, the
Victorian Taxi Directorate, which the member for
Polwarth referred to, sections of the liquor licensing
department and a range of different government
agencies. Following the events of last year, when there
were concerns in relation to the LEAP database, I
sought assurances from all those agencies that if there
were inappropriate access to the LEAP database, I was
to be informed. I have not been informed of any
inappropriate access in relation to the Victorian Taxi
Directorate.

Youth: Spirit of Anzac prize
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — Can the
Premier explain to the house government initiatives to
encourage young Victorians to remember and honour
our war veterans?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Footscray for his question, and I also thank him for his
work in assisting me in his capacity as parliamentary
secretary. One of the responsibilities he also has is to
assist me with my responsibilities in coordinating all
veterans affairs activities in our state.
I think all members of this house would agree that it is
vital that the state government continues to remember
and acknowledge the contribution war veterans have
made to our way of life in this state and in this country.
We must keep the Anzac spirit alive, and that was
really behind the efforts we took to create the Spirit of
Anzac prize, which is now coming into its third year of
operation. Students are selected from every education
region and every education system in this state to go on
a tour, the third so far, which is run as part of the Spirit
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of Anzac effort so that they can become ambassadors in
their own communities and in their own schools for
what is first-hand experience of some of the theatres of
war around the world. We must keep thinking about
what it means to be Australian and what it means to be
Victorian, and of course Anzac was a defining period in
the history of this country.
Today marks an important event in Australia’s history.
It was marked with a ceremony at Melbourne’s Shrine
of Remembrance, which was attended by my
parliamentary secretary. Ninety years ago today more
than 5500 Australians were killed and injured, with
2000 regrettably losing their lives in only one night
during the shocking action at Fromelle on France’s
Western Front. It was one of the most horrific events in
Australia’s history, and it is extraordinary to think that
5500 casualties occurred in one night in one battle as
part of that engagement. Some historians have
described it as the most tragic 24 hours in Australia’s
history.
I can announce to the house today that this government
will ensure that that battle will be recognised as part of
next year’s Spirit of Anzac prize study tour for young
Victorians, the winners of which are being selected, as I
mentioned, from every education region in Victoria.
Ten students will be selected from hundreds of
applicants to take the tour of a lifetime next year,
building on the tours which have already occurred.
They will travel to Gallipoli and important World War I
and World War II battlefields in France and Belgium,
including Fromelle, the 90-year anniversary of which,
as I said earlier, is today.
Young people deserve a greater opportunity to learn
first-hand about some of the most formative events in
our nation’s history. Tonight I will be announcing, with
the alumni from the first two Spirit of Anzac tours, the
students, their parents and all those associated with the
tour, an outline of the program for the coming year.
What we have now are numerous ambassadors in
numerous education regions advocating that we
remember what occurred in some of the theatres of war
and that we remember the Anzac spirit and reinterpret
that in the way that young people can to make sure it is
transmitted to as many Victorians as possible.

Country Fire Authority: enterprise bargaining
agreement
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to the current
negotiations over the United Firefighters Union
enterprise bargaining agreement with the Country Fire
Authority, and I ask: will the Premier guarantee that he
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will support the 58 000 CFA volunteers by ensuring
that the effective power of veto held by the United
Firefighters Union under the existing agreement is not
included in any future enterprise bargaining agreement?
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — You have endorsement
there at the back from one of your colleagues, which is
good.
I thank the Leader of The Nationals for his question,
and I can absolutely guarantee that this government will
continue to support the 58 000 Country Fire Authority
(CFA) volunteers in every way possible, as we have by
providing more resources, more capacity and more
support. That has been an enduring effort of our
government.
The enterprise agreement for the Metropolitan Fire
Brigade (MFB) has already been concluded. The
enterprise agreement for the CFA paid staff is under
negotiation. We expect those negotiations to be
concluded very soon, and we expect that very similar
conditions to those which already exist under the MFB
agreement will be adopted, which would be the
expectation under that enterprise agreement. That
agreement will continue to support paid CFA staff and
the 58 000 volunteers as well.

Corrections: police cells
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — My
question is to the Minister for Corrections. I refer the
minister to the government’s commitment to investing
in our corrections system and ask him to detail to the
house the most recent government initiative in this area.
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Corrections) — I
thank the member for Narre Warren North for his
question. It is an opportunity for us today to reaffirm
the considerable investment this government has made
not only in supporting Victoria Police right across the
state but also in investing in our corrections system to
make sure that wherever offenders are, whether they are
in police cells or in the corrections system proper in
prisons, they are treated humanely and fairly, while at
the same time ensuring that police resources are
focused on what is the primary responsibility of police,
and that is front-line policing, not guarding and
supervising people who from time to time find
themselves in police custody. It is in that spirit that we
welcome the report that has been tabled today by the
Ombudsman detailing the condition of people in police
custody and in our corrections system.
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We are very pleased to be able to report to the house
that although when we came to office we had an
average of 208 prisoners in police cells on a daily
basis — that was the daily average in police cells when
we came to office in 1999 — as of this year, which has
been a very difficult year with the decommissioning of
old prisons and the opening of the Melbourne Remand
Centre, the average has been reduced to 154. The
number today, as of this morning’s muster, was 70. So
we have brought down to 70 the number in police cells
as of this morning, compared with the figure of 208
which we inherited from the opposition when we came
to office.
We are very pleased, because as all honourable
members would know, this means that police who
would previously have been supervising these
208 prisoners in police custody are instead out on the
streets making our community a safer place. We are
very pleased about the fact that police are able to focus
on their primary responsibility, which is making
Victoria a safer place.
At the same time we are also pleased to announce today
that in 54 police stations across Victoria 161 police cell
beds will be decommissioned. These are B and C-class
cells across Victoria. They are cells which for years
have been of not an appropriate standard. They are cells
which are dilapidated and run down, and they do not
provide the sort of accommodation that we think is
appropriate for people who find themselves in police
custody. They are cells in which it is difficult for the
police to monitor prisoners who are in police custody.
At the same time we are pleased to announce today an
investment of $3.8 million which will go towards
upgrading 13 watch-houses across Victoria. These are
some of our A-class police cell facilities. These cells
will be upgraded in accordance with the
recommendations made by the Ombudsman in his
report tabled today, to provide for adequate ventilation,
recreation and exercise yards, natural light and also
appropriate lighting at night, which will enable police to
supervise these offenders whilst at the same time
ensuring that they get adequate and appropriate rest.
We think these investments will make police cells
operate more effectively and fairly. They will release
police for their core responsibility, which is making our
community a safer place, not supervising and
monitoring offenders who find themselves for short
periods in police custody. All of these investments
come on top of the $334 million that this government
has invested over seven years in our corrections
long-term management strategy, which has ensured that
our prison infrastructure has been renewed and Victoria
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still continues to have the lowest incarceration rate of
any state in Australia.
We are pleased to respond to the Ombudsman’s report
tabled today, and we think the measures that we have
taken will make the corrections system and our police
cells work far more effectively.

Gaming: Betfair
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. Given the Premier’s
comments that ‘Labor will not be licensing Betfair in
Victoria’, the recent decision to allow Betfair to publish
Victorian fields and the subsequent admission by the
chief executive of Racing Victoria that betting products
such as those offered by Betfair may open the
floodgates to corruption, what action if any does the
Premier propose to take to prevent Betfair operating in
Victoria?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. As he indicated quite
correctly, Betfair has not been licensed in Victoria. The
legislation that went through this house allowed that
discretion on whether Betfair operated from another
licensing jurisdiction, which in fact is Tasmania.
Whether they operated on course would be the decision
of Racing Victoria. That decision has been made, I
understand, by Racing Victoria, and that is in accord
with the legislation that went through this house.

Mental health: national action plan
Ms BEARD (Kilsyth) — My question is to the
Minister for Health. I ask the minister to detail for the
house how the mental health initiatives arising out of
last week’s Council of Australian Governments
meeting will benefit Victorians.
Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) — I thank the
member for Kilsyth for her question. I want to take this
opportunity to acknowledge her commitment to
working particularly with people at the Maroondah
Hospital with the redevelopment of mental health
services there and her commitment to people with a
mental health illness in her community.
I am pleased to advise the house that mental health was
a key feature of the Council of Australian Governments
(COAG) discussions in Canberra last Friday. I am sure
that all Australians welcome this and welcome the
renewed focus on mental health right across this
country. It is a major challenge for our community both
in Victoria and also nationally. Victoria is making a
significant financial contribution over the next five
years in the national action plan on mental health.
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The national action plan affirmed that there are four
particular areas that we need to work on together:
firstly, promotion, prevention and early intervention;
secondly, providing opportunities for increased
recovery and particularly, on top of that, increased
participation in the community and in employment, and
the provision of more stable accommodation; thirdly,
the provision of more coordinated care between the
varying components of the mental health system; and
fourthly, of course, building work force capacity, which
is absolutely essential in this area.
Last Friday at COAG Victoria promised to spend at
least $472 million of additional funding on mental
health over the next five years. This is more than our
population share, when considered against the
commonwealth’s $1.9 billion commitment. It is
something that we take very seriously. It is an area of
great challenge. We know we have not got all the
answers. We know we have to continue to work very
hard to improve the lives of people with a mental
illness. Now we have a great opportunity with a
national focus and the potential to work in partnership
with the commonwealth on this issue.
I remind the house that in 2005 the government
provided a funding boost towards mental health of
$180 million over four years. This was the largest
single investment in mental health services. Many
affirmed that investment. Then, in the most recent
budget, we added to that by an additional $170 million.
These initiatives which will be funded by Victoria’s
money will particularly benefit Victorians by our
investment in promoting a better understanding of
mental health, by enabling prevention and early
intervention programs to develop, by making sure that
we can integrate and improve the care system, by
providing more participation in employment and
general community activities and, of course, by funding
specialist graduate nurse positions and more
postgraduate nursing scholarships.
We want to work closely with the commonwealth on
these issues. That is why I have on two occasions now
taken the initiative to meet with Christopher Pyne, the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health and
Ageing in the commonwealth government and the
person who has carriage of this issue, to discuss how
we can work together so that the commonwealth’s
money can really connect with the Victorian mental
health system and we can get a genuine boost to the
system and fill the gaps. When coupled with the state’s
commitment, I think we have a very promising outlook.
It is not a one-off effort. It is a long-term striving for
improvement in services, for growth in the service
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system and for genuine reform of the service system.
We have been able to really add to and inform the
debate on mental health from Victoria partly because of
our long commitment to this area but also more recently
by releasing a document entitled Improving Mental
Health Outcomes in Victoria — The Next Wave of
Reform, which the government was able to table at the
COAG meeting. So we are very proud of our
achievements.
As I said, we know that we have a long way to go in a
vital but challenging area but we remain extremely
committed to this task and will continue to grow and
develop the mental health system.

Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water: charges
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — My question is directed
to the Minister for Water. The current water storages in
the Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water region are so
low due to the drought that there is a strong possibility
that some farmers will not receive any water for their
home dams this year and the current hectare rating
charges are a crippling impost on farmers. I ask: will
the government consider assisting Grampians
Wimmera Mallee Water with the water-carting charges
under these circumstances?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — I thank
the member for Mildura for his question. It is a very
serious issue. As the member has indicated, the water
levels in the region are at around 6.5 per cent. There
were quite reasonable rains over the weekend, but while
they were, of course, welcome, at this stage they are not
making any significant impact on the storages
themselves. As the member indicated also, Grampians
Wimmera Mallee Water is considering the need for
carting. When that has occurred in the past the
government has worked with Grampians Wimmera
Mallee Water on supporting and assisting in that
project. I think that it was back in 2003 that that
occurred. The government will continue to work with
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water.
We are also, of course, investing substantial funds in
the region to ensure better security for water in the
longer term. The government is investing some
$170 million in the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline. The
water authority is installing that jointly with the state
and the federal governments. Of course in the long-term
that is the security that farmers and towns in the region
need. To get a good understanding of the benefit of that,
one only has to look in the north to see the effect of the
pipeline that has gone in there. It has meant that many
towns and regions which would now be on carting are
able to have a proper water supply. That is because of
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the investment that the government has put in over a
number of years. We look — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr THWAITES — In fact it was a project that was
commenced under the previous — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
South-West Coast!
Mr THWAITES — It was commenced under the
government at the time led by the Labor Party. It was
implemented by the Labor Party, continued by the
Kennett government and then completed by our
government. We started it and we finished it, just as we
have now started the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
project. We were the first government to put our money
on the table in relation to that project.
All of that aside, the other important point has been
increasing the number of location points for water,
which we have done. That has been a good project so
that farmers do not have to travel so far; we have put
funds into that. I also understand that Grampians
Wimmera Mallee Water is looking at the way it does its
rating charges, and in the future it will examine that to
make sure it is as fair as it can be for farmers. There is a
comprehensive range of measures that we are taking to
tackle what is acknowledged to be a very serious
problem for farmers in the region.

Family violence: government initiatives
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — My question is to the
Attorney-General. Can the Attorney-General detail for
the house what the government has done to ensure
victims of family violence in Victoria receive support
from and protection by the justice system?
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank the
honourable member for his question. I think it is
probably fair to say that traditionally the legal system
has indeed failed victims of family violence. The
Bracks government, however, is certainly turning that
around. We have changed legislation to increase family
violence protection for children, to improve the
intervention order system and to abolish the outdated
homicide defence of provocation, so often used by men
who kill their partners in a fit of jealousy or anger.
Having received the Victorian Law Reform
Commission’s report on family violence laws in March,
I will be releasing new draft family violence legislation
for consultation later in the year. We have also created
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two new family violence court divisions in Heidelberg
and Ballarat, and we are setting up three family
violence court services to make sure victims who turn
to the courts actually get the support and representation
that they need. In fact in the next two weeks I will be
launching two of these new family violence court
services at Sunshine and Frankston. These family
violence courts are staffed by people who have
specialist knowledge about family violence, making
sure that victims today are not subjected to the kinds of
archaic attitudes that stopped many victims in the past
from speaking out in relation to family violence and
seeking help and support.
Of course, these improvements to the legal system are
occurring in the context of a much broader government
policy to tackle family violence. Just last year the
government made a $35.1 million commitment to
deliver additional housing options for women and
children escaping family violence, increased
counselling and support services, new men’s behaviour
change programs and the expansion of the 24-hour,
7-day-a-week emergency phone service.
Despite these reforms, there are still some in the
community who have outdated views about family
violence and who, indeed, believe that the police spend
too much time dealing with the problem of family
violence.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HULLS — I would hope that all members of
this house, including the member for Scoresby, would
know and understand that family violence is a crime. It
is a terrible crime that affects one in five Victorian
women. What is more, it is a crime that most women
still — tragically — do not report. So you do need to
have a holistic approach to family violence.
I had the opportunity to receive a copy of a media
release that was put out just last week in relation to how
best to tackle family violence. It appears that the only
policy the opposition has in relation to family violence
is to actually say it will open up a — —
Mr Cooper — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister does not have the opportunity now to turn his
attack onto the government. He should be directing his
answer towards government business. I ask you to
bring him back to order.
The SPEAKER — Order! I know what the member
for Mornington meant! I ask the Attorney-General to
return to answering the question.
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Mr HULLS — A 24-hour hotline, it has been
suggested, is the best way to treat family violence! The
fact is you need a holistic approach. There already is a
hotline service here in Victoria — it is a 24-hour hotline
service — but there have to be all those other reforms
that we have implemented as well.
The Bracks government certainly remains determined
to support Victoria Police in preventing and prosecuting
violence in the home. We will continue to lead the way
in improving responses to family violence — bringing
police, courts, community agencies together — to make
sure that those in our community who are affected by
family violence are indeed protected and adequately
supported.

Wind energy: Waubra
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to the snap decision
by Spanish company, Acciona Energía, to proceed with
a $400 million wind farm, and to meetings with this
company — —
Mr Helper — Great project!
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Ripon!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition to ask his question, without assistance from
members on my right.
Mr BAILLIEU — And I refer to meetings with this
company held in Spain involving the Premier and the
Minister for Energy Industries in the other place. Can
the Premier assure the people of Victoria that neither
the Premier nor the Minister for Energy Industries
provided any inside information or undertakings on
policy changes which have advantaged this foreign
company?
Mr Helper interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Ripon
will cease interjecting in that manner or I will deal with
him.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question, and I am thrilled and
pleased that this Spanish company has now invested in
Victoria. This is good news.
Not only that, I am very pleased that it has taken up this
new wind farm at Waubra, which was stalled because
the economic base case was not there because the
national energy renewable targets had already expired
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with the 2 per cent allocated totally around this country.
Our Victorian renewable energy target scheme will
enable these projects to get up, including Waubra. I am
pleased that we are able to ensure that the company has
an investment in Victoria — it is a great investment for
our state — and this company is very aware, as is every
other company, of the Victorian government position
because it has been publicly announced many times in
the past.
Mr Cooper — On a point of order, Speaker, the
question that the Premier was asked to answer was to
give an assurance about undertakings. He did not give
that assurance. I ask you to get him to give that
assurance.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.

Economy: performance
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — I refer the Treasurer
to the government’s commitment to making Victoria’s
suburbs a great place to work, live and raise a family. I
ask the Treasurer to detail for the house any new figures
that show the success government initiatives are having
in growing our suburbs.
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I thank the member
for Gembrook for her question. I have more good news
today — more success in terms of the housing industry
in Victoria. Now is a great time for first home buyers to
be investing in their first property in our state. I say that
for five reasons, and the first is that the latest Real
Estate Institute of Australia data shows that housing
affordability in Victoria is the highest on the eastern
seaboard.
The second reason is that today the Australian Bureau
of Statistics data on building activity was released. It
shows that work on new homes grew by 1.1 per cent in
Victoria in the three months to March and means that
for the March quarter this year the value of work done
on new residential building in Victoria was the highest
in Australia; so it is higher than New South Wales and
higher than Queensland.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — As I am reminded, you cannot get
any higher than highest. The third reason why it is more
good news is that Victorian building approvals have
now exceeded $1 billion for 57 out of the last
58 months.
The fourth reason is that in the first five months of this
year the value of building approvals in Victoria totalled
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$6.1 billion — so that is residential and
non-residential — and again that is the highest level of
building approvals of any state in Australia. It is higher
than New South Wales, which has nearly 2 million
people more than Victoria.
Finally, we are doing exceptionally well in attracting
first home buyers. Thirty per cent of all of the new
housing loans, ex-refinancing in Victoria in the last
year, have been for first home buyers. Again, that is the
highest proportion of any state in Australia. As a
government we are committed to assisting first home
buyers. Since the first home bonus was introduced by
the Bracks government in May 2004 it has been a huge
success.
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We have paid that out since we have been in
government. The point is, as I said, it is more good
news for Victorian families. We support the outer
suburbs and our regional areas, we support first home
buyers and the housing market generally, and we
support families. We support this state as a great place
to live, work, invest and raise a family.
The SPEAKER — Order! The time for questions
without notice has now expired.

CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES
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AMENDMENTS) BILL

Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — We have such a well-informed
opposition. We actually pay for that. Are you aware of
that? Of the $7000?
The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer, through
the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY — In the last financial year 2005–06
we had 37 577 first home bonus payments; that is a
10 per cent increase on the 2004–05 figure of 33 720.
Just to put this in perspective, if you look at postcode
areas, postcode 3023 which is — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — My notes say that it is for
Burnside, Cairnlea, Deer Park and Caroline Springs.
There were 804 applications in the last year versus 563
in the year before — a massive 43 per cent increase.
Postcode 3030 — Werribee South, Sanctuary Lakes,
Derrimut, Point Cook and Werribee — had
840 applications in the last year and 657 in the year
before. That is the largest number of grants in Victoria.
Postcode 3810, which falls into the electorates of the
member for Gembrook and in part the member for Bass
and covers Pakenham and Lakeside at Pakenham, had
441 applications in the last year, up from 306 last
year — a 44 per cent increase. I think that is the biggest
increase.
The State Revenue Office advised me this morning that
in the last few days the total amount of assistance paid
out to first home buyers since the election of the Bracks
government — so this is the first home bonus and the
first home owners grant — now exceeds $2 billion!

Second reading
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that some copies of the Children, Youth and
Families (Consequential and Other Amendments) Bill
do not have the required number of pages. If members
have a copy that goes to page 87, they are fine. If their
copy goes to page 69, members will need to get a
replacement copy from the Clerk.
Debate resumed.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I am pleased to make
a contribution to the debate on the Children, Youth and
Families (Consequential and Other Amendments) Bill.
As members of the house would be aware, it is an
oft-repeated truism that there is nothing more important
than our children. I would suggest that that is not a just
a truism, it is a very profound statement. I want to start
by commending the minister on her second-reading
speech, because I think she said something that is very
important. She said:
… investing in children’s early years, giving parents the help
they need to raise their families and ensuring our most
vulnerable young people receive the support they need —
when they need it — are among the most important things
any government can do.

This bill recognises that every child deserves a
stimulating and nurturing environment in which they
can grow and develop to their full potential. I am sure
all members of the house would agree with that
sentiment. I certainly do, and I express the support of
The Nationals for it. The question is how we deliver it. I
think we really need to work towards achieving the
very laudable objective that was set by the minister.
Can I say by way of background that the first five or six
years of a child’s life are absolutely crucial in
determining what sort of individual our society will
have in 10, 15 or 20 years time and that for every dollar
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not invested in those critical early years the cost to the
community is of the order of $7 or $8 later in life. It is
also fair to say that historically governments have never
devoted sufficient resources to this critically important
area, and I think we need to ask ourselves why.
There are a range of reasons, but I would suggest it is
primarily because the benefits are not immediately
evident. The real benefits or consequences — and I
would suggest they are usually consequences, because
we do not put enough resources into this area — are not
seen for 15 or 20 years. The community unfortunately
wants immediate gratification and something that can
be seen, felt or touched now — for example, a new
school, a new hospital, roads, bridges, more police,
more ambulance officers or more teachers, all of which
are legitimate requirements. But that is too often
provided at the expense of the long-term objective of
giving our children the start in life which they deserve
and which the minister in her second-reading speech
certainly acknowledges.
I think early childhood development misses out. We
never have, under governments of whatever political
persuasion, sufficient speech pathologists, child
psychologists, occupational therapists and the like. We
do not properly fund preschools. I would argue that
they make up by far the most important educational
sector, more so than primary schools, secondary
schools and tertiary education, vitally important though
they are. At preschool we can make a difference: if we
get it right in the first five to eight years of a child’s life
we can overcome disadvantage and we can ensure their
development into well-balanced, emotionally stable and
well-adjusted adults.
Why are The Nationals such passionate advocates of
the preschool sector being part of the Department of
Education and Training? It is relatively simple: we
believe not only that preschool teachers deserve pay
parity with primary school teachers but that we should
go further and attract and retain the best and the
brightest to the preschool sector. We believe that proper
facilities should not depend on the fundraising efforts of
parents or the generosity of local government, which is
sometimes the case, but should be provided by the state
as a vital investment in our future. Again I refer to the
minister’s opening statement in her second-reading
speech, which says essentially that.
Attendance at preschools should not depend on the
capacity to pay. The state should pay. Attendance at
preschool should come at no cost to families, and our
objective should be a 100 per cent attendance. All of
this is about a sound investment in our future, and it is
pleasing to note that governments of both political
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persuasions at the state and federal levels are
increasingly moving in this direction. I think the recent
Council of Australian Governments (COAG) meeting
reinforced the view that governments are taking a lot
more notice of the need to put a greater proportion of
our available resources into this vitally important
preschool sector.
After running through the philosophy behind it, I now
turn to the bill before the house. When I was elected in
1989 one of the very first bills I had any responsibility
for was the Children and Young Persons Bill of 1989,
which was a groundbreaking piece of legislation. I well
remember the debate. Kay Setches was the minister;
Tricia Harper had a lot to do with the legislation; and
Barry Steggall, the former member for Swan Hill,
played a very important role in that. I really enjoyed the
discussions and the debate. It was, as I say,
groundbreaking legislation that set forth the principles
which have guided us in dealing with children and
young persons from 1989 through to the present day
and which I think have served us well until now.
We now have the Children, Youth and Families
Act 2005, which was debated late last year and which
has still not been promulgated. It is the principal act that
we are discussing in this legislation. As I say, it was
debated late last year and royal assent was given on
7 December, from memory. I argued then, and I repeat
it now, that the passage of the legislation was too
rushed. I acknowledge that the parliamentary secretary
did a great job in the early stages in consulting with a
range of community organisations, and I pay tribute to
him for the work he did, but the debate on the final
stages of that bill, which was when the detail became
available, was far too rushed. That resulted in the
legislation being rushed through the Parliament,
together with a very important education bill, in the one
week.
The point is that the sector was unable to get its mind
around that very extensive and complicated piece of
legislation in order to work through all the ifs, buts and
maybes before it went through. It was pushed through
by the government despite the warnings from the
opposition and The Nationals that we were rushing it
and were going to get it wrong. But no, it did go
through, and of course we are back here today fixing up
some of those mistakes that should not have been made
and would not have been made if the government had
given a little more time to those in the sector to
adequately peruse the legislation.
The various service providers did not have time to
adequately consider it and look at all the detail. The
government did not give sufficient time for people to
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respond to the details that were in the bill. As a result,
as I said earlier, mistakes and omissions were made,
and they are now being rectified in this bill. To be fair,
the minister did indicate at the time that there would be
consequential amendments further down the track, and
most of the amendments we are dealing with today are
consequential or relatively minor, many of which were
foreshadowed in general terms by the minister.
Some certainly were not, and they are the mistakes and
omissions I referred to, but still more amendments have
come in only today. The first I saw of them was when I
came into the house just before lunch. This is fairly
typical. Why are we getting amendments so late? This
is a government that has put an enormous amount of
effort into this legislation, yet it is still rushing in
last-minute amendments an hour before the bill is to be
debated. It is not good enough. It shows the
incompetence of the government in trying to get
through some of this legislation.
What does the bill do? It essentially does three or four
main things. It amends the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005, which as I have already indicated is
yet to be proclaimed and has to be proclaimed prior to
October 2007. It amends the Children and Young
Persons Act 1989 and it repeals the Adoption
(Amendment) Act 1991, which interestingly enough
has never been proclaimed.
I understand that there has been extensive consultation
with the Children’s Court on the Children, Youth and
Families Act and that as a result of those discussions
and consultation there are a whole host of amendments
before the house today. Most of them, as I say, are
minor — a word here, a word there, a change of a few
minor words — and they seek to make crystal clear the
intent of the legislation and to remove any ambiguities.
To that degree we certainly support that effort to clarify
what the legislation means and to clarify what this
house meant, so we support all those minor
amendments. A number of amendments, however,
concern transitional arrangements before the principal
act comes into effect on a date that is yet to be
determined, but it must be prior to October 2007. Again
I would comment that those transitional arrangements
are both sensible and realistic, and we in The Nationals
certainly support them.
There are a total of 28 amendments to the Children,
Youth and Families Act. There are about — I did not
count them accurately — 100 consequential
amendments to 39 separate acts of Parliament. They are
all documented in the schedule to the bill at pages 71 to
86. Thirty-nine separate acts will have consequential
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amendments. As members can see, there is a whole
host of amendments, many of which are consequential.
The principal amendments essentially, I think, can be
boiled down to five main things. The first one is to deal
with Aboriginal child placements. The bill amends
sections 12 and 13 of the principal act to set out
additional decision-making principles concerning the
placement of an Aboriginal child or other significant
decisions concerning that child and removes the
requirement that a gazetted Aboriginal agency must
advise on the appropriateness of a voluntary placement.
All of this is fine. We certainly support a move in that
direction.
I just comment in passing that I think governments and
government agencies have been very reluctant to do
anything about the placement of Aboriginal children —
and I say non-Aboriginal children as well — as a result
of some of the community discussion around the stolen
generations and a lot of misinformation that has come
out of that discussion. I think the consequence of that is
that in many instances authorities are reluctant to act
when they should for the protection of the children. I
think we have seen some of that recently in the debate
about children in the Northern Territory in particular,
but it is happening in other states and territories. It is a
consequence of some of the very emotional
discussion — and much of the misinformation, I would
suggest — we have had about the treatment of
Aboriginal children.
The second principal amendment deals with
information sharing between agencies. It is of course
vitally important that child protection family intake
services are able to consult with the information
holders — the doctors, the nurses, the psychologists,
the psychiatrists and the various people that deal with
children in those early years. It is very important that
they are able to share that information so that the best
interests of the child are able to be attended to. I think
the capacity to do that was, as the minister admitted in
her second-reading speech, inadvertently omitted —
they were the words she used — when the bill was
pushed through this house.
One of the consequences of rushing it through was that
this was inadvertently omitted. It is now being rectified
in this legislation, and again we have no problem with
that. Of course that information should be shared
between the responsible agencies so we can get the best
outcome for the children concerned. This bill now
corrects that omission, and it will enable consultation
with all the community services, such as family
services and out-of-home care, as was originally
intended but not included in the legislation.
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Again I stress that the welfare sector was not given
sufficient time to properly scrutinise this legislation
before it was rushed through the house, otherwise that
would have been picked up. It was a fairly obvious one.
We in the opposition parties did not pick it up, and we
are as guilty as the government for that, but in the rush
to get it through without sufficient time for scrutiny,
these things happen.
The third main thrust of the legislation is to enable the
disclosure of the identity of a referrer or reporter to
other intake agencies whilst at the same time
prohibiting the further disclosure or transmission of the
identity of that person or persons to anybody else.
Again that is a sensible provision, and we have no
problem with that.
The fourth main element of the bill is the disclosure to
the secretary of information about children subject to
Children’s Court protection orders. Again that is
sensible and reasonable, with the right sort of protection
there.
The fifth main part of the legislation repeals the
Adoption (Amendment) Act 1991. It is interesting to
note that this act, which was passed in 1991, has never
been proclaimed. The act was there originally to clarify
issues surrounding the adoption by Australian citizens
of children born in other countries. Subsequent events
to do with the ratification of a United Nations
convention and other matters made this piece of
legislation redundant. It has been sitting there, and
obviously it is a very sensible move to have it repealed.
I think we tend to create legislation far more rapidly
than we remove it, so it is good on occasions such as
this to remove a piece of legislation that no longer
serves any useful purpose. This legislation never did, as
it turned out. It was necessary at the time but was
overtaken by events. Let us get rid of it. That is what
the legislation before the house today does.
The amendments that have been recently introduced to
the house essentially empower the minister and the
secretary to approve interim accommodation orders to
authorise medical treatment where, because of
diminished responsibility, sometimes caused by mental
health, drug or alcohol problems — it could be for a
whole range of reasons — the parent or parents are not
able to give informed consent. The amendments enable
that consent to be given so that the child’s best interests
are well looked after. The legislation also clarifies the
authority of the Attorney-General with respect to
children, youth and families, and again we have no
problem with that.
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This is important legislation. It contains a myriad of
mainly minor amendments, so let us hope that the
government has done its homework, that it has
consulted widely and that it has got it right. I indicate
that The Nationals are not aware of any opposition from
any of the service providers and on that basis will not
be opposing the legislation. We wish it a speedy
passage, because, as I indicated at the start of my
remarks, it is important legislation. It sets the
framework for the way we treat children, youth and
families in our society today.
As I pointed out right at the start, it is absolutely vital
that governments put a bigger proportion of their
resources into the early childhood sector in order to
attend to many of the problems they otherwise pay for
further down the track, such as juvenile delinquency. If
we put resources into the first five or six years of a
child’s life, we will not be dealing with those problems
later down the track. With those few remarks I again
indicate that The Nationals will not be opposing this
legislation, and I wish it a speedy passage.
Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — It is with
pleasure that I rise today in support of the consequential
and other amendments to the Children, Youth and
Families Act. It is always with pleasure that I follow a
contribution by the honourable member for Rodney.
We may not always agree, but I find his contributions
always very constructive. In light of this legislation it is
important to place on the record that the opposition and
The Nationals are supporting it. When it comes to the
interests of children and families it is important that,
where possible, the entire Parliament works together
and pushes in the same direction. There are important
amendments of a transitional nature, which I will get to
in a minute, and consequently I welcome them.
In passing I indicate that there was some two and a half
years of consultation. One would hope that two and a
half years was sufficient consultation time with
stakeholders throughout the state in order to get the
legislation right. I respond to the opposition and the
member for Rodney by saying that at the time of
introducing the principal bill the minister anticipated
that there would be consequential amendments, and we
are now bringing them about.
It is important to put the consequential amendments in
context and not to forget that this is a major reform
being brought about by the Bracks government and by
the minister. It has been welcomed by the entire sector,
and I commend the minister and the advisers in the
department for the good work they have done.
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Fundamentally children’s best interests will be at the
heart of every decision-making process and every
service delivery, and that will be welcomed by
everyone. The legislation promotes what was worked
through during the course of the consultation — that is,
the need to have an integrated system of child, youth
and family services that focuses directly on children’s
safety, health, learning, wellbeing and development. I
am confident that that is precisely what the legislation
will achieve, and hopefully in the next few years we
will see much improvement in the quality of life of
children and families and in service delivery.
This is also about earlier intervention to avoid the need
for child protection services to be involved with
children and families. It is about children’s stability,
and it is about establishing stronger quality assurance
for family services, foster carer services and
out-of-home-care services. It will encourage more
culturally responsive service delivery, with a particular
focus on keeping Aboriginal children connected to their
families, communities and culture.
Allow me to refer to the transitional arrangements. As
has been pointed out by my colleagues, fundamentally
they are about delivering fairness. With the introduction
of the Children, Youth and Families Act, they will
strike a balance between administrative ease and
firmness. The bill provides that on commencement the
new act will apply to all cases, including those already
part-heard by the Children’s Court. In other words, it
will apply to those cases that have already begun in the
courts — except that it will provide new minimum time
frames for permanent care orders and new maximum
time frames for developing stability plans for children
who cannot live safely at home. Pre-hearing
conferences will continue in their current form until
October 2007. This will allow for the development of
new models of mediation and appropriate dispute
resolution within the Children’s Court. These models
will be developed with the Children’s Court and other
experts and stakeholders.
It is important to place on the record that some concerns
were raised, particularly by Victoria Legal Aid.
However, those concerns were worked through, and it
is important to record that this legislation is supported
by private practitioners, the Victorian Aboriginal Legal
Service, Youth Law, the Law Institute of Victoria, the
Criminal Bar Association and the Children’s Court.
Another matter of importance that ought to be
highlighted relates to the Aboriginal child placement
principles and voluntary child-care agreements.
Aboriginal children and parents can use Aboriginal
services if they wish. However, if parents wish not to
use those services, they can use mainstream services.
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They do not necessarily have to use Aboriginal
background cultural services. It is important that we
provide that opportunity and that the choice is very
much with the family and those involved in the care of
a child.
The other matter to which I will briefly refer relates to
the changes to dispute resolution and what they mean.
The Children, Youth and Families Act enables new
approaches to mediation and dispute resolution in the
Children’s Court. The new dispute resolution
conferences will provide an opportunity within the
court for convenors and other professionals to work
with families earlier than they do now to try to agree to
plans to keep children safe and divert families from
contested court hearings. I think this will apply to
everyone, but it is important that there is the
opportunity for mediation and negotiation at that point
in time.
The proposed amendment to the current provisions
clarifies the ministerial responsibilities in relation to the
dispute resolution conferences. Currently this part of
the act creates confusion by sometimes referring to the
Attorney-General and sometimes to the relevant
minister. The bill clarifies that it is intended that the
Attorney-General be responsible for the appointment of
dispute resolution convenors.
The transitional arrangements provide time for new
models for dispute resolution conferences to be
developed. These models will be developed with
Children’s Court officers and other experts and
stakeholders. In the meantime the transitional
arrangements set out in the bill will enable pre-hearing
conferences that operate under the Children and Young
Persons Act to continue in their current form until
October 2007.
I am mindful that other members will contribute, so
with those few remarks I indicate that the reform that is
being brought about by this government is important. I
am very confident that the consultative process that
took place was comprehensive and absolutely
satisfactory, because to our knowledge there is no
opposition from stakeholders. These amendments,
along with the principal act, are supported by the
opposition parties. This is a good reform which, I
reiterate, will first and foremost place children’s
interests at the heart of the process. I commend the
amendments to the house and wish them a speedy
passage.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
speak on the Children, Youth and Families
(Consequential Amendments) Bill on behalf of The
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Nationals, and as the member for Rodney said in his
great presentation, The Nationals will not be opposing
this bill. The Nationals certainly support anything that
protects families and children and helps to make sure
we promote early intervention.
The Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 has not yet
taken effect, but I understand it will be coming into
effect before October 2007, so it is unique to bring in
amendments to an act that has not yet commenced to
operate. That original act was rushed through both
houses, and there has been a lot of criticism about that
from some of the agencies that I deal with. That act was
introduced by a major bill of 543 pages. As the minister
said in the second-reading speech for that bill, it is a
once-in-a-generation reform so we need to get it right. I
spoke during the debate on that original bill and I made
the comment that if we are going to reform this major
area for our community, we need to make sure that we
get it right. Even as late as today, as the member for
Rodney said, we have amendments coming in, so again,
we need to make sure we get it right because once it
becomes locked in and cemented, it becomes law.
During the debate for the Children, Youth and Families
Bill 2005, The Nationals moved a reasoned
amendment — it was moved by the member for
Rodney — that the bill be withdrawn and redrafted to
address the concerns of the community service
organisations. The fact that we are here today to amend
that act and to rectify some of the omissions and
mistakes in the act, and actually clarifying some of the
intent of the act, shows that it was rushed through, great
deliberation was not given to it, and some of those
community organisations would like to have had a look
at it in detail and to have made some comment. While
we all agree with the intent of the act, the fact that it is
back here again to be amended before it has even begun
to operate shows that there was certainly a lack of
detailed scrutiny.
The amendments being introduced by the bill today
have got a good outcome. This bill talks about
clarifying some of the issues, and one of the issues in
the second-reading speech says:
The Children, Youth And Families Act recognises that every
child deserves a stimulating and nurturing environment where
they can grow and develop to their full potential.

That is a great outcome. While it is in the
second-reading speech, all of the organisations dealing
with young people should take it to heart and realise it
is a very big intention. If this bill does that, then in
some way we will fix up some of the problems we have
in society today. It also says that anything in this bill
makes the children’s best interest paramount in all
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service delivery and decision making, and that will be
done by promoting early intervention — and the
member for Rodney talked about the importance of
early intervention in a child’s life. It talks about a
greater emphasis on children’s stability, development
and cultural identity.
I will speak briefly on that aspect for a moment because
I think it is one of the important issues that this bill
actually picks up. It talks about the importance and the
reinforcement of cultural identity for Aboriginal people.
Clause 4 sets out a number of changes to principles in
relation to Aboriginal children. It talks about the
requirement to consult with an Aboriginal agency,
which does not apply to the making of a decision in
relation to a voluntary out-of-home child-care
agreement.
In my electorate there is a non-Aboriginal family I am
dealing with at the moment. It is the foster carer of a
young Aboriginal girl. I will not mention the person’s
name because that will identify the child, and it is not
advisable to do that. The foster carer in this instance is
very frustrated by the inflexibility of the Department of
Human Services. I hope that will change because the
Department of Human Services has obviously got the
best interests of the child in mind, but in the end it will
be found that so does the foster carer. The foster carer
has been looking after this child in his own family, and
the family comprises very respected members of the
Shepparton community. They have had her living with
them on a daily basis for the last 18 months, and I
understand that they are also pursuing permanent care
of the girl. The original family of the girl is supportive
of that, and the extended family supports it.
The girl is now in a stable situation and has been
assessed by a psychiatrist. She is more stable than she
has been for a very long time. There have been
problems in the family, but it is really important for
people to understand that the department has to work
with those who are responsible for the day-to-day care
of foster children. While I know the department has to
make sure the child is protected, it should be holding its
discussions more with the family who see the child on a
day-to-day basis rather than the department, which has
a once-a-month involvement with the child. The school
is also delighted with the child’s improvements. The
child’s two grandmothers have told the department it
should allow this family to care for their grandchild.
The department, as I said earlier, is not showing any
flexibility or any understanding, so I hope that in some
way the bill reflects what the department is going to be
asked to do.
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I will give a very brief example, because this bill talks
about the need to retain the cultural identity and
maintain the family connection, and this is what this
family is trying to do with the Aboriginal girl. Last
Mother’s Day they would have liked the child to visit
the natural mother along with the other three daughters
who were also there. They asked the department and
the department refused. What we have to do is make
sure that the department speaks to people who also have
the interests of these children at heart. The bill talks
about the importance of the children maintaining their
cultural identity, which is actually what this family is
trying to do. The family members are trying to keep the
identity and cultural connection of the person they are
looking after. Even though it is a non-Aboriginal
family, it still wants to make sure that this Aboriginal
girl keeps that connection with her original family.
I understand that child protection services is a difficult
area, particularly where Aboriginal children are
concerned. Sometimes there is media criticism if a child
is removed from a family when there is no need, and if
child protection services go to a home and remove a
child, it can also be difficult because the parent may go
to the media and say this child has been removed
without any evidence and so forth. Child protection is a
very difficult area, and I have the highest regard for
people who go into child protection services. For
instance, a number of years ago I met with a number of
child protection officers. They told me there was a
strong turnover of people in the industry because the
type of industry they are in is very difficult.
The bill contains a number of good amendments to
protect children. I hope that the department becomes
more flexible in dealing with other people and
organisations wanting to play a part in making sure that
children are protected and that if it does remove a child
from their family it at least works with the family to
make sure the child is not put at risk.
The bill allows for consultation with experts such as
doctors, nurses and teachers. With mandatory reporting
it was very difficult for a teacher who felt a child was at
risk at home because they had come to school with an
injury or some sort of physical or mental problem to
know whether to report it or not, because they felt that
if they did they might lose the child’s confidence. A
number of teachers have said to me that they did not
know whether they should report a child’s injuries after
being asked by the child not to tell anybody. The child
needed someone to talk to and felt they could tell that
person of responsibility. With mandatory reporting it is
now incumbent upon the teacher to make sure that the
child’s protection is paramount even though they may
have to give up the child’s confidence. Those sorts of
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things are important because at the end of the day we
should all be ensuring that our children are not hidden
behind a cloak of silence in the home and being
physically or mentally abused. We as a society have to
make sure that that does not happen.
It is important for the government to put forward some
good initiatives. As I have said a number of times
before, while the government may have the best of
intentions, I have seen under all types of governments
that it becomes difficult when a child is made a ward of
the state because governments really do not make good
parents. I hope this legislation provides the protection
intended for families and children, and I wish it a
speedy passage.
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — I am pleased today to
speak briefly in support of the Children, Youth and
Families (Consequential and Other Amendments) Bill,
which provides some transitional and technical
amendments. I do not think it is right to say — as has
been said by the opposition parties today — that this
bill is the result of having rushed through legislation.
This piece of legislation has involved more extensive
consultation than most other pieces of legislation that
have previously gone through this house. The
consultation has involved agencies, regional and
metropolitan forums and package exposure drafts. We
can be very confident that the original piece of
legislation, the Children, Youth and Families Act, had
widespread support and was developed with extensive
consultation with families, communities and
community organisations.
The Children, Youth and Families Act sets up a new
framework and a new era of community response to
support and work with children, young people and
families. Perhaps one of the most important
responsibilities we have as a government and as a
Parliament is to look at how we can support, work with
and protect vulnerable children in our community.
There is not one particular service or solution that will
make our communities, particularly our families, more
sustainable. We come at the issue in a number of ways
as a government, including supporting early childhood
services, which is very important, early intervention
services, family-support services and, of course, at the
end of the line, child protection services — the last
resort when required. What we know is that generally
children are overwhelmingly better off within their
families, and only as a last resort should children be
removed. We have a very strong responsibility to
minimise the number of children who have to be
removed in the future.
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The member for Rodney spoke about the importance of
preschools, and I think that is absolutely right.
Preschools are one of those early intervention, prevention
services that we provide as a government, and I am very
pleased that this government has continued to invest in
them. Currently we have a debate running in our
community around whether preschools should remain as
early childhood services or as education services. I want
to put on record my view that it is important for these
services to remain as early childhood services.
Preschools and kindergartens provide not just
educational learning but a whole range of learning,
which is so important for the three-and-a-half-year-olds
and four-and-a-half-year-olds, who are very young
children and require a range of supports. It would be a
shame to see them make up another level of prep within
schools. Preschools are important as early childhood
services, and I hope that as a community and as a
Parliament we will continue to maintain those services in
their current form and build them into the future.
With that remark I want to say that these amendments
provide an opportunity to strengthen what is
groundbreaking legislation which was supported by this
Parliament last year, and I commend the bill to the
house.
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I would also like to
make a contribution to the Children, Youth and
Families (Consequential and Other Amendments) Bill.
Firstly, I would like to congratulate the Minister for
Community Services, who is also the Minister for
Children. She has put together a raft of legislation to
protect children during her time as minister. Even the
appointment of a Minister for Children was a
groundbreaking recognition of the importance of
children in our community and the need for the
protection of children.
I have had the pleasure of standing in this Parliament
over the past few years to speak on a range of
legislation intended to protect and enhance the lives of
children in our community, and this is another piece of
legislation that does that. We also have a very strong
focus on supporting families, as some members have
said, and we have put in place a range of supports to do
that — from legislation, to children’s hubs, to child and
maternal health services, to the protection against
violence in the home, to preschools and kindergartens,
to child care and right through to primary schools. As a
mother I can only affirm that I absolutely endorse this
focus on supporting children in our community.
As other members have said, this is a piece of
legislation that enjoys the broad support of all parties in
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this Parliament. That is because it is another very good
piece of legislation. I commend this bill to the house.
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I am also very pleased
as a member of the Bracks government to be speaking
in support of this important bill, the Children, Youth
and Families (Consequential and Other Amendments)
Bill. As a member who has much to do with the various
children’s and family service organisations within his
electorate, which would apply to most members in this
house, I appreciate the importance of the bill and the act
itself.
Members of this house would also appreciate that
children, especially those in disadvantaged
circumstances, are very vulnerable members of our
community. I know in dealing with the various
government agencies in this field, and especially in
supporting organisations in Geelong like the Bethany
and McKillop family services, that many of the issues
or individual cases dealt with in the area must be
handled effectively, with great professionalism and
compassion, and in most cases proactively with early
intervention. The important bill before us today will
allow these organisations to operate more effectively in
this manner.
The original act, as with all Bracks government
legislation, was introduced and implemented only after
widespread and extensive consultation with
stakeholders within the sector. The parliamentary
secretary mentioned that it took something like two to
two and a half years of consultation. This is good
legislation and is an indication of the importance the
Bracks government places on the protection and
nurturing of our children, also evidenced by, as the
member for Mordialloc just mentioned, the
establishment of a Minister for Children. I take this
opportunity to congratulate the minister, and I wish the
bill a speedy passage.
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — It is a pleasure to
stand to speak briefly on this bill. While we support the
bill and think it is a good step, I have to say about the
last bill that was brought in on 25 October 2005 that it
took the government more than five months to realise
that it had made some enormous mistakes and needed
to bring in this legislation to fix them up. We all
support the need to look after our children and young
people. No-one in this chamber would argue against the
ideas and plans that we must put in place to ensure the
safety of our children and young people.
That is why I cannot understand why this government
has not agreed to establish a child and young person
commissioner. It is important and needed. The Youth
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Affairs Council of Victoria Inc. is also calling for it, and
I cannot understand why this government cannot agree
to establish an independent commissioner who would
look after the interests of our young Victorians. The
person would be independent and appointed by this
Parliament and would have to report to the Parliament
to ensure that the wellbeing of our children and young
people is looked after.
While I say to the government that I support this
legislation — I support any legislation that tries to
improve our understanding of and assistance to our
young people and the needs of those from culturally
and linguistically diverse communities — I cannot
understand why it has not agreed to an independent
commissioner which the community is calling out for
and which we desperately need. I ask the government to
take this on board, to think about it and discuss it with
the key stakeholders and perhaps agree that a
commissioner who looks after the interests of our
children and young people is established here in
Victoria.
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise in support of the Children, Youth and
Families (Consequential and Other Amendments) Bill
and to speak very briefly on the issues.
The Children, Youth and Families Act was passed last
year. The features of that act are of critical importance
and would be supported by everyone in this place.
Those features include that the best interests of the child
are paramount, that there is an integrated system of
child, youth and family services, and that the system
provides for earlier intervention. These commitments
have been backed up with resources under the Bracks
government — $151 million has been provided to
support the implementation of the act and that includes
funding for early intervention and prevention services
for at-risk families; for the safety and wellbeing of
children in out-of-home care; and more child protection
workers. That funding is on top of the $68 million over
four years which was announced in December 2005.
That brings the total amount of funding to $219 million.
When we talk about better integration of services and
earlier intervention, we see it not only in how services
work together, which is the concept of the bill and the
act that was passed last year; we also see it physically
on the ground with the concept of children’s hubs and
family centres that provide a range of services at the
one facility under one roof rather than in isolated
instances or individual buildings.
My electorate covers both the shire of Yarra Ranges
and the city of Knox. The shire of Yarra Ranges in

Wednesday, 19 July 2006

particular has some very challenging issues, particularly
in the outreaches of the shire in the upper Yarra —
significant issues of family violence and isolation. Both
the state government and the Shire of Yarra Ranges are
reducing these issues through the development of
children’s hubs and family centres. The state
government has supported the establishment of a family
centre in Yarra Junction. I look forward to the opening
of that service.
In my own electorate I am working with the Monbulk
community for the establishment of a community hub
and redeveloping the community centre in Monbulk,
which is basically a big hall, into a children’s hub.
Actually it will be more than just a children’s hub; it
will focus not only on children but on people right up to
seniors and will include maternal and child health,
kindergartens, playgroups and support services, so not
only are we seeing the concept of integrated services
under this bill and under the act, we are also seeing
them physically on the ground. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I rise on behalf of
the Lowan electorate to speak on the Children, Youth
and Families (Consequential and Other Amendments)
Bill. I know that my colleague the member for Rodney
has spoken on this bill, and I congratulate him for his
work. I will come back to him a little later.
In regard to the process of consultation I want to
commend Wimmera Uniting Care, an organisation in
my electorate that plays a very important role in
working with children, for its input into this bill. Its
members did not believe there were any problems with
the legislation, and I again thank them for their input,
but more importantly I thank them for the work they do
with children.
I know that the vast majority of the amendments to the
bill are small and consequential. Some clarify the intent
of the original legislation, and a few are necessary to
correct obvious omissions. It is my understanding that
the amendments clarify and improve the operation of
the act, and for those reasons I, like the member for
Rodney, will not be opposing the bill. I have often said
that youth are our investment in the future, and we
should do everything we possibly can to give them
opportunities in life. This can be through education,
support, housing and the like, and importantly a family
environment.
The member for Rodney, who is in the house at the
moment, has played a very important role in our party
in respect of this bill. He is retiring later this year, and I
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want to say that we will really miss him for the
compassion he has shown, in particular for our youth,
and also for the work he has done for The Nationals in
relation to youth. On his birth certificate he might be
showing a little bit of age, but he has a youthful mind
and a youthful approach to a lot of the things we do in
this Parliament. I really do thank him for the work he
has done, particularly on this type of legislation.
The member for Rodney came to the electorate I
represent to attend a forum with preschool families, and
he was the one that drove the policy of The Nationals in
looking at the best interests of children, because as we
all know those interests are paramount in our lives. That
is why he developed a preschool policy aimed at
moving preschools into the education portfolio. It is
pleasing to see that the Liberal Party has followed that
line, and we now look to the Bracks government in the
lead-up to the election to also follow that initiative. As
we know, this will be of immense help to families that
are supporting preschools and help staff who are
working one-up on a lot of occasions in electorates like
mine.
The issue I want to raise briefly is one that I think
another member spoke about, and that is mandatory
reporting, particularly in our education system. It is
unfortunate that we have to do this, but it is an
important process. I hear from some schools in my
electorate that the Department of Human Services will
not respond to any of these mandatory reporting matters
unless there is physical damage or something that can
be seen. If there are mental scars or anything like that,
they are being overlooked, and that is a worry. I do not
know whether this is because of under-resourcing or
because the department does not have the ability to
address those concerns. Some educational facilities — I
have 55 in my electorate — are raising concerns about
mandatory reports not being examined unless there is
obvious physical damage to a student.
I raise that issue because I think we all agree that the
best interests of children should be paramount. This
legislation makes minor but important changes to some
aspects of this very important area of working with
children. With those few words I wish this bill a speedy
passage.
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — It gives me a great deal
of pleasure to rise in support of this bill, which seems to
have support right across the chamber, and also to take
this opportunity to echo the sentiments expressed by the
previous speaker about the work done by the member
for Rodney during his years in this chamber. I am sure
he will be sadly missed by The Nationals, but I think he
will certainly have some mates after the next election.
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We talk a lot about Victoria being a great place to live,
work and raise a family, and that is not just a glib
statement. It is also very important to make sure that we
put appropriate legislation in place and appropriately
resource that legislation. Words are one thing, but this
government is interested in actions. Those actions,
including the implementation of this bill, allow the
transition from the previous legislation to the new
legislation. This legislation has been thoroughly worked
through and discussed, and consultations have been
held with people in the community, government and
other organisations that have been working with
children and investing generations of their time and
expertise in making sure that people who from time to
time find it hard to live, work and raise their family get
the assistance they need. That assistance has been made
possible by the hard work of the minister, who is to be
congratulated, and also the ministerial staff, who put a
great deal of time and effort into getting the legislation
right the first time — which they did. They also
considered what transitional arrangements needed to be
put in place to ensure that we get it right when the
legislation is implemented next year.
It will be important that when we are out in our
electorates we express the sort of support that was
expressed in this chamber. We should not use it as an
opportunity, as some members of the opposition have
done in the past, to attack the policy, because this issue
is much too important to be trying to score political
points. As I said, we need to give assistance to those
hardworking agencies and individuals to ensure that
people who are hard done by from time to time also get
this great opportunity to live, work and raise a family. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr LIM (Clayton) — As any responsible parent can
tell you, children need a loving and caring upbringing if
they are to grow up as healthy, responsible and socially
aware adults. This homespun wisdom is backed up by
scientific studies that show that the absence of such a
loving, caring environment affects the development of
the brain, and the child’s development is seriously
impaired. This results in an adult with poor cognitive
and social skills, and such adults have much higher
incidences of mental health and behavioural problems.
The Children, Youth and Families Act put into law this
scientific wisdom and this important bill adds to the
good judgment displayed by the Bracks government in
framing the 2005 legislation. It does this by making
some minor amendments to the 2005 act and by adding
some further transitional and saving provisions to the
act. It also modifies a number of other acts and repeals
the Adoption (Amendment) Act 1991.
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Central to the Bracks government’s thinking on all
matters affecting children and young people is that the
child’s best interests must be central in all government
decision making and service delivery in matters
affecting children. That has resulted in Victoria being
one of the first states to have a Minister for Children.
Where intervention is required, it must be early before
problems become too great to be surmounted and in
order to minimise cumulative harm. That is very much
the thinking of the government. The Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005 was a groundbreaking piece of
reforming legislation in this regard. It provided the
legislative basis for a more closely integrated system of
child, youth and family services that would much better
meet the scientifically identified needs of growing
children. The current bill makes necessary transitional
arrangements for the implementation of the 2005 act
and it also makes a number of necessary consequential
amendments.
Over the past few months the Children, Youth and
Families Act has been subjected to extraordinary levels
of scrutiny and that scrutiny is continuing. This scrutiny
has led to the identification of some technical
amendments to the act, which are consistent with the
policy objectives of the act. I commend the bill to the
house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clause 1 agreed to.
Clause 2
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Manufacturing
and Export) — I move:
1.

Clause 2, line 15, omit “sections 36, 37, 38, 39 and 40”
and insert “sections 37, 38, 39, 40 and 41”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 3 to 41 agreed to.
New clause
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Manufacturing
and Export) — I move:
2.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 27 —
‘AA. Powers of Secretary in relation to medical
services and operations
(1) In section 597(1)(c) of the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005, after “service”
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insert “, declared hospital or declared parent
and baby unit”.
(2) In section 597(4)(a) of the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005, after “service”
insert “, declared hospital or declared parent
and baby unit”.’.

Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I am not
trying to embarrass the minister or anything like that,
because I know that the minister is moving the insertion
on behalf of another minister, but could he advise the
house on what this new clause does? Opposition
members are in a similarly difficult position, because
we do not have the shadow minister here. Rather than
just let it go through without an explanation, I wonder if
the minister could provide us with a brief explanation
of what this new clause is about?
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Manufacturing
and Export) — I am advised that the house amendment
amends section 597 of the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005 to enable the minister and the
Secretary of the Department of Human Services to
consent to medical assessment and treatment of
children and young people placed on interim
accommodation orders in hospitals or mother and baby
units. It is a power that is available to the minister and
to the secretary under the current Children and Young
Persons Act. The creation of new categories of interim
accommodation orders under the Children, Youth and
Families Act has unintentionally created a gap in when
the minister and secretary can authorise medical
assessment and treatment.
It is a power that is necessary because children and
young people placed in hospital on interim
accommodation orders are likely to need assessment
and treatment. Parents are not always able to consent to
treatment, as their whereabouts may be unknown, they
may be incapacitated by drugs or by alcohol or they
may be unable to give informed consent as a result of a
psychiatric condition or intellectual disability. There are
rare cases where parents withhold consent to treatment
on religious grounds despite their religious leaders
stating that there is no objection to treatment. In those
circumstances, it is necessary for the minister or the
secretary to have the power to consent so that
assessment and treatment can proceed.
New clause agreed to; schedule agreed to.
Bill agreed to with amendments.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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ENERGY LEGISLATION (HARDSHIP,
METERING AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL
Second reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This is an omnibus bill to amend the Electricity
Industry Act 2000, the Gas Industry Act 2001, the
Pipelines Act 2005 and the Energy Safe Victoria Act
2005.
Clauses 3 and 5 of the bill amend the Electricity
Industry Act and the Gas Industry Act respectively. The
amendments require energy retailers to develop, and
submit for the approval of the Essential Services
Commission, financial hardship policies which are
designed to provide greater support for energy
consumers who are experiencing genuine incapacity to
pay their bills.
The amendments form part of the government’s
response to an expert committee of inquiry established
in 2005 to assess and advise on energy consumer
hardship. A key recommendation of the inquiry, and
accordingly a key element of the government’s
proposed amendments, is an obligation on energy
retailers to develop and implement best practice
consumer hardship policies.
The government recognises that financial hardship is
difficult to identify, other than at the level of the
individual consumer. However, energy retailers have
the principal relationship with the consumer and should
continue to have the major responsibility to respond to
energy consumers in financial hardship.
It is anticipated that retailers policies will outline
processes and procedures to facilitate early response by
retailers and consumers to situations where consumers
do not have the capacity to meet their energy bill
payments. It is expected that retailers’ policies will also
deal with how consumers are assessed for entry to and
exit from any agreed hardship program.
Consumers are expected to pay their energy bills in full
and to contact their retailer concerning any bill payment
difficulty. It is the government’s view, however, that
there is also a strong case to provide greater
transparency and consistency in the hardship policies of
energy retailers.
The bill prescribes the key principles and also the
minimum requirements of a retailer’s best practice
hardship policy. The minimum requirements are to be
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regarded as options for assistance. They are to be made
available by retailers to consumers according to their
circumstances, and where financial hardship could be
materially mitigated. It is anticipated that agreement
will be reached with the relevant consumers as to the
measures of assistance provided.
The bill provides the Essential Services Commission
with oversight of financial hardship policies, by way of
empowering the commission to approve the policies
that must be submitted by retailers to the commission.
The commission will also be empowered to develop
guidelines to assist in the development of financial
hardship policies.
The government believes that best practice policies are
necessarily evolving measures, that retailers should
have the flexibility to develop unique and innovative
approaches, and that hardship policies may be reviewed
and replaced over time as improvements are pursued.
Further, the bill provides for a prohibition on the
disconnection of energy supply by retailers on the
grounds of consumers’ incapacity to pay their energy
bills. The proposed amendments provide, however, that
the prohibition applies only where the consumer has
entered a hardship agreement with the retailer, and is
complying with that agreement.
Clause 4 of the bill amends the Electricity Industry Act
to require the deployment of electricity interval meters,
with advanced metering and communications
functionality. It is the government’s view that the
deployment will encourage and enable greater demand
management and energy use efficiency. It will also
reduce network and energy costs, and improve network
service, thereby leading to greater industry efficiencies
and reductions to consumers’ electricity bills.
Clause 4 of the bill provides for the making of orders in
council in respect of the provision, installation,
operation and maintenance of advanced metering
infrastructure, and in respect of the provision of
supporting metering and communications services.
In particular, orders in council will be able to specify a
process for determining the electricity industry
licensees who are to be responsible for deploying the
required infrastructure. It is anticipated that this process
will be consistent with the approach taken in the
national electricity rules.
The orders in council will also be able to specify
minimum required functionalities, minimum service
levels, performance standards, and time frames for
deployment.
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As well, the orders in council could require trials to be
conducted to identify cost-effective technologies for the
delivery of the prescribed advanced interval metering
infrastructure functionalities, performance and service
levels.

of South-West Coast there is the Tower Hill State
Game Reserve, which is described as the first national
park in Victoria and which was established in 1892. So
there is well over 100 years of track record in Victoria
with regard to the management of these land areas.

There are no provisions in the bill that constrain
contestability of the provision of advanced metering
and associated services to the electricity industry.
Accordingly, it is anticipated that the provision of such
services will be on a cost efficient and cost effective
basis, and that the net benefits to industry and
consumers will be maximised.

As I said in introducing my contribution to the debate,
this legislation will make numerous changes across the
state. They consist of minor additions to parks, some
deletions, minor boundary changes and adjustments and
changes in designations and titles for various pieces of
publicly owned land. The legislation is supported by the
Liberal opposition. We support this legislation and
strongly support a number of initiatives in the
legislation.

Clauses 6 and 7 provide for minor amendments to the
Energy Safe Victoria Act and the Pipelines Act. The
amendments will enable the recovery of costs by
Energy Safe Victoria in relation to functions under the
Pipelines Act, which are to be transferred to Energy
Safe Victoria in 2007.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Dr NAPTHINE
(South-West Coast).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 2 August.

NATIONAL PARKS AND CROWN LAND
(RESERVES) ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 1 June; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment).
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I rise to
speak on the National Parks and Crown Land
(Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. This bill covers a
range of proposed changes to the management of
various pieces of Crown land across Victoria. Many of
these changes will be relatively minor. They cover a
broad cross-section of Crown land through the length
and breadth of Victoria, and I will try and go through
them as best I can.
By way of introduction, let me say that Victoria has
4 million hectares, or 14 per cent of the state, that are
wilderness, state and regional park and reserve areas.
This is thanks to successive governments of various
political persuasions that have set this land aside for the
use of the community and for the conservation of our
magnificent flora and fauna. Thanks go to many
communities and individuals who have been actively
involved in campaigning for the protection of many of
these areas. I am proud to say that in my own electorate

Let me run through some of those initiatives. Clause 5
relates to fishing in marine parks and adjusts the current
offences. While there has been argument in the
community — as you have noted, Acting Speaker —
about whether fishing should or should not be allowed
in marine parks, the decision of the government was
that fishing should be outlawed in marine parks.
This bill makes some changes to ensure that that is
enforced. The current legislation refers to it being
illegal to take or attempt to take fish that are for sale or
not for sale. The new legislation will provide for a ban
on the use of recreational fishing equipment or on
having in your possession priority species — that is,
abalone or crayfish. So you will not be allowed to have
or use recreational fishing equipment in a marine park
even if you are trying to advise the park rangers that
you are actually just giving the worms a swim and are
not trying to catch any fish! But it does not apply if you
are travelling through the park on a personal trip and
have recreational fishing equipment or priority species
in your boat.
Clause 6 makes it the responsibility of the person in
charge of a boat if these issues are taken up, and this is
particularly the case for charter boat operators who take
people out fishing. If they are fishing in a marine park,
it is the operator of the boat who can be held
accountable.
Most of the rest of the legislation relates to changes to
various sections of parks and Crown land in terms of
land management, and I will run through some of them.
Clause 13 adds a small amount of purchased land to the
Mornington Peninsula National Park and a small
amount — 28 hectares — of purchased land and
unused roads to the French Island National Park. It adds
some land to the Great Otway National Park and some
land to the Grampians National Park.
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Several changes are involved for the Great Otway
National Park. Characteristic of a number of the
changes we will see today there is excision from the
park of some freehold land which was mistakenly
included in the maps of the park, and obviously the
owner of that freehold land wants his land clearly
designated as freehold land and not as part of the park. I
think we would all support the rights of the landowner
in that case. It adds 25 hectares of land in the Sabine
Falls area, and people who have been to that area of the
Otways know it is a wonderful area and adding
25 hectares is much appreciated. That land was
purchased with funds from the estate of Jack O’Meara,
an estate from which funds are to be used for those
sorts of purposes.
As an aside I knew Jack O’Meara. Jack and his wife
lived at Zeally Bay Road in Torquay. If I can have the
indulgence of the house for 30 seconds, one of the
reasons why I knew Jack O’Meara was because my
older brother, Roger, was a draft dodger back in the
late 1960s and early 1970s. He burnt his draft card and
went underground. I met Jean McLean when I was
working with Roger and she was working with Save
our Sons.
Ms Lindell — He is the black sheep of the family!
Dr NAPTHINE — No, he is not the black sheep; I
think I am! Roger was underground, which was the
term that was used when one had been before the
courts. He was sentenced to prison but disappeared
before he went to prison. He was living with Jack
O’Meara and his wife in Torquay and spent most of his
time working as a builder with Jack. So while we did
not know it at the time, because it was a secret to us
where Roger was, it is now many years hence and Jack
has passed away and it can now be disclosed.
Subsequently I got to know Jack. He loved his animals
and his flora and fauna and was very proud of the great
Australian bush. It is interesting that when I was told by
the advisers that the Jack O’Meara estate paid for this
piece of land it brought back a whole range of
connections, which I will not go into any further!
Land owned by the Surf Coast Shire on the Point Addis
Road near Anglesea will be transferred into the national
park. This land is contiguous with the park so it is a
natural part of the park. We are advised that this is a
special piece of land because it contains some red
ironbark in a fairly pristine condition, and it is unusual
to have red ironbark so close to the coast. So that is a
very valuable addition to the park. Three allotments
have also been added to the Great Otway National Park
from Wannon Water which are approximately three
house-size lots in the western part of the park. Those
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additions are appreciated. I understand my colleague,
the member for Polwarth may comment on
arrangements entered into by the Surf Coast Shire with
regard to some land swaps and handing over that land
near Point Addis to be replaced by the development of
a football oval at Aireys Inlet. There are some
challenges in achieving the other side of that equation
and the member for Polwarth will pursue that.
There are a number of land purchases in the Grampians
National Parks which contain important remnant
woodland both south and west of Dadswells Bridge and
at Halls Gap. Some unused road reserve is also added.
There is another excision of privately owned land in
Victoria Valley which was inadvertently drawn onto
the maps of the park. There is another one of these
coming up, so anyone who owns land near a national
park should be very careful and look at the maps when
they come out, because the avaricious bureaucrats
might inadvertently draw their land into a national park,
and I say that in the nicest way because I appreciate the
detailed advice given by the bureaucrats on these
issues.
Clauses 14, 15 and 16 cover land to do with the
Beechworth Historic Park, Steiglitz Historic Park,
Broken-Boosey State Park and Castlemaine Diggings
National Heritage Park. Largely they involve small
additions, inclusions and exclusions of various roads
and better designation of certain roads. Again there is
an exclusion of some private land at Beechworth which
was inadvertently added to the park. I think they are all
straightforward and the Liberal Party accepts them.
There is one issue with regard to the Castlemaine
Diggings National Heritage Park which needs to be
raised and about which both the Liberal Party and I
have some concerns. There is an actual exclusion —
this is not an inadvertent exclusion; it is a deliberate
decision that the government has made — of some land
from the park. The land that is excluded is the infamous
dingo farm which I think was run by the late Bruce
Jacobs and which was the subject of much media
comment some years ago. It is in the middle of the
Castlemaine Diggings National Heritage Park. It is
leased out for the operation of the dingo farm and is
now operated by another person. To my best
knowledge it operates much more appropriately now
than previously.
Fundamentally this is now being excluded from the
national park, which means someone is going to get a
reward for squatting on land in a national park, because
the previous operator squatted on the land, operated his
dingo farm and took over the area. Now years later the
government is rewarding that inappropriate
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behaviour — the squatting — by excluding the dingo
farm from the national park and allowing it to continue
to be operated by the current operator. I think there are
some real questions to be asked about that. I suggest
that a more appropriate course of action would have
been to arrange to purchase that land, if it needed to be
purchased, or at least to compensate the people, resume
it and keep it as part of the national park.
Part 3 covers changes to the Crown Land (Reserves)
Act to create three regional parks, which sounds very
exciting and good. I am sure we all appreciate them,
and it is great to have three new regional parks. But the
reality is that what we are doing is changing their
names. These areas of land will have exactly the same
use as they have now. They will be under the same
management, because they are already managed by
Parks Victoria, and people will have exactly the same
access they currently have to those areas.
These are valuable and important pieces of land that are
great recreational areas for the people who use them,
and they are well managed. But what we are
fundamentally doing here is changing their names, and
we ought to recognise that these are simply changes of
name. I do not think the government or local members
ought to get carried away with the notion that this is
some significant achievement by them.
The three pieces of land are at Bendigo, which was
recommended by the Land Conservation Council
(LCC), or whatever name it had in 2001; at Kurth Kiln,
near Gembrook, recommended in 1994; and at
Macedon, recommended in 1987. The land at Kurth
Kiln is 3000 hectares in area and adjoins the Bunyip
State Park. As was recommended in 1994, it will now
be made a regional park, but that will not change the
operation of that land at all. At the time the LCC
recommended that the low-intensity harvesting of
selected logs for firewood in the eastern part of the park
should be continued, and that is the advice we have
been given. I would appreciate the minister confirming
at some time that that will continue, because we find
over time that there is declining access to firewood
collection areas across Victoria.
Many people in regional and rural areas rely on
firewood as a relatively cheap but effective source of
heating, yet time and again we are seeing changes in
land management rules that deny people access to
firewood collection areas. This government needs to be
very careful to maintain adequate firewood collection
areas so that people in country Victoria, particularly
those on low incomes, can still collect firewood for
heating of their houses. I would appreciate the
minister’s confirming what we have been advised,
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which is that firewood harvesting in the eastern part of
Kurth Kiln Regional Park will be allowed to continue.
The Macedon Regional Park has a couple of areas
which are excluded from being declared as part of the
regional park. A very small area around the Macedon
Cross is being excluded, in accordance with the wishes
of the community. I have discussed this with the very
active and community-involved Liberal candidate in
that area, Robyne Head. She is doing a fantastic job
listening to the community. She endorses that the
Macedon Cross area, which is a part of the
community — —
Ms Allan — I am sure it is very important to the
passage of this legislation that she endorses it.
Dr NAPTHINE — It is very important. Also there
is an exclusion for the Hancock plantation, and there
are some changes with regard to Western Water
donating some land which is spread throughout the
area.
Ms Allan interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — I will come to another matter in
which Robyne has been very active in a minute. She is
an extremely active candidate who is doing a fantastic
job. If the minister stopped occasionally in Macedon
with her big white car and chauffeur as she drove
through on her way to Bendigo, she would hear
throughout the length and breadth of Macedon people
talking about the active work of Robyne Head. She is
doing a fantastic job.
Western Water is donating some land. There are eight
reservoirs and tanks on Crown land, and there are water
reserves that are part of an arrangement dealing with
the handing over of certain areas and the continuing
management of those water reserves by Western Water.
In that process there is an issue that has been raised
with me, and Robyne Head has been actively involved
in this issue. I just want an assurance from the minister
that this issue will be allowed to be pursued.
Peter Shaw of the Macedon Junior Football Club has
written to me concerning the need for the upgrading of
the watering of the J. D. Clifford Memorial Reserve at
Greene Street, Macedon, which is a ground that is well
used by lots of children who are involved in Auskick, in
junior football teams and in cricket. He is proposing on
behalf of the Macedon Junior Football Club that the use
of potable water to water the ground be discontinued —
it would be fantastic if we could stop using potable
water for watering a sports oval — and that it be
replaced with water from the currently unused
Macedon State Nursery Reservoir. This reservoir is not
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used at the moment. It is about 500 metres to
600 metres from the J. D. Clifford Memorial Reserve,
and it has water in it. It is proposed to pipe water from
the former reservoir and install an efficient irrigation
system at the ground.
The club has received a grant of $50 000 from the
federal Liberal-Nationals coalition — Robyne Head
was actively involved in getting that — and it also
received $20 000 from the Macedon Ranges Shire
Council. Now it is seeking funding from the state
government to match that — that is, another $50 000 —
to make this water-saving and water-efficient project
operate. The reason I raise it within the context of this
debate is that I do not want this sort of innovative
water-saving community-driven project jeopardised by
the changes to the management of reservoirs and tanks
and disused reservoirs in the Macedon Regional Park. I
trust that the minister will respond to that, because I
know that Peter Shaw is very concerned about it, and I
know Robyne Head, as a local candidate, has been very
active in trying to pursue these sorts of
community-driven projects. I hope that through this
discussion today we can further that project.
Clauses 57 and 58 of the bill propose that 5000 hectares
of public land be renamed as nature conservation
reserves. These include the Bungador Stony Rises,
Coradjil, Jancourt and Marengo reserves — Marengo is
near Apollo Bay. In particular I refer to the area in
Jancourt, where the LCC recommended that there
ought to be a continuation of horseriding — horse
carriages are used in that area — and a number of other
activities. I trust that will be allowed to continue; the
advisers indicated that it will be.
But again there are concerns. While the old Land
Conservation Council recommended that the collection
of firewood be allowed to continue but that it be phased
out after 30 June 2010, again I ask that that be
continually reviewed as we get closer to 2010. I
reiterate the point I made earlier that changes are
constantly being made to various management plans for
various pieces of Crown land which on their own may
not be seen as significant but which taken collectively
across a region or an area of the state are leading to a
significant decline in the opportunity for people to
collect firewood from Crown land and state reserves,
and Jancourt is another example.
I think it is important that we make sure there is a
strategy across the state that provides for adequate
firewood reserves for those people who wish to collect
firewood to use as a heating source. Again I say that,
particularly for people in regional and rural areas and
people in many country towns, this is their main source
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of heating their homes and is often used for cooking
and heating the hot water service. It is seen as a cheap,
cost-efficient form of heating. Many of these families
are on relatively low incomes, so collecting firewood is
a way to provide a good heating source at a reasonable
price. I am concerned that decisions are continually
being made to reduce access to the collection of
firewood.
I wish to move on to an area where I think this
legislation has missed an opportunity, and that relates to
the Devilbend proposal. The Liberal Party has made it
very clear that it has a plan to create a Devilbend
conservation park. On 17 January this year the Liberal
Party announced that it would create a 1057-hectare
conservation park at the Devilbend Reservoir on the
Mornington Peninsula to protect the land and water and
flora and fauna there. This announcement had
enormous support from the local community. If you
look at the Age of Wednesday, 18 January 2006, you
see that a number of people made it very clear that they
supported the Liberal Party policy. Indeed Jan Oliver,
convenor of the Mornington Peninsula Roundtable,
described Devilbend Reservoir as:
… ‘the jewel in the peninsula’ and the last remaining public
land area.
‘It will need rehabilitation and restoration in some areas, but I
think it’s great that the Liberal Party has put their position on
the line and wants to retain the site’.

Subsequently I understand that the government made
an announcement with respect to Devilbend, but there
is a significant difference between the two positions.
The government wants to sell off 40 hectares of this
valuable piece of land and very important flora and
fauna reserve and put housing on it. The government
wants to sell it off, whereas the Liberal Party wants to
protect the whole of Devilbend. Indeed I am advised
that Devilbend Reservoir is home to 128 bird species
and is certainly seen as a very important asset in terms
of conservation values and the future of the
Moorooduc–Mornington Peninsula area. We have a
significant difference of approach to the management of
that area, which highlights — —
Ms Lindell interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — The member for Carrum
interjects, saying, ‘You ought to sell it off. It’s a farm’.
That is disgraceful. That is typical of Labor Party
members. They want to sell off all this public land,
whereas Liberal Party members have made it very clear
that we want to protect the whole 1057 hectares of the
Devilbend conservation park, as opposed to the Labor
Party. The member for Carrum is not even defending
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her own government’s position. She wants to sell it all
off, whereas Minister Thwaites at least only wants to
sell off 40 hectares of it.
Ms Lindell — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
my position has been misrepresented by the member
for South-West Coast, and I would like him to not
misrepresent my view.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
That is not a point of order.
Dr NAPTHINE — The honourable member did
quite clearly say by interjection that she wanted to sell it
all off. Now she wants to retract her words. So be it.
Ms Lindell — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
If the honourable member is going to repeat her last
observation, I will not accept it. Is this a new point of
order?
Ms Lindell — It is a new point of order. I have been
personally misrepresented by the member for
South-West Coast, and I take great exception to that.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
That is not a point of order.
Dr NAPTHINE — In the few minutes I have left I
want to raise some points with regard to the overall
legislation. While the Liberal Party supports this
legislation and supports the inclusion of additional land
into various national parks, the purchase of certain land
in the exclusion areas that were inadvertently put into
national parks and the rationalisation of roads, which is
a very good step forward, we make the point that it is
absolutely vital that the government accepts its
responsibility to properly manage Crown land, national
parks, state parks and state reserves.
It is interesting to note, when you look at the most
recent figures, that Victoria spends $26.55 per person
on managing Crown land, whereas in New South
Wales it is almost double that — $58.40 — and in
Queensland it is $57.89. Often in Victoria we hear this
government having a go at its colleagues in New South
Wales and Queensland, proclaiming that Victoria is
better in terms of conservation than those two states —
and it particularly has a go at Queensland. Yet the
figures clearly show that this government is only
spending half the amount per head that they spend on
protecting our good conservation values. Is it any
wonder that we have major problems on state-owned
and state-managed land with weeds, feral animals and
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the overpopulation of certain native animals and that
we have real inadequacies in managing that land in
terms of bushfires and the damage they can do to an
area.
Time and again we see the government underachieve
its targets on fuel reduction burning, which jeopardises
the very good work that this legislation brings forward.
This is about protecting conservation values and
protecting our land, but by its mismanagement the
government is putting that in jeopardy. It does not
spend enough on fire tracks, it does not put enough time
and effort into fire control and fuel reduction burning,
and it certainly does not spend enough on managing
weeds and feral animals — whether they be foxes, wild
dogs or feral cats.
The situation is that the government of Victoria, under
the Bracks Labor government, is renowned throughout
the length and breadth of the state as the neighbour
from hell. If you own private land next door to land
owned or managed by the state, you spend all your time
and effort trying to deal with the problems that come
across the fence from your neighbour. People in
country Victoria are sick and tired of it. As Country
Fire Authority volunteers they are sick and tired of
being called out to deal with fires that are not properly
managed by the Department of Sustainability and
Environment and Parks Victoria. They are sick and
tired of dealing with weed infestations that come from
Crown land. They are sick and tired of dealing with the
feral animals — be they rabbits or foxes or wild
dogs — which have been born and bred on Crown land
with no proper programs to control them and which
continually cause damage to their properties, their
livestock and their livelihoods.
Let me conclude by saying that the Liberal Party
supports this legislation and supports the concept of
having a great system of Crown land management
including national parks, state parks, reserves and
conservation areas. But what we also say is that it is
incumbent on the state government to properly manage
the land it is responsible for. This government is failing
to properly manage that land, and that is causing
enormous concern in regional and rural communities. It
is also causing enormous dislocation and high costs for
those people who are unfortunate enough to be
neighbours of the Crown.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I rise to make a
contribution on the legislation on behalf of The
Nationals and indicate from the outset that we will not
be opposing it. I want to also thank the minister for
making available representatives from the department
to provide detailed information relating to the
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legislation to the Honourable Peter Hall, a member for
Gippsland Province in another place, and me. The
information certainly clarified a bill which has a large
number of amendments in it. We were provided with
extensive information, of which I am most appreciative.
Among other things the bill amends the National Parks
Act by adding approximately 400 hectares to four
national parks, one state park and a national heritage
park. These areas have been donated by various bodies
or are minor corrections to boundary alignments. The
areas affected include the Great Otways, the Grampians
and the Mornington Peninsula national parks,
Broken-Boosey State Park and the Castlemaine
Diggings National Heritage Park. There are also some
minor excisions from various parks.
I was also provided with information relating to
amendments to no-fishing provisions in the marine
national parks, and also there are amendments to the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act to create three regional
parks at Bendigo, Kurth Kiln and Macedon, among
several other minor reserves.
I have to say from the outset that The Nationals have
always reviewed the national parks legislation that has
come before Parliament as it relates to increasing and
extending national parks throughout Victoria and a
range of other areas. But I also have to indicate to the
house that — as members would be aware — The
Nationals have often opposed this type of legislation
being brought before the Parliament where there are
major extensions to national parks across Victoria.
Included in those are the marine national parks, the
Box-Ironbark National Park and the Otway National
Park.
I further indicate that, as the house will be aware,
investigations are being undertaken into the red gum
areas along the Murray River. We have extreme
concerns with those investigations. We also would be
opposing this legislation if it were going to affect the
operations of many people in these red gum areas along
the Murray River. We will be watching with great
interest and look forward to seeing the report, when it is
presented to Parliament, on the investigations currently
being undertaken into the river red gum areas in that
part of northern Victoria.
I also want to put on the record that we now have
3.3 million hectares of land in Victoria under national
parks acts, which is approximately 14.5 per cent of the
state’s area. The concern of The Nationals over many,
many years has been that, whilst we can agree that there
should be extension of some national parks and heritage
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areas and a desire to look after many of these special
areas — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
Will honourable members show respect to the member
on his feet and stop the large number of conversations
in the chamber.
Mr JASPER — Be aware, Acting Speaker, that as
the noise increases I will increase the volume of my
voice, so you will hear it anyway — and for those who
do not wish to hear, that is okay. But I agree with you
that it is disrespectful to the person on his or her feet. I
am sure the Minister for Tourism, who is the minister at
the table, will listen very carefully to what we have to
say.
I have outlined the concerns that we in The Nationals
have about continuing the extension of national parks. I
said in a contribution to a debate on legislation here a
little time ago that when the maps of the proposed
extensions to national parks in New South Wales and
Victoria were presented to me in the 1980s I said,
‘They will never achieve it’. They were going to
connect parks right through that area, and in fact it has
been achieved. The difficulty we have, as was
mentioned by the member for South-West Coast in his
closing comments, is how you manage all these areas.
If the government is going to have extended areas for
national and state parks throughout Victoria, it needs to
provide appropriate funding so they can be managed
appropriately, correctly and for the good of all people
living in the state of Victoria.
I indicated that I was given an extensive briefing. There
is no doubt that many of the changes and amendments
are logical. They are commonsense changes. From The
Nationals point of view, we will not be opposing the
legislation on the basis that it is an extensive piece of
legislation which contains many corrections to the
national, regional and state parks, and indeed other land
management areas within the state of Victoria.
However, I want to make some comments on specific
areas that are directly or indirectly affected by this
legislation and in fact related to that.
We see that the legislation details three new regional
parks. In the 1990s I raised for the attention of the
coalition government at the time the fact that in the
northern part of my electorate of Murray Valley, on the
boundary between Victoria and New South Wales
along the Murray River, there was an area designated as
the Cobram Regional Park. I made extensive
representations to the then minister, the late Marie
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Tehan, seeking information as to why this park had not
been gazetted. Her response was totally inadequate at
the time. She indicated that it had been designated as a
regional park but in fact had not been gazetted, and she
could not give me any indication as to when that would
happen. Perhaps the minister responsible for this
legislation in this house will be able to provide a
response to me and to those of us living in my
electorate of Murray Valley as to why the Cobram
Regional Park has not been gazetted.
To all intents and purposes it is a regional park, and it is
managed that way by Parks Victoria, but it makes it
very difficult for the department to be able to
implement appropriate management structures along
that area, recognising that a lot of people come and
camp along the Murray River right along those areas.
There needs to be stronger management tools so people
can also utilise those areas within appropriate
management structures. I have arranged a number of
meetings — three or four — in Cobram, bringing
together people who are interested in the management
of these particular areas and who would like to see
better management practices put in place.
I mention that because I think that is an area that needs
to be addressed urgently in order to get appropriate
management — for instance, in New South Wales you
cannot light campfires along the northern part of the
Murray River, but you can do so on the southern part of
the Murray River in Victoria. I am not suggesting that
we should or should not have campfires, but surely
there have to be better management structures in place.
That is just one issue. Despite the fact that there have
been a number of meetings which I arranged at Cobram
to look at our concerns in relation to the management of
the Cobram Regional Park, we do not have enough
management structures to be able to utilise Parks
Victoria, the police, the Country Fire Authority and
other organisations to get better management.
In relation to the box-ironbark area, I want to mention
particularly the Broken-Boosey State Park, for which
there are amendments in this legislation. They are
mainly changes regarding roads and tracks. There have
been meetings between representatives of the Moira
Shire, Parks Victoria, the Department of Sustainability
and Environment and the Surveyor-General’s
department, to precisely define roads. Some tracks were
excluded from the park and other tracks are now
included in the park.
I have had representations from an adjacent landowner,
Mr John Rudd, going back earlier this year. I arranged a
meeting, which included representatives from
Goulburn-Murray Water, the catchment management
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authority, the Department of Sustainability and
Environment and Parks Victoria. It was a very
unpleasant meeting in trying to placate the concerns of
this particular person because the Broken-Boosey Creek
goes through his property. An area of about 40 hectares
is now being fenced off from his property for usage, It is
an area which he regularly grazed but which apparently
may not be grazed at all now that it has been fenced off.
He had genuine concerns, and I believe there should
have been greater cooperation from the departments in
looking to meet the concerns he had.
He spoke about a small construction to regulate the
flow of water which had been developed by his father
and other families in the area, who had paid for that
construction. That construction has been ripped out.
They have replaced it with a fish ladder, which is of
some benefit, but they are concerned that they will not
have appropriate water in the creek for stock feeding.
These are issues that people have concerns about. If
there are to be changes and cooperation, there needs to
be cooperation between landowners and the general
public. With the national and state parks you need to
take people with you; there needs to be consultation to
achieve appropriate results.
The member for South-West Coast mentioned wood
collection. I note that one part of the legislation before
the house refers to the Jancourt nature conservation
reserve, where there is an extension of fire collection
until 2010. That is a huge issue for us in north-eastern
Victoria. With the declaration of the Box-Ironbark
National Park and the state park, restrictions were
imposed on where people could collect firewood. Many
people in country Victoria still have open fires and
utilise them not only for heating but also for other
aspects of general living.
There is now a situation in north-eastern Victoria where
people have great difficulty in accessing where they can
collect firewood. They may have to travel long
distances to access firewood collection areas within the
national parks and particularly within state parks. With
the amount of timber seen lying along the roads in
country Victoria in close proximity to towns, surely a
better arrangement can be made for accessing state
parks and even areas on the roadside to clean them up.
A classic example is the Warby Range State Park. I
have spoken to Country Fire Authority people there,
who have indicated that if fires were to occur in the
Warby Range in proximity to Wangaratta, they would
not go in there to eliminate the fires because there
would be too much danger to the firefighters. I
suggested that perhaps 50 metres or 100 metres should
be cleared back on either side of the road along the top
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of the Warby Range so there could be a fire protection
area. Despite my strong representations, the people
from Parks Victoria were not prepared to concede that
there needed to be an area which could reduce the fire
hazard within the Warby Range State Park. These are
the sorts of issues that should be addressed.

by others on many occasions, the government people
who are controlling these areas as the managers from
hell because they are not looking after their properties
or ensuring that adjoining property owners are
appropriately protected and given just responses about
the works being undertaken.

I want to refer to an issue brought to my attention by
Mr Bob Cheesley. He lives in the Chiltern area in
north-eastern Victoria. The 2003 bushfires that went
through the Box-Ironbark National Park encroached
onto and burnt out a large section of his property,
including major fencing which abuts the park. He has
some kilometres of fencing that borders the national
park. Despite a visit by the Premier of Victoria and an
indication that works could be undertaken to protect his
property — he had insurance which covered the
reconstruction of the fence on the boundary of his
property and the park — he now has a situation where
timber growth in the park is right up against his fence.

It is interesting that at the bottom of my notes I have
written ‘border anomalies’. But border anomalies do
not come into this area particularly, except where I
mentioned — along the Murray River because of the
differences in the management of land on both sides of
the river. Often management practices on the northern
side of the Murray River in New South Wales are
totally different from the management practices for
those of us living on the southern side of the Murray
River in Victoria. With the investigations into the red
gum forests along the Murray River there needs to be
some balance in the report that is prepared so that the
interests and rights of all the people along the river are
protected in a just and balanced way. There needs to be
consultation between the state governments to make
sure that there is universality in the control measures for
people who utilise these important areas along, say, the
Murray River, which is the boundary between Victoria
and New South Wales.

There is no cleared area in the park next to his property,
so trees and limbs are falling over this newly
reconstructed fence and he has a constant job to protect
his property. At the time of the works being undertaken
when the appropriate equipment was available he
requested that an area of, say, 15 metres to 20 metres be
cleared back from his boundary fence. None of that was
done, and I have been told that the most that would be
done would be to clear up to 5 metres from his
boundary fence. There is a massive area of trees right
along his fence.
I am extremely concerned about this and have visited
his property on two occasions, on the second occasion
with representatives from Parks Victoria. But to date
there has been a very poor response from the
department. It is holding the line saying, ‘We will not
be doing anything within the park’. I think that is a
disgrace. I am very worried about the health of
Mr Cheesley, because he believes no-one wants to help
him. He has the situation of having a boundary fence
abutting the Box-Ironbark National Park, and no
support is being provided to him. Even when limbs fall
over onto his property and he cuts the timber into logs
he cannot sell it; he has to use it for his own purposes.
That is a disgrace in itself.
The Nationals’ view is that we will not be opposing the
legislation. We think most of the changes included in it
are logical and commonsense, but there needs to be
greater cooperation by the government and government
organisations to assist in ensuring that the areas within
national and state parks are appropriately managed.
There needs to be cooperation with the local
communities so they do not see, as has been mentioned

I applaud the fact that the Premier has responded to the
representations I made on the abolition of the Border
Anomalies Committee in late 2004 with a major
meeting which took place a few weeks ago at Echuca.
The secretaries of the premiers departments of Victoria
and New South Wales chaired the meeting and set out
some rules and regulations that should be adhered to by
both state governments in looking to eliminate border
anomalies. This is an area of major concern that I
believe should be addressed into the future.
Finally I say that as far as The Nationals are concerned,
on the information that has been provided on this
legislation we recognise the amendments that have
been put into place and the need for national and state
parks, but we need to make sure that the government is
thoroughly responsible in how it manages these areas.
When I get representations from constituents of the sort
I have mentioned in my contribution to the debate, it
really makes it hard to convince people that the state
government is being fair and reasonable in the way it is
handling the areas under its control, whether they are
national or state parks, nature conservation areas or
other reserves which come under the purview of the
National Parks Act. As a consequence we call on the
government to look at better management practices to
make sure that these areas are not only managed
correctly but are also available to people to access.
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It is interesting that only last night I spoke on the phone
to a person who was talking about the elimination of
cattle in the high country, which The Nationals totally
opposed. They asked when horses will be removed
from the high country. At present there is access for
people involved in horseriding and other activities, but
that may be the next step. These are issues which need
to be addressed by the government. A clear direction
needs to be given on how these issues will be managed
into the future for the benefit of all Victorians and not
just some sections of the community. The legislation
before the house, as far as The Nationals are concerned,
will not be opposed.
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — It is a great pleasure to
speak this afternoon in support of the National Parks
and Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendments) Bill. I
will reiterate some comments made by the member for
South-West Coast. I do not always agree with
everything the member for South-West Coast says, but
I echo the comments he made about the debt we all owe
to the voluntary workers and committees of
management right across the state of Victoria who
maintain our precious public land reserves. We have
many voluntary committees of management and friends
groups throughout our great parks and reserves, and
they do an absolutely fabulous job. I know many people
in the friends of Mount Buffalo and Wilsons
Promontory national parks groups, and they do an
extraordinary amount of work for the conservation and
protection of our parks estate.
This bill continues the Bracks government’s legacy in
relation to national parks and aims to further enhance
our parks and reserves system. If we look at the list of
achievements of the Bracks government on the
environment we see the creation of the new Great
Otway National Park, the creation of the box-ironbark
parks, the creation of the new marine parks that we
established in our first term and the reduction in
logging to ensure sustainable timber harvesting into the
future. There is also the phasing out of logging by 2008
in the Great Otway National Park, the ending of
woodchipping in the Wombat State Forest and the
commencement of the trial of community forest
management. Then we see the improvement in fire
preparedness through a massive injection of resources
into protection burns, equipment for firefighters and
equipment for access tracks, although the member for
South-West Coast made very scathing remarks about
our fire management and fire preparedness, which I of
course disagree with — but he would not be surprised
to hear that.
The securing of Point Nepean National Park was a
great victory for all Victorians. The work done by the
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Bracks government to force the federal government
into a backdown and to ensure that Point Nepean stayed
in public hands was perhaps one of our greatest
victories. The overall increase in funding of $98 million
for our parks system has seen the employment of an
extra 50 rangers to ensure the better management of our
parks.
This bill adds a further 400 hectares to four existing
national parks, one state park and a national heritage
park, the most significant area being the remnant
bushland in the Ironbark Basin that is being added to
the Great Otway National Park. This bushland is
located close to Anglesea and adjacent to the Point
Addis Marine National Park. The Surf Coast Shire has
agreed to surrender this land to the state at no cost in
return for its permanent protection in the Great Otway
National Park. As the member for South-West Coast
noted, it has significant red ironbark vegetation which is
quite uncommon in a coastal location.
There are several significant species listed in the Flora
and Fauna Guarantee Act that have been recorded in
this area. They include the rufus bristle bird and the
swamp antechinus. The Otway grey gum, which in
Victoria is vulnerable and is restricted to the Aireys
Inlet–Point Addis area, is also found in this particular
region. There is also the 25 hectares that contains part
of the Sabine Falls walking track. The member for
South-West Coast gave us a little history lesson about
the Napthine family, and it is always nice to speak on
legislation in which we have some personal interest. He
talked about Jack O’Meara, who must have been a man
of great principle to put his own legal status at risk in
acting for that member of the Napthine family.
There are three small allotments owned by Wannon
Water near Arkins Creek which are also going to be
added to the Great Otway National Park, and there are
some other small areas, mostly land purchases, which
will be added to the French Island, Grampians and
Mornington Peninsula national parks, the
Broken-Boosey State Park and the Castlemaine
Diggings National Heritage Park.
I will talk for a few minutes about clauses 5 to 7 of the
bill, as they relate to the offence provisions that apply to
the marine national parks and marine sanctuaries. The
amendments aim to increase the ability to enforce the
prohibition on fishing and to encourage compliance
with it. The amendments do not alter the fundamental
position that fishing is prohibited in marine national
parks and marine sanctuaries, but they take into account
the experience gained since the marine national parks
were created in 2002.
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The amendments create a new offence relating to the
use of recreational fishing equipment and increase the
range of options that enforcement officers have for
dealing with fishing offences in marine national parks
and marine sanctuaries. The existing fishing offences
are not suitable for the issuing of penalty infringement
notices. This is seen as a weakness in the legislation,
and that will be amended in this bill.
There is a new offence relating to recreational fishing
equipment, but it applies only to the use of recreational
fishing equipment in a marine national park and does
not apply to the possession of recreational fishing
equipment. This finetuning of the original legislation
has come about from some of the experiences in
dealing with and prosecuting people who are doing the
wrong thing in our national parks.
I want to make some brief comments in regard to the
increased resourcing of management practices on our
national park estate. The opposition beats up this issue
at every opportunity while totally ignoring the fact that
since the Bracks government came to office in 1999 it
has provided a massive increase in resources to Parks
Victoria for weed and pest management on public land.
It is a very significant issue, and I do not think any
member of the government would back away from that.
The opposition has gone one step too far in trying to
claim some higher moral ground on these issues, given
that it cut everything in country Victoria when it was
last in government.
Since 2005–06 a further $45 million has been spent on
weed and pest management on public land. The Bracks
government is certainly responding to community
concern about pest animals — the deer, the rabbits, the
foxes and the wild dogs. As the Acting Speaker knows,
I am quite aware of all of these issues! There have been
35 additional positions created across relevant agencies
to address these issues. With those brief comments I
would like to commend the bill to the house.
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I rise to make some
brief comments in relation to the National Parks and
Crown land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill insofar
as it affects the seat of Polwarth, in particular the towns
of Anglesea and Aireys Inlet.
The bill provides for the addition of the Ironbark Basin
to the Great Otway National Park. Yet again we have
another addition to the Great Otway National Park. I
know the member for South-West Coast and before
him the member for Murray Valley spoke in relation to
the growth of national parks. The Liberal Party supports
our national parks. However, we have serious concerns
about the management of the national parks, such as the
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maintenance of access tracks and the lack of cool burns
through the autumn period, which is an even greater
concern. I understand our burn-off in the Great Otways
National Park has fallen well short of the target set by
the Department of Sustainability and Environment.
What it is looking for now is some window of
opportunity towards the end of spring to be able to
conduct burn-offs to reduce the fuel load in the Great
Otway National Park.
The grave concern that my communities of Lorne,
Apollo Bay, Kennett River, Aireys Inlet, Anglesea and
some of the smaller inland towns have is that, given the
cycle of bushfires through that region, we are overdue
to have a fire through that area. Governments can act in
two ways. Either they can act responsibly to ensure that
if we do have a bushfire, the impact will be minimal or
they can act irresponsibly and fail to conduct the
required amount of fuel reduction burning in the Great
Otway National Park, as the Bracks Labor government
has done. Consequently it has put those communities at
risk. Given the very dry weather conditions we are
experiencing throughout south-western Victoria at the
moment, there is no doubt that the Great Otway
National Park will be a tinder box throughout the
summer months, and, as I said, we have grave
concerns.
It is great to have these national parks, it is great to
promote our national parks and it is great to send
tourists into those areas, but we have to be able to
accommodate them in a safe manner, and we have to
make sure that the growth of national parks does not
come at a cost of putting the community at risk of
bushfires and wildfires throughout the areas. The
community is well aware that we are overdue for a fire
of some sort in that region, and it is up to the
government to offer to the community the greatest level
of protection it possibly can and to make sure that it
sticks to its targets. There seems to be an inability, or
some form of paralysis, within the Department of
Sustainability and Environment when it comes to fuel
reduction burning. I do not know whether it is a lack of
expertise, a fear of litigation or simply a lack of
direction or leadership, but certainly the people of
Polwarth, particularly those who live along that coastal
area, have some concerns about the government’s
inability to offer the protection they require.
The issue of access tracks has also been raised. The
lack of work carried out to prepare access tracks for
firefighting personnel and vehicles may mean we will
suffer the fate of having a serious wildfire go through
that area. It is not just a lack of access tracks but also a
lack of maintenance in relation to some of the major
arterial roads leading from the Princes Highway down
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through the Great Otway National Park to the Great
Ocean Road. I looked recently at one road in particular
which leads from the treetop walk back down onto one
of the major arterial roads, and it is second class. There
just has not been enough money spent on the road from
Apollo Bay leading back into Colac, which carries huge
volumes of traffic.
It is one thing to send people into those areas during the
summer months, but it is another to provide them with
safe exit should their lives be put at risk due to a
wildfire. The Liberal Party policy which has been put
forward offers $129 million for local councils to assist
with road maintenance, road upgrades and bridge
repairs. We hope the Labor government picks up that
policy and supports local councils. Certainly throughout
the Great Otway National Park there are a number of
roads that could benefit greatly from that so they can
provide safe access and also safe exit for tourists should
they wish to get out in case of a major wildfire.
I return to the issue in relation to the Ironbark Basin.
This is a significant area of remnant bushland located
close to Anglesea and adjacent to the Point Addis
Marine National Park. I note that the minister in his
second-reading speech said that the Surf Coast Shire
has generously agreed to surrender it to the state at no
cost so it can be included in the national park. In return
the land on the corner of Gilbert Street and Boundary
Road, Aireys Inlet, will be given over to the Aireys
Inlet community for a recreation reserve. I will touch on
that as I go through my contribution.
There is no argument that the Ironbark Basin land is a
welcome addition to the park, and even more welcome
is the long-awaited reserve for the Aireys Inlet
community. When I visited that community in the very
early stages after being elected in 1999, children were
playing cricket and kicking footballs in the hotel car
park. That community has developed significantly since
that period of time. The community was well and truly
overdue for a proper recreational oval in Aireys Inlet. It
is very generous indeed for the Surf Coast Shire to have
handed over the Ironbark Basin land. I have spoken to
some of the councils there, and they have said it has a
value of somewhere of the order of a couple of million
dollars. The value of the land provided at Aireys Land
is worth nowhere near that amount. The ratepayers
down there were subjected to a rate increase of around
7.9 per cent this year.
I wonder whether all ratepayers agree that this has been
a prudent decision and a value-for-money swap for the
area of land at Aireys Inlet. It has involved nearly six
years of lobbying by the Aireys Inlet community, and
we now have this amendment, which has been
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formulated to finally provide the community with a
recreation space, as pointed out in the second-reading
speech. But before the ink has even dried on the
document, various protest groups are citing the
presence of assorted flora and fauna on the land that has
been identified for the recreation reserve. They have
lined up to try to prevent the people of Aireys Inlet ever
setting foot on that reserve.
I am not sure what assurances the government has had
from the environmental groups as to what level of
support it is going to get as the development of this
reserve moves forward. What guarantee do the people
of Aireys Inlet have that the bill will ensure them the
smooth path they have the right to expect? One has to
ask that if the site included sensitive protected
vegetation in 2001, what has happened to it since?
These issues were pointed out when the site was
originally identified for a recreation reserve. I hope the
minister has taken them into account in presenting this
bill and that he will take the appropriate action to
ensure the Aireys Inlet community can go about its
recreational pursuits free of interference.
I would like to refer to a report which is dated
November 2001 and is entitled Aireys Inlet Oval —
Review of Development Options. In referring to this
piece of land, which was the new oval on Crown land at
Gilbert and Boundary roads, the finding at the time
was:
The shire has previously considered this, but indications are it
is unavailable due to zoning restrictions and vegetation
removal orders.
Council officers have sought written advice from the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment regarding
access to the site. DNRE has advised that the site includes
sensitive protected vegetation. This restriction also applies to
the abutting land for sale. This site is therefore not available
for consideration. The adjoining land (30 acres) was recently
available for purchase at $380 000 which contains similar
zoning restrictions.

It has since been sold.
This option is not a consideration for the development of a
senior cricket facility for the reasons as outlined above.

I have some real concerns as to what level of support
and what level of guarantee the Minister for
Environment has given to the Surf Coast Shire that
these restrictions no longer apply; that this land will be
able to be developed as a recreation reserve for Aireys
Inlet; that there will be no interference from green
groups; and that the minister will bulldoze any
approach by the green groups in that area to stop the
people of Aireys Inlet having the recreation reserve
they truly deserve and have fought for over six years.
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We have made representations on this issue in the past.
I have met with the community of Aireys Inlet. As I
said, it is not appropriate to have children playing
cricket and football in a hotel car park full of potholes
while cars come in and out. They deserve an oval. I
want some guarantees, and I seek assurances from the
minister in his summing up on this bill that this will go
ahead and the issue of vegetation will not impact on the
reserve.
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — I am very pleased to
speak in support of the National Parks and Crown Land
(Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. The main features
of the bill are to amend the National Parks Act 1975, to
add areas to six existing parks and to improve the
provisions relating to offences in marine national parks
and marine sanctuaries. It also amends the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act 1978 to create the Bendigo, Kurth Kiln
and Macedon regional parks, among other reserves.
The most important aspect for the community within
the electorate of Gembrook is that an area consisting of
3470 hectares between Launching Place and Gembrook
is to be proclaimed as the Kurth Kiln Regional Park.
Access to this area is by the Gembrook-Launching
Place Road which I am pleased to advise is totally
sealed now. Anybody who used to gain access on the
potholed, gravelled major road can now do so very
comfortably. The new regional park will consolidate
several areas adjoining Kurth Kiln including Shiprock
Falls and Ewart Park. This consolidation provides for
formal recognition of these existing local treasures
along with of course the famous Kurth Kiln itself.
As a proud member of the Friends of Kurth Kiln I
would like to congratulate the group, particularly the
vice-president, Rosemary Beth Rem, the secretary,
Alfred Klink, and his wife, Ursula, and all the other
members, along with Parks Victoria for its very active
involvement. I particularly point out one member,
which I probably should not do, and that is Ralph
Angelico, for his passionate support of Kurth Kiln.
Also I would like to mention Merle Mathieson, who is
very active in Kurth Kiln.
At this point I would like to pay tribute to our past
president, Meinhard Holtz, who passed away recently
after a battle with cancer. Meinhard was 75 years old
and he basically dedicated all of those 75 years to the
community and the environment. He was a member of
all local environment groups and was passionate about
educating our youth, particularly the students at
Gembrook Primary School, often bringing them down
from the school to work in Kurth Kiln doing replanting.
He educated them about protecting our environment,
particularly the local environment. On behalf of the
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Gembrook electorate, I thank Meinhard for his massive
contribution to our environment and his advocacy
towards a better future for our children. Fortunately for
me, Meinhard celebrated with me at a function I held at
Kurth Kiln at Christmas.
I previously mentioned the inclusion in the regional
park of Shiprock Falls and Ewart Park. Ewart Park is
named after Cr Henry Ewart who was responsible for
having the land reserved and installing public facilities.
This area will be known as the Ewart picnic ground.
Shiprock Falls is a magical tourist site, which I
encourage all members to visit, and now they can do so
safely. I was taken to Shiprock Falls by a Gembrook
resident and local activist, Ian Bennett, some time ago.
He wanted to show me just how unsafe the area was.
As I slipped and caught a view of those lovely falls, I
realised just how unsafe they were. Fortunately, now
we have some safety facilities and handrails to assist
there.
Visiting the Kurth Kiln picnic ground is like going back
in time, such is the way it has been looked after and
preserved. For the past three years I have celebrated this
magnificent site with the community at the Kurth Kiln
Festival, which I would also encourage members to
attend. I have opened the festival on a couple of
occasions. The festival surrounds the kiln and several
huts; it involves many different community groups who
provide information about the kiln itself and about the
local environment groups that actively participate.
The kiln has an incredibly interesting history. It was
built during the Second World War to make charcoal
that was used in gas producer units fitted to motor
vehicles as a substitute for petrol at that time. There are
many floral and faunal attributes within the park and
many rare and endangered species, and it is also very
close to areas such as Yellingbo, which is home to the
helmeted honey eater.
Other recent significant changes to Crown land that I
want to briefly comment on include the transfer of
Beaconsfield Reservoir from Melbourne Water to
Crown land. It is now known as Beaconsfield Nature
Conservation Reserve and is proudly managed by the
Cardinia Environment Coalition. That was a major
local achievement and one that the Beaconsfield and
wider community can feel very proud of. Similarly the
O’Shannassy aqueduct was transferred to community
ownership and will become a 30-kilometre walking
track. We have spoken at length about these wonderful
initiatives previously, but I wanted to mention them
again because they are outstanding achievements for
the local community and for our future generations.
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The current amendments in the National Parks and
Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill extend
the Bracks government’s commitment to our
environment and to a sustainable state, and it is
wonderful timing that we should be debating this bill in
the week that the Premier and the environment minister
released the groundbreaking sustainability statement. It
is very appropriate timing. We can be assured that these
amendments contribute to Victoria being the place to
live, work and raise a family, and I commend the bill to
the house.

the land is well managed from the point of view of
water harvesting, because those catchment areas are
vital to our water supplies throughout country Victoria.

Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I have pleasure in
joining this debate, because any debate about public
land, particularly when we are talking about the
inclusion of greater areas of national park, is vital to all
country members. There is no doubt that the
management of public land is one of the most volatile
issues in rural Victoria. It is essential that any
legislation that comes before this house is given the
debate it deserves in order to ensure two things.

I think is vital in a bill like this, which includes an
enormous number of small changes, to note that the
devil is in the detail. There are three areas I want to
follow up closely. The first is the excisions in the
Beechworth Historic Park; the second is the changes
concerning Black Dog Creek; and the third concerns an
area that is outside my electorate but is one in which I
have had a big involvement throughout my life, and
that is Boosey Creek. Having gone through them in
detail, I have no argument with the changes in the
legislation, but even though we have maps available to
us in the parliamentary library it is difficult to pinpoint
the changes and the areas that are subject to those
changes. It is essential with a bill as complex as this,
where you look at a whole range of small changes
throughout the state, that we ensure that we are not
disadvantaging some people.

The first is that any increase in the area designated as
national park, regional park or whatever is matched
with the funding required to manage that area in the
way it should be managed. As has been noted by many
speakers prior to my contribution to the debate, it is the
bane of country people’s lives that public land is just
not being managed the way it should be. This does not
apply to just one side of the house or the other; both
sides of the house are guilty. We are all inclined to want
to increase the area of national parks or regional parks,
but we are rarely prepared to match that with the
funding needed to manage them properly.
The bill includes offences relating to marine national
parks and marine sanctuaries. I know the member for
South-West Coast dealt with that issue and talked about
the need for those provisions, so I will not touch on
anything to do with them. The bill also deals with the
inclusion in national parks of areas of land managed by
water authorities. That makes good sense in many
respects. A catchment area for a water authority can be
managed as well or better by the local regional or
national park authority in which that catchment area
exists.
However, I repeat that if you look at the management of
Melbourne’s catchment area by Melbourne Water, you
find that it is exemplary in comparison to other public
land that is now reserved in regional or national parks. I
say again that if this land reverts from the control of
regional or local water authorities, it is essential that
that is matched with the funding required to look after it
and keep it in a manner that will do two things: firstly,
provide well-managed parks, and secondly, ensure that

Other provisions in the bill change the definition of
water supply catchment areas in the Great Otway
National Park, and again I do not have any concerns
about that. I have touched on the increase in the area of
existing national parks, the formation of additional
regional parks and some minor excisions from various
parks right across Victoria.

As the member for South-West Coast again clearly
indicated, some of those excisions are due to mistakes
made earlier. One thing that really disappointed me was
that there was no opportunity to excise the Woolshed
School Reserve in the Beechworth area. That reserve is
the site of school no. 1900, which closed in 1922. In
1999 the then Department of Natural Resources and
Environment assessed the reserve to determine whether
the land was suitable for private sale. Before the land
was sold there was quite a lot of local resentment to the
sale and people expressed their disapproval and that
sale did not go ahead. As a result, at a public meeting
held in June 2000 a committee of management was
elected to manage the area as a temporary reserve and
that was gazetted on 11 October 2001.
It was an area with a lot of history which the
community wanted to keep and maintain. When you
think about it, in Australia we do not have a lot of
history, and we should preserve every bit that we have.
The community decided that the school reserve should
be retained in public hands and managed by local
people. They effected that management and planted
hundreds of native trees and maintained the fencing, the
gates, the roads, the parking indent and so on. They put
in all sorts of improvements such as seats and so on so
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that people could use it, including picnicking there,
without destroying the value of the area. They put a lot
of their own time, effort and funds into managing it.
When the Chiltern Box-Ironbark National Park was
established, the reserve area was inadvertently included
in the national park. The committee of management
took exception to that, and on 10 March Mr Jim White
wrote to the minister, suggesting that there had been a
mistake. He had access to two emails. One was from
Lois Pauline, the box-ironbark project officer in
Wodonga. Referring to the Environment Conservation
Council, she said:
There appears to be no justification for the land being
reserved as national park in 2002. It was not the intention of
the ECC based on the original mapping.
…
I think the best option is for the land to be excised out of the
national park and again reserved for management by the local
committee of management.

That was a very sensible idea. That was followed by
another email, from Merv McAliece, in which Merv
agreed with Lois Pauline and said that the area should
and could well be reallocated as a reserve under public
management.
To date nothing has happened. I would have thought
the bill would have provided the ideal opportunity to
excise that school reserve. I am disappointed that that
has not happened. I accept the fact that these things
sometimes take time. But the committee of
management had been formed some years ago, and in
March a letter went out from the chairman of the
committee of management. It is time for the minister to
at least respond to that letter and time for the
department to accept that the area should be excised
from the Chiltern Box-Ironbark National Park.
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — I am very
pleased to make a brief contribution in support of the
National Parks and Crown Land (Reserves) Acts
(Amendment) Bill. The bill is very important because it
further protects Victoria’s natural heritage for future
generations as well as the habitats for our native flora
and fauna. The bill significantly extends Victoria’s
national parks and Crown land reserves. It extends six
existing parks by adding additional areas to them. In
fact, approximately 400 hectares are being added to
four national parks, one state park and a national
heritage park. The most significant addition is the
inclusion of the Ironbark Basin in the Great Otway
National Park. Some small additions are also being
made to the French Island and Mornington Peninsula
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national parks, the Broken-Boosey State Park and the
Castlemaine Diggings National Heritage Park.
A really important part of the bill is the creation of the
Bendigo, Kurth Kiln and Macedon regional parks.
Those parks provide natural settings for informal
recreation that are close and accessible to urban areas.
They attract significant numbers of visitors and tourists
as they are often close to other tourist activities and
tourist routes. I want to talk a little bit about the Kurth
Kiln Regional Park, which is not in my electorate but is
not far away from it. I am very fortunate in that
adjacent to my electorate I have the Ferntree Gully
National Park, and part of the Lysterfield Park is in my
electorate. Those parks are very well used by my
community and constituents and very much appreciated
by them. We are very lucky in that regard. Kurth Kiln is
a little bit further away but it is still close and accessible
to people in my area.
The Kurth Kiln Regional Park near Gembrook covers
3400 hectares and is typical of a natural environment
relatively close to and accessible from the suburbs. It is
a lovely spot for picnics, walking, camping, horseriding
and visiting the historic sites of sawmilling in the
district and the associated tramways. The Friends of
Kurth Kiln and the Gembrook Flora and Fauna Group
are actively involved in supporting this important
regional asset, as are many friends groups associated
with our national and state parks. They have a very
important function in supporting our parks.
I know some of the people involved with the Friends of
Kurth Kiln, including Alfred and Ursula Klink, whom I
have known for many, many years, and I know of their
dedication to preserving both the natural environment
as well as the pioneering history of the area. About two
years ago I visited Kurth Kiln with some friends. We all
remarked on how fantastic it was to come to such a
beautiful spot on the fringes of metropolitan
Melbourne. Mind you, the day that we were there it was
absolutely freezing — and raining, to boot — but that
did not detract from the inherent natural beauty of the
area. I am delighted that this legislation adds Kurth Kiln
to our Victorian regional parks.
I am proud to be part of a government that has a strong
record in the environment and in protecting and
extending our national parks. The creation of the Great
Otway National Park and the marine national parks and
banning cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park,
amongst many other things, are important achievements
of this government that I am very, very proud of. With
those few remarks, I am very pleased to commend the
bill to the house.
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Dr SYKES (Benalla) — It is a pleasure to speak on
behalf of The Nationals on the National Parks and
Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. As the
member for Murray Valley has indicated, The
Nationals will not be opposing this bill, which involves
the addition of approximately 400 hectares of land to
national parks. That is in spite of The Nationals’ policy
to oppose the extension of national parks. The reason
we have that policy is that we have a grave concern, as
other speakers have mentioned, about the ability of the
government to manage the — I think it is — over
3 million hectares of national parks and around
4 million hectares of state parks.
The reason for the management problem is twofold.
One is the philosophical issue of ‘lock the gate and
throw away the key’. Secondly, there is an issue of a
lack of recognition of the massive amounts of money
and resources that are required to manage national
parks. That is the problem that exists there. But within
that context, it is my understanding that the proposed
increase of 400 hectares will basically put into the
national parks, land that is effectively already managed
as national park. Therefore, within that context, we
believe this is commonsense prevailing. The Nationals
do believe in the application of commonsense, and
therefore we have no problem with this.
I turn back to the general principle of the management
of our Crown lands. Last Sunday I was at a meeting of
the Country Voice group in Merrijig, which is near
Mansfield. A large number of cattlemen expressed their
concerns about the decision by the government to
exclude cattle from the high country. Two members of
the government did attend — the members for Ripon
and Seymour. I think the cattlemen made it very clear
to those government members that they were very
unhappy about the government’s approach to the
management of national parks, in particular the
exclusion of cattle.
They quoted an example which I think is very relevant
to another expansion of the national parks, and that is
Wonnangatta Station — which, as I understand it, came
under government control about 18 years ago and in
that time has not had livestock grazing on it.
Independent reports indicate that there is one heck of a
fuel load on Wonnangatta Station, consisting of native
grasses and other vegetation, and also a massive weed
burden, to the point where the station is considered not
only a weed-infested jungle but also a firetrap for the
people who want to go in and enjoy our national parks.
That is one example of where there are grave concerns
about parks management.
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Clearly we do have some fantastic parks, but given
their large area there is a need for the government to
recognise that millions and millions of dollars need to
be allocated to manage them. It is somewhat insulting
when the government announces an allocation of, say,
$600 000 to assist with the management of weeds,
particularly on the perimeters of a park. According to
my calculations, we have around 200 000 or 300 000
kilometres of perimeters of parks and state forests. If
there is $600 000 being allocated to improve weed
management on those perimeters to overcome the
government’s reputation of being the neighbour from
hell, we are effectively going to have approximately $2
or $3 additional funding per kilometre to manage the
weeds there. Now that is a drop in the ocean.
If the government is going to manage these parks for all
Victorians, which is its responsibility, then in addition
to taking on that responsibility there is a need to put the
resources in and manage the weeds and pests. We have
the ongoing saga of the wild dogs, particularly out in
the Tallangatta Valley, where the dogs are breeding up
in the parks and coming out and attacking livestock,
whether lambs or calves, and causing tremendous
damage and death amongst our native fauna. Earlier
today I spoke with the member for Morwell, who
commented that in travelling in Tasmania a number of
years ago you did not see foxes as road kill on the sides
of roads; you saw a large number of native animals
there — suggesting that there was a much larger
population of native animals in an environment where
foxes and wild dogs were not running around.
There is a need, in addition to setting aside what appear
to be pristine parcels of land, for the management
responsibility to be accepted by the manager, which is
in this case the government. Interestingly The Nationals
have come up with a policy for the management of the
environment which suggests that the Department of
Sustainability and Environment’s management
responsibility should focus on those national parks; that
the Department of Primary Industries should take
charge of broader weed and pest animal management;
and equally, that the government, as a manager of
7 million hectares of land — to which it is adding
another 400 hectares — needs to be treated the same as
other land managers and to comply with the state
legislation in relation to land management.
As I say, The Nationals do not oppose the addition of
this extra 400 hectares of land to the national parks,
because it is commonsense. However, we do oppose
significant further additions to national parks unless
there is going to be one heck of a substantial increase in
funding and management resources or, alternatively,
unless there are excisions of like parcels of land.
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Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — I am very happy to
rise in support of the National Parks and Crown Land
(Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. This bill continues
the Bracks government’s excellent track record on the
environment, and specifically its track record on
reserves and parks in Victoria. We have created more
national parks than any other government in Victoria’s
history, and that is something which I, unlike the
member for Benalla, am very proud of and which I
hope continues into the future.
I will mention just a few of those achievements. They
include creating the Great Otway National Park, the
phasing out of logging by 2008, the creation of
13 marine parks, the creation of 11 box-ironbark parks
and ending woodchipping in the Wombat forest. In my
electorate of Monbulk, we have expanded the
Dandenong Ranges National Park by 322 hectares,
further improving the important wildlife corridors in the
Dandenongs, protecting native plants, animals and
water catchment areas and improving recreation
opportunities.
Our achievements in our parks and reserves are not just
about creating new parks or reducing logging and
woodchipping; we have also significantly increased the
resources for our parks system. The government has
increased parks funding by $98 million, employed an
extra 50 rangers to better manage our expanded park
system and significantly addressed bushfire
preparedness over recent years. In terms of weeds and
pests, $40 million per year is expended on weed and
pest programs, which is particularly important and quite
a significant issue in the Dandenongs and in the
national park in my electorate. On any measure the
Bracks government has a proud record on the
environment.
The bill does a number of things, including amending
the National Parks Act by adding approximately
400 hectares to the French Island, Grampians, Great
Otway and Mornington Peninsula national parks, the
Broken-Boosey State Park and the Castlemaine
Diggings National Heritage Park. It also improves the
offence provisions in our marine parks. The bill amends
the Crown Land (Reserves) Act, creating the Bendigo,
Kurth Kiln and Macedon regional parks, four nature
conservation reserves in the Otways region, eight water
reserves in the Macedon Ranges and a recreation
reserve at Aireys Inlet.
Like the member for Ferntree Gully and the member
for Gembrook, I would like to focus on the creation of
the Kurth Kiln Regional Park, as it is located next door
to my electorate and is enjoyed by many local residents.
Kurth Kiln covers approximately 3500 hectares and is
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adjacent to the Bunyip State Park. It is currently
designated as a state forest, but its new designation as a
regional park will provide greater protection for the
park. I think it is an excellent move. The park offers a
range of recreational opportunities, is particularly
popular with walkers, campers and horseriders, and has
several picnic grounds. In terms of flora and fauna
Kurth Kiln is quite diverse: the wildlife includes swamp
wallabies, echidnas, yellow-bellied gliders, lyrebirds,
honeyeaters and yellow-tailed black cockatoos; and the
vegetation includes areas of mountain ash forest,
swamp heathland and shrubby foothill forest. It is a
significant environmental area.
The park is named Kurth Kiln, which has quite an
interesting history. With the onset of the Second World
War and petrol rationing a year later charcoal was seen
as an alternative source of energy, being converted to
gas for modified motor vehicles. Charcoal kilns were
established across Victoria, including the one at Kurth
Kiln. Ultimately it was not a great success. The
charcoal proved to be dirty, significantly less powerful
than expected, very expensive and highly flammable —
so unfortunately, even with today’s high petrol prices I
do not think charcoal is going to be an alternative.
The kiln was closed down soon after the war, but it
remains a significant heritage site and the only one of
its type in Australia. It is well looked after by the
Friends of Kurth Kiln, and I am sure the friends are
quite happy with the increase in its status, given that
Kurth Kiln is becoming a regional park. I commend the
bill to the house.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I rise to make a
contribution to the debate on the National Parks and
Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. From
the outset I would like to say that some members of the
government need to get out more. I have listened to this
debate with a bit of interest, noting the comments that a
significant area of land — some 400 hectares — is
going to be added to four national parks under this bill.
Government members need to get up to Gippsland East
and have a look around the national parks. The Alfred
National Park in my area is a small park — its
3000 hectares are an important small piece of
rainforest — and the Snowy River National Park
consists of 90 000 hectares. We are talking about
significant land areas up there.
I endorse the comments made by previous speakers
about the importance of making sure that the significant
areas set aside as national parks in my area are
adequately resourced. They are important assets to my
region, both for the sense of tourism and for the
protection of biodiversity in Gippsland. My electorate
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covers 27 000 square kilometres of land, 80 per cent of
which is either national park or state forest. Gippsland
is always going to be the area where large new areas of
national park are going to be identified in the future,
and we see that already there is a push from some
sections of the community to further reserve certain
areas.
Whilst my community knows that we have an
important part of the forested area of this state, we are
often disappointed that the resources to back that up are
never there — and there is a significant cost involved in
doing so. The park staff do a great job with the
resources they have, and they are always battling with a
bureaucracy, particularly within Treasury, that seems to
think that once an area is set aside as a national park it
should no longer cost money to manage it. I think that
is a frustration felt by a lot of people within the
management of parks and reserves.
If you look at some of the areas that are being set aside
you find that they are fairly small additions. In the
debate so far the three parties in this place have
indicated their support, so clearly there is cross-party
support for these additions. Members have commented
on the level of resources and the need for a significant
increase in funding. What is that significant level of
funding? This house should really address that when it
debates the introduction of new areas of national park.
In my view there are two areas, and one is ongoing
maintenance. A large number of pest animals and
plants have been introduced into this country, and all of
them have changed the relationships among indigenous
animals and plants. Significant threats exist, and that
costs money to manage. Blackberries are an obvious
pest. As a member of Parliament I get large amounts of
correspondence complaining about blackberries,
particularly along riverbanks. I can take any member of
this place to areas where blackberries are such a
significant problem that they are killing large native
trees by taking water away from some of the drier
areas, particularly in the Snowy River National Park.
Huge sections of hillside are covered in blackberries,
and that is in some of our most pristine and isolated
national parks. That will cost a significant amount of
money to manage, and we do not have the resources
there. Because they are often hidden from view,
unfortunately these things go untreated and are not
acted upon. It is a disappointment for someone who
loves those areas and visits them quite regularly that
there are no resources for the adequate management of
areas which are so important that they were some of the
first parts of the state to be recognised as worthy of
preservation as national parks.
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The other area which I think needs significant funding
is infrastructure. We are always told — and I listened to
the debate in this house — about the importance of
tourism in national parks. In my electorate one of the
disappointments experienced by the community is
when resources are allocated for the initial
infrastructure investment to attract tourists to new
national parks areas but when later there is no ongoing
budgetary allocation for the maintenance of that
infrastructure. As the infrastructure deteriorates or
declines the visitation numbers fall and then the
infrastructure is totally withdrawn. That has happened
in areas like the Errinundra National Park, which is a
very important national park. I would hate to have to
put a figure on it, but I think the necessary funding
would need to be of the order of 5 to 10 times the
current allocation.
I hear governments members say, ‘We have increased
the funding’. That is fine, but on the ground when you
have such extensive areas of national parks, you do not
see that — it is basically a drop in the bucket. There is a
sense of frustration because the national park areas in
my electorate in particular are probably in the long term
some of the most important assets of the region; they
would lead to the future development of the tourism
industry in the area.
A proposal for the Coradjil National Park was put
forward by Parks Victoria in 1999–2000. It was one of
the earliest proposals made under the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund and would have
established a coastal walk. That would have really
established the necessary coastal walk infrastructure in
the Coradjil National Park. Since that time a number of
marine parks and marine sanctuaries have been
established at Point Hicks and Cape Howe. There may
have been an increase in infrastructure funding, but you
do not necessarily see that increase on the ground. It
becomes extremely frustrating for local regional Parks
Victoria managers because they receive a large number
of complaints but continually have to fight for every
dollar they get.
I make these points because they are important when
we are debating the creation of small increases in parks
which may be clearly warranted and desired by the
local communities, which is why there has been a push
for them. An offhand comment I made was that if you
look at the number of ministers who sit in this place,
their electorates would fit neatly inside the area of
national parks in my electorate.
Members should think about the area of land
represented by ministers of this house. Some of them
would consider themselves to be members of
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Parliament representing regional areas. Those parks
need funding to make sure they are protected and
preserved for future generations, because that is why
they were established. The funding is desperately
needed to make sure the infrastructure is present so
people can come and visit the parks.
There are a number of challenges. One of the
suggestions I made previously in this place is to link the
Aboriginal heritage of our region with the management
of national parks. I think there are some opportunities
there both for job creation and to better link the
challenges within our Aboriginal community, because I
also have one of the larger Aboriginal populations of
Victoria in my electorate. In that way we could try to
get young people reconnecting with the land and
providing a work force.
This has to be funded. It is not going to come from
government members saying, ‘We have increased
funding for national parks’. We need major increases
and long-term commitments to make sure our
reserves — and they are great reserves — are protected.
I dismiss the comments made that logging should occur
in national parks or that dams should be constructed on
some of the rivers like the Mitchell. Those are
outrageous comments.
These areas have been identified and set aside because
they are very important for the future of this country.
Let us look after them, let us protect them and let us
make sure the resources are there to manage them in the
future.
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certainly be a legacy in our region, if not across
Victoria.
This bill contains some opportunities to extend the
Great Otway National Park. One of the important
amendments in this bill is the addition of the ironbark
basin to the Great Otway National Park. This is a
significant area of remnant bushland near Anglesea,
and this land has been surrendered willingly by the Surf
Coast Shire for inclusion within the Great Otway
National Park. It is a unique area with some distinct
vegetation that is often uncommon in coastal locations.
It has some significant species as well, and it is an area
that is currently used for walking and has some
extraordinary coastal views.
In addition to this another 25 hectares of land has been
donated. It includes some walking track and tall wet
forests. In terms of not just creation of this land, which
will have a significant impact in the protection of our
environment, but also with tourism the government has
backed that up by significant investment in the Otways.
We have invested $14 million into the Great Otway
National Park and also the Otway forest park. Some of
this includes money for the control of weeds and pests
and replacing and repairing of assets. I think it would be
worthwhile for this house to see the extent of the
investment and the achievement of this government in
building this great natural asset for the future
generations of Victorians.

Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — I am pleased to join
the debate in support of the National Parks and Crown
Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. This bill
further enhances our great parks and reserves system.
This government has a very commendable and proud
record in relation to our commitment to national parks,
protecting these natural assets, but also in terms of
investing in the better management and development of
these parks as wonderful assets of Victoria.

Fifteen new staff have been put in place to coordinate
and play management roles within the park. There have
been improvements to visitor services, upgrading of
visitor sites, displays, visitor guides, roads and tracks.
Some of those examples include the $1.2 million
redevelopment at Triplet Falls, the upgrade of the short
walk opportunities at Erskine Falls, Stevenson Falls,
Beauchamp Falls and Hopetoun Falls. The
12 kilometres of Otway Ranges mountain bike trails
have been completed, and a 20-kilometre trail is
currently under construction — and ultimately its
length will be 30 kilometres.

Some members have today mentioned some of the key
elements of the commitments we have made to protect
these natural assets. The establishment of marine
national parks, certainly in my community, was
welcomed overwhelmingly; now their establishment is
celebrated. The parks have been a major tourism
drawcard in my community. This bill addresses some
of those issues to ensure we continue to protect our
national parks. One of the other important
achievements of this government has been the creation
of the Great Otway National Park, and this will

A signage plan has been completed with 160 signs
being installed. Nine new toilet blocks have been
installed by Parks Victoria, replacing very run-down
ones, plus we have improved landscaping and
undertaken revegetation. There has been the Old
Beechy Line rail trail and the Great Ocean walk, just to
name two of the investments that the government has
made, which will protect this asset but also ensure that
Victorians and international visitors and people from
across Australia can enjoy and appreciate this most
beautiful part of the world.
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One of the issues that has been discussed today is our
responsibility to manage public land. It is obviously an
ongoing challenge, but this government has continued
to invest money in trying to meet this particular
challenge.
One of the references that the member for South-West
Coast referred to was some figures from the Australian
Bureau of Statistics which he claimed showed that we
spent less than any other jurisdiction per person in
relation to management of nature parks and reserves.
That seems to me to be a bizarre way of actually
calculating our investment. In fact if you look at it on a
per hectare basis, you see that in fact Victoria is second
only to New South Wales in terms of our investment.
We have a strong record in this area. We have a strong
commitment, and that will continue. This bill
strengthens and enhances our record in relation to
national parks and reserves, and I commend it to the
house.
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I rise to speak on
the National Parks and Crown Land (Reserves) Acts
(Amendment) Bill. I would like to provide my full
support to this bill because I think it is always fantastic
when we as a government look toward protecting and
enhancing our environment for future generations.
This bill amends the National Parks Act 1975 to make
further provision for parks under that act. It amends the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 and makes further
provision for reserves under that act. With regard to the
National Parks Act 1975, it adds areas to six existing
parks and improves the provisions relating to offences
in marine national parks and marine sanctuaries. It also
amends the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 to create
the Bendigo, Kurth Kiln and Macedon regional parks,
four nature conservation reserves in the Otways region
and more. That is all fantastic. Those three parks
basically surround the Seymour electorate and would
be no more than a drive of an hour and a half from my
home, which is just great because it gives great
opportunities for my family and many other people
across the state to enjoy those areas.
About 400 hectares of land are being added to four
national parks, one state park and also a national
heritage park under the National Parks Act. The
amendments contained in this bill are really important
for our lifestyles in Victoria. People enjoy national
parks across the state. I know that in my electorate there
are hundreds and thousands of visitors to the Kinglake
National Park every year; the same applies to the Yarra
Ranges National Park and the Cathedral Ranges State
Park. All those areas are wonderful places that people
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go to visit and enjoy. They provide significant
opportunities to places throughout, for example, the
Seymour electorate, whether it be Marysville, Taggerty,
Healesville or Kinglake.
People go to those areas for a variety of reasons. It may
be to educate their children about what native plants
and animals can be found there and what the natural
environment in Victoria looks like when we look after
it or when it has not been changed for many hundreds
of years. The environment obviously does need to be
protected. We know that species can be threatened,
endangered and even become extinct. By creating and
extending parks we are ensuring that future generations
get to see flora and fauna in their natural environment.
Also, if species that are indigenous to those limited
areas are protected in these sorts of parks, they will be
there forever, but if they are not protected, they will not
grow or be found anywhere else.
Tourism opportunities obviously exist as well. Again,
having hundreds of thousands of people coming to visit
the parks in my electorate creates a great number of
jobs throughout the area, not only in the local
communities but more broadly. We have great
accommodation, for example, up at Marysville, which
has Lake Mountain nearby, but that is only for a short
period of time. I am sure the accommodation up there is
made viable because of the beautiful surrounds — the
easy visit to the Cathedral Ranges, the wonderful
waterfalls that exist in the area and the stunning views
across other great national parklands that can be viewed
from up there. That is really important.
There are also a number of people such as tour
operators and guides who bring people into the area and
create business and more jobs for our communities,
making them more sustainable. We are getting better
and more creative at that. The state government,
through its tourism campaigns, is attracting people to
Victoria, inviting them to come and see our natural
environment, which is very beautiful. Victoria is a very
beautiful state. People from either interstate or overseas
can come here. Over time, as we build on the
experiences that people have, more and more people
will come here as a result of the message being spread
through word of mouth, and more and more of our
communities will again benefit from the parks in that
particular way. That is another reason why they are
very important.
The reason we like to go to these places, as well as to
see flora and fauna in the natural environment, is for a
sense of wellbeing. When we go to these places we like
to see the green vegetation, the waterfalls and the native
animals. There is nothing better than being able to spot
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a lyrebird, for example, if you have not seen one for a
while. But if you go across to Badger Weir park, for
example, to an area which is almost right in the middle
of Healesville, you will be able to see lyrebirds on a
regular basis, something which you probably do not see
around in many places these days. That is all
wonderful.
I am sure that if in future the Liberals and The
Nationals get into government and they provide the
same great support for our parks as we do, our state has
a wonderful future ahead of it, because our parks are
really important. It is fantastic that the government has
continued to include more areas of significance in our
parks, and I commend the bill to the house.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I wish to make a few
brief comments on the National Parks and Crown Land
(Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. I listened with
interest to the remarks of the member for Seymour. I
agree with his general comments about having a
wonderful state with a great environment and natural
resources, and we are all very proud of that and want to
preserve it. There is no argument about that. The
argument is about how we go about that and what sorts
of philosophies we adopt.
Clearly there is a marked difference between this side
of the house and the other on those issues. I do not want
to go through all that tonight, except simply to note that
Victoria has over 7 million hectares of public land
managed by the government on behalf of the people,
and about half of that is protected within parks and
reserves under categories such as national parks, state
parks, wilderness areas et cetera. The bill before the
house tonight only adds relatively minor areas to those
existing parks. It is a tidying up exercise, and for that
reason The Nationals are not opposing it, although our
general philosophy is that no more land should be
included in national parks unless we take additional
land out of some of those reserves we already have.
Why do we have that philosophy? Because we believe
there is a limit to how much you can go on locking up
lands. Let me expand on that.
We believe there is a limit to how much you can just go
on locking up land and not providing the resources to
properly manage it. We are all about sustainable use of
our national parks. We believe the environment must be
actively managed. We reject the lock-it-up-and-leave-it
approach that is adopted by this government, as if just
locking it up in a national park is going to protect it. As
we have seen with fires in the north-east in recent years,
the contrary happens. If you do not manage it properly,
then the very thing you are trying to protect is destroyed
and in some cases wildlife is destroyed forever. There
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were huge losses of wildlife in that 1 million-plus
hectares of land that was destroyed in that disastrous
fire.
Likewise we are constantly being contacted by
constituents about the management of feral pests and
the spread of weeds, certainly throughout northern
Victoria and generally throughout the state. Why?
Because the government is keen on locking up more
land but not providing the resources to manage the pest
plant and animal problems.
In fact pest plant and animal officers are now almost an
endangered species, because they have been taken out
of the field. In northern Victoria weeds like Paterson’s
curse and St John’s wort are running rampant over the
landscape. Not only is the government not doing
anything about making sure errant land-holders deal
with their weeds, but also it is not dealing with the
weeds and feral animals on the land for which it is
responsible. It is a totally irresponsible neighbour. I am
not necessarily blaming this government, because
governments of both political persuasions have not
done enough in getting rid of weeds and feral animals
like foxes.
We in The Nationals have been arguing strongly that
the fox bounty should be reintroduced. Why? Because
foxes are doing an enormous amount of damage to the
environment. Not only are they causing damage to
lambs, cattle and farming industries, but they are also
eating large numbers of native birds and animals. Foxes
are out of control, yet this government refuses to
reintroduce the fox bounty, which has proven very
successful. The government is using baits, but they
alone are not sufficient to control the problem.
It is the same with kangaroos. We all love kangaroos,
and it is great if you live here in the city to drive up and
see some. It is not so great if you drive home down the
Northern Highway, as I do frequently, where you have
to be careful of kangaroos all the time. We have debates
here about our having to leave late on a Thursday night.
It is fine for city members to jump in their cars to go
home, but there are those of us who have a 3-hour drive
along roads where kangaroos are likely to hop across in
front of you. For example, if you go to Heathcote in my
electorate and talk to the panel beater there, he will tell
you that about 60 per cent of his business is generated
by people whose cars unfortunately hit kangaroos. The
ambulance service now has a 70-kilometre-an-hour
voluntarily imposed speed limit because of the damage
caused by hitting kangaroos.
I could go on forever about the poor management by
the government of its Crown land and the reason why
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Parks Victoria apparently believes that ‘Community
involvement is a vital part of planning and managing
parks and reserves in Victoria’. (Quote from parks web
site.) The organisation has clearly failed to involve the
local community in this instance.

we are therefore opposed to additional national parks. I
want to read into Hansard a letter I recently received
which I think sums up the tone of some of the
animosity that is directed towards Parks Victoria. I will
read it because it is typical of the sentiments of a lot of
people in my area. It is from Ron and Ronda Crossman
and Bruce and Rhonda Taylor, who are constituents of
mine in the Torrumbarry area. The letter is addressed to
Mark Stone, the chief executive officer of Parks
Victoria, and is about access gates and boundary
fencing along the Murray River reserve at Torrumbarry.
It states:

We regard the Murray River reserve as an important
environmental asset and have worked to initiate tree
planting programs through the local primary school,
been active in trying to develop projects to revitalise
local lagoons and are supportive of efforts to maintain
the river environment. We know other landowners in
this area are also supportive of efforts to conserve the
Murray River reserve. Without exception however, they
all feel somewhat alienated by the … lack of
consultation on this issue and the clumsy manner in
which this matter has been handled.

We refer to recent correspondence from Parks Victoria and to
conversations with park rangers regarding the closing of
vehicle access gates along the Murray River reserve in the
Torrumbarry area. We believe that this matter has been
handled very badly by your organisation. Decisions have
been made without consultation with the local community,
have been based on incorrect assumptions and display a
surprising lack of specific knowledge about the Murray River
reserve between Sexton and Headworks roads. We wish to
make a number of specific points with regard to this issue and
have some suggestions which may assist in resolution.
Without exception all … gates in this area have
immediate access to the river track. Local residents are
not making ‘numerous tracks’ between their boundaries
and the river track —

as Parks Victoria has alleged.
There will be no revegetation projects established in the
areas south of the river track because there is no space to
do so.

Parks Victoria has been arguing that that is what it
wanted to do.
To continually claim that the gates need to be closed to
facilitate revegetation in this area is simply not true.
The river track between Sexton Road and Headworks
Road would be more accurately described as a ‘local
road’ rather than a ‘river track’. A brief look at a local
map will explain why this is so. The gates listed for
closure are not recently constructed access. They have
been there for generations, a number for more than 100
years.

I might point out that the Crossman family has been
there for 100 years and the Taylor family has been there
for three generations.
There is significant detrimental impact upon the Murray
River reserve in the area north of the river track caused
by river users including campers, motorcyclists, skiing
enthusiasts and houseboat owners. This is the area in
which there are numerous forged 4WD tracks, habitat
destruction and serious riverbank damage. These are the
issues which must be addressed. Closing off landowner
access gates will not mitigate any of this impact
problem.
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As land-holders owning property adjoining this reserve
we accept the responsibility of being custodians of this
natural asset. On numerous occasions we have
intervened to prevent inappropriate use of this area and
have reported matters of concern to parks rangers. We
are not just other members of the public; we are Parks
Victoria’s neighbours. We are important players in the
preservation of this area, as are all other property owners
with land adjoining river reserves. Sadly this seems not
to be well understood by people in your organisation.
We stand ready to play our part in any community efforts to
resolve this issue …
…
Mention Parks Victoria in this area and one is met with
groans and words of derision. It’s time real efforts were made
to address this issue …

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — The Bracks government has
a fantastic track record in regard to national parks, and
this bill aims to further enhance Victoria’s magnificent
parks and reserves system.
Since coming to government we have achieved many
things for the environment. We have created the new
Great Otway National Park; created 11 box-ironbark
parks; created 13 new marine parks; reduced logging by
a third to ensure that the industry remains sustainable
into the future; reduced logging by 25 per cent in the
new Otways national park and will phase out logging
there by 2008; ended woodchipping in the Wombat
forest and commenced the trial of community forest
management; improved bushfire preparedness, with
more resources, protection burns, firefighters and
equipment access tracks; forced the federal government
to secure Point Nepean National Park; and increased
parks funding by $98 million and employed an extra
50 rangers to ensure the better management of our
parks and reserves system.
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The Bracks government is taking a strategic approach
to dealing with noxious weeds and feral animals. We
are addressing these issues in key locations across both
public and private land. We are spending $40 million a
year on our weed and pest programs. Minister Thwaites
recently announced the commencement of a $600 000
per year program to tackle pests and weeds across the
state. As part of the ongoing program 15 new Parks
Victoria seasonal positions will be created to form
roving teams to combat pest plants and animals
throughout eastern, central and western regional
Victoria. They are the facts. This government is
managing and putting resources into controlling feral
animal pests and weeds, unlike what we heard before
from opposition speakers.
One of the things we have reduced in my electorate is
noxious weeds on hobby farms. Again that is very
critical to the people in the surrounding areas, because
we have some people who maintain their land while
others do not. We have allocated funds to local council
to employ education officers to attack those issues, in
particular the control of serrated tussock in the Melton
shire area of my electorate. It is important to have those
sorts of education programs in areas that are not in
national parks but on private holdings and public land
in the region and which are creating problems.
We are continuously spending money and improving
our control of noxious weeds, despite what the
opposition would have us believe. To this end I believe
that the continuation of the programs that have been
implemented by this government and the continuation
of the support for and funding and employment of a
roving team across Victoria that will be able to hit hot
spots will prove successful in dealing rapidly with
problem areas that need addressing, whether it is weed
control or the control of foxes, feral dogs, pigs and
those types of issues.
We are all aware of the rabbit problem. The region
along the Maribyrnong Valley in the Organ Pipes
National Park, which is controlled by Parks Victoria,
has a baiting system which was introduced because the
rabbit population had started to get too big and the
rabbits were eating all the grass seeds during the
unseasonal dry weather we have been having. That is
commendable, and once again there has been an
allocation of more resources to control the noxious
animals in that region.
There are also a lot of foxes that need to be eradicated
in the Maribyrnong Valley along the creek right up to
the Organ Pipes and beyond. That is in a domestic area,
and believe it or not there are more foxes in certain
locations there than there are in country areas.
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What the opposition would have us believe is
completely fictional so far as what the government is
doing about maintaining parks is concerned. Along
with the ever-increasing amounts of land that are being
turned into national parks go the resources that the
government is committing to managing them. I
commend the bill to the house and wish it a speedy
passage.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr KOTSIRAS
(Bulleen).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

CORRECTIONS AND OTHER JUSTICE
LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 18 July; motion of
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Corrections).
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rejoin the debate on the
Corrections and Other Justice Legislation
(Amendment) Bill. As I was saying last night, the
primary purpose of the bill is to ensure that serious sex
offenders who are subject to extended supervision
orders cannot change their names for improper
purposes. The Liberal Party will be moving a couple of
small amendments which it hopes the government will
see the benefit of. It relates to the insertion of new
section 79H into the Corrections Act 1986. The new
section, headed ‘Information-sharing between the
secretary and the Victorian registrar’, says in
subsection (a):
the Secretary may notify the Victorian Registrar of the name
(including any other name by which he or she is or has
previously been known), date of birth and residential address
or addresses of any prisoner on parole …

We say this has to be tightened up, because it is too
loose in its current form. We say the secretary must,
rather than may, notify the Victorian registrar of the
name change. We think that is important.
We have seen a number of issues arise over decisions
about what to do with paedophiles once they finish their
prison terms. The problem has always been that there
are some paedophiles who will not accept any
counselling and will not take any medication. If a
sentence is for eight years maximum and six years
minimum, a paedophile can choose to serve out the
eight years so that they avoid counselling and taking
medication. This is a problem for the government, and
it is the matter before us now in debating what to do
with them. The government has decided on extended
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supervision orders — which is something the Liberal
Party strongly supports. If a paedophile who is released
from prison is still a risk to the community, something
has to be done in the way of supervising them.
Extended supervision orders are a step forward in that
regard.
A further problem involves the recent revelation that
the government wanted to put a number of paedophiles
just outside the Langi Kal Kal prison. It sent eviction
notices to all the prison wardens currently living in
Corrections Victoria housing. It wanted them to move
out and the paedophiles to move in. The reality is that
the government proposed to put five or six paedophiles
in the one area, and that was a recipe for disaster. The
people at Beaufort claimed that the government was
going to turn the town into a paedophile colony. We
understand that we have to place these paedophiles
somewhere, but we argue that it needs to be inside the
prison grounds in housing where they can be properly
monitored. If they are left outside and only curfews or
other loose restrictions are imposed on them, obviously
the local townsfolk are going to be very concerned.
We are running up to an election, and I suspect that is
why the government has changed its mind about where
it will locate paedophiles. I also suspect that after the
election the government will revisit the proposal put
before the Minister for Corrections for the paedophiles
to go into the housing complex just outside the Langi
Kal Kal prison, but we will wait and see. We hope the
government will accept our small amendments to
tighten up the bill. We understand that extended
supervision orders are a positive step forward, but there
is still the issue of where to put paedophiles once they
have finished their prison terms.
With those few words I indicate that we will be
supporting the bill, but we would hope the government
accepts our very small amendment to tighten the bill
up. We understand that extended supervision orders are
a positive step forward, but there is still the issue of
where you put the paedophiles once they finish their
terms. We say that the dangerous ones, the ones who
still pose a risk to the community, need to be housed
inside the prison grounds to allow them to be tagged
and checked via their electronic devices, because the
community needs to feel safe.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I rise to speak on behalf of
The Nationals on the Corrections and Other Justice
Legislation (Amendment) Bill. I would like to thank the
minister and his staff for making a briefing available to
me. The Nationals will not be opposing this bill, but we
do support the amendments proposed by the member
for Scoresby.
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I will recap the purpose of the bill and the key
implications. The purpose of the bill is to make
miscellaneous amendments to the Corrections Act 1986
and the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005.
The amendments are intended to facilitate the effective
operation of these acts. The implementation of those
acts, particularly the Serious Sex Offenders Act, has
identified some loopholes and inconsistencies, which
this bill addresses. We think that makes sense. There
are also amendments to the Firearms Act 1996 and the
Firearms (Further Amendment) Act 2005 in relation to
the disposal of forfeited firearms which tidy up an
ambiguity which left some margin for error. They
change the wording to achieve the intent of the
legislation, which was not readily achieved earlier.
One key implication of the bill is that it will increase
the powers to prevent improper name changes. To this
end the bill provides new powers to prevent sex
offenders who are subject to extended supervision
orders under the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act
2005 from changing their names for improper purposes.
The bill provides similar powers to those that already
exist in relation to prisoners who are already held in
custody.
The bill also extends the existing victims register to
enable information to be given on offenders who are on
extended supervision orders. Currently the legislation
restricts the information that can be given to victims on
offenders who are in custody. That reflects the advent
of the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act and its
implications. The bill also allows for victims to make
submissions on a proposal to place an offender on an
extended supervision order, and the information which
can be provided to the victims has been expanded. The
victims register, to a large extent, has remained the
same, although there are some modifications to it also.
In relation to the amendments to the Corrections Act,
under the current act, due to an oversight, a warrant
does not allow a policeperson to enter and search
premises in order to find and arrest an offender. That is
out of line with similar legislation, so this bill provides
the power to enter and search premises to bring it into
line with other similar legislation both in Victoria and
interstate. Equally the bill provides powers for the
Adult Parole Board to recall and/or rescind warrants
and to issue duplicate warrants when circumstances
dictate that as being necessary. They are commonsense
provisions.
The bill also extends the scope of the act to cover
federal prisoners transferred to Victoria. This
complements national interstate prisoner transfer
arrangements. As previous speakers have indicated,
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there are also some other amendments to the Serious
Sex Offenders Monitoring Act which basically tidy up
and address what may have been potential ambiguities
or loopholes in the act, which was implemented in
2005. Other provisions in the bill enable firearms that
have been forfeited to the Crown to be given to Victoria
Police for forensic and like purposes and to museums
and similar bodies for historical purposes. This was
apparently unintentionally limited in earlier legislation,
so the bill addresses that potential problem.
The Nationals in arriving at our position have consulted
with a number of groups. One group that provided us
with considerable feedback was the Combined
Firearms Council of Victoria. Apart from being
generally happy with what was being provided for in
this bill, particularly as it relates to firearms, it did raise
a couple of concerns in relation to firearms, which are
worthy of comment.
Firstly, the Combined Firearms Council of Victoria is
concerned about blow-outs in the time it takes for
Victoria Police to process registration certificates and
other paperwork relating to firearms despite the great
length of time it has had to bed down the process. This
has become apparent to me in recent times through two
constituents also raising concerns about the long time
taken by the licensing services division (LSD) of the
department to process applications for firearms
registrations and other permits.
A concern has also been raised about the overall
efficiency and effectiveness of the LSD relating to — —
Mr Lupton — On a point of order, Deputy Speaker,
loathe as I am to interrupt the flow of consciousness
that is emanating from the member for Benalla, the
amendment in this bill dealing with firearms is a very
narrow one; it does not deal with the licensing of
firearms at all but rather with the process for the
disposal of forfeited firearms. I ask you, Deputy
Speaker, to bring the member back to the bill.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Lead speakers
are normally given some latitude when addressing a bill
to make passing references to matters that may be
pertinent to the bill, but they are expected to return to
the content of the bill forthwith.
Dr SYKES — I thank the member for Prahran for
helping me focus on the intention of the bill. As I said,
a concern has been raised about the efficiency of the
LSD, but I will return to the bill. The good thing about
this bill is that it specifically targets criminals.
Therefore it is likely to give good reward for effort.
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This contrasts with some of the other legislation that is
passed through the house, which has involved a
broad-brush approach in attempting to deal with serious
sex offenders. I am talking in particular about things
like the child employment legislation, which requires
people to undergo police checks and obtain permits,
resulting in a high degree of inconvenience and costs
for a large number of people. By contrast this bill, in
relation to the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act,
focuses on a small number of people. I believe there
may be fewer than 10 people currently affected by the
act, so focusing on that area makes sense. Equally, there
is another bill that has caused concern — that is, the
legislation relating to the volunteers. Over $20 million
will be spent to potentially identify as few as
3000 offenders. Again, that is a poor return for effort in
relation to a bill such as this to focus on the problem.
The Nationals see this legislation as being
commonsense. Therefore we support the amendments
proposed by the member for Scoresby, because they
seek to tighten the legislation even further, and I believe
they are consistent with the intention of the
government. Therefore I ask the government to support
the amendments proposed by the member for Scoresby.
That aside, The Nationals will not be opposing this bill.
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — I am very pleased to be
able to speak in support of the Corrections and Other
Justice Legislation (Amendment) Bill. There are two
principal changes that this bill will bring about: there
will be an increased power to prevent improper name
changes by people who are subject to the Serious Sex
Offenders Monitoring Act and an important extension
to the victims register under the Corrections Act.
In relation to the powers to prevent improper name
changes, the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act
was enacted by the Bracks government last year. It
provides powers for the extended post-sentence
supervision of serious child-sex offenders in the
community. These powers provide a significant new
tool in reducing the risks to community safety posed by
serious child-sex offenders.
Currently offenders who are on parole or extended
supervision orders (ESOs) under the Serious Sex
Offenders Monitoring Act can change their names in
the same way as can other members of the community.
However, it is important to note that name changes by
these offenders can raise serious issues that do not arise
in the case of name changes by other members of the
public. In particular, changing one’s name in the
circumstances can give rise to particular difficulties for
victims and other members of the community. The
issue has been particularly raised in the attempt by the
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well-known offender known as Mr Baldy to change his
name in recent times. That has led the government to
quite properly act in the community interest to bring
this piece of amending legislation before the
Parliament.
This bill will provide for new powers in the Corrections
Act and the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act to
prevent improper name changes of this type by
offenders on parole or on extended supervision orders.
An offender on parole or an ESO under this legislation
once enacted will have to obtain the approval of the
Adult Parole Board before changing his or her name.
The Adult Parole Board under this legislation must
refuse a name change that would be likely to be
offensive to victims of crime or an appreciable sector of
the community or undermine the offender’s supervision
arrangements. The task will be given to the Registry of
Births, Deaths and Marriages to preclude the
registration of a name change by any offender on parole
or an ESO without the Adult Parole Board’s approval.
These new powers will mean that offenders on parole
or extended supervision orders can change their names
for legitimate purposes, but it will ensure that the Adult
Parole Board can scrutinise and prevent proposed name
changes that would be for inappropriate purposes.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
Mr LUPTON — As I was saying before the dinner
break, the second major change to legislation brought
about by this bill is an important extension of the
victims register scheme. The Corrections Act already
enables specified victims and family members to be
given information about a prisoner who has been
convicted of violent crime. Eligible victims can elect to
be included on the victims register and receive
information about the administration of the prisoner’s
sentence. A registered victim also has the right to make
submissions to the Adult Parole Board about whether
the prisoner should be released on parole and any
relevant supervision conditions that should be applied.
The Adult Parole Board must take the submissions into
account before making a parole order.
The bill will extend these provisions in two important
respects. Firstly, it will enable a registered victim to be
given information about the offender’s release on an
extended supervision order and about changes affecting
the operation of the extended supervision order. This
power will be included in the Corrections Act itself.
The second important change is that it will give a
registered victim the right to make submissions to the
Adult Parole Board about the offender’s supervision
conditions under the extended supervision order. This
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right will also be included in the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act. These changes will further strengthen
the rights of victims by ensuring that registered victims
can be kept informed about an offender’s release on an
extended supervision order, giving those victims the
opportunity to have their say in relation to the
offender’s extended supervision order supervision
regime.
The two major changes that this bill brings in will
prevent improper name changes by serious sex
offenders and it will extend the victims register in
important ways to further protect victims. This is of
course in addition to the important law reforms that the
Bracks government has made to support victims in
Victoria since it has been in office.
We are committed to assisting victims of crime in this
state. Of course the first and most important way of
protecting people in this state is to make sure there are
fewer victims of crime. This government has been
committed to ensuring that we drive down the crime
rate in Victoria by increasing police numbers, which
were decimated by the previous Liberal and National
Party government, and by giving police the resources
they need to carry out their important community safety
tasks in an appropriate way. We have boosted police
resources enormously in order to do that. As a result we
have seen the crime rate in Victoria fall by over 20 per
cent, and we will continue to pursue the local priority
policing, smart policing and proactive crime prevention
policies that have seen Victoria become the safest
mainland state in Australia. We are very proud of that
record, and we will continue to work hard to ensure that
remains the case.
But when crimes are committed it is important that we
as society support victims in an appropriate way. The
Bracks government has of course implemented many
measures that support victims. We have reintroduced
pain and suffering compensation for victims, which was
callously removed by the former Kennett government.
We have improved access to counselling and financial
assistance for victims. That is very important after a
crime is committed, particularly in ensuring that the
psychological effects of being a victim of crime are
appropriately treated. We have established the Victims
Support Agency in order to further protect and support
victims, and we have implemented a statewide network
of local victim support services. We have created
specialist courts for crimes such as family violence,
which are giving appropriate support to victims in that
area. We have started a project of wholesale reform to
change the way the justice system treats victims of sex
offences to ensure they are treated with dignity and
sensitivity. We have introduced a victims register,
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which of course the bill before the house further
improves and strengthens.
Currently before Parliament is the Victims’ Charter
Bill, which will enshrine victims rights in one
document and set out the obligations of government
and agencies like the police and the Director of Public
Prosecutions to make sure that victims are treated with
respect and get the information and support they need.
Of course there is always more work to be done in these
areas, and the Bracks government is committed to
increasing and improving support for victims as we go
forward. It is important that victims groups and the
government continue to work in partnership to ensure
that our justice system responds to their needs, and the
Bracks government will ensure that that cooperation
and partnership continues.
The bill before the house makes some very important
and timely changes to improve security and support for
victims in this state by extending the victims register
system. It also acts appropriately and properly to
prevent serious sexual offenders from changing their
names in inappropriate circumstances, which can have
adverse effects on victims and on the community. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The primary purpose of
this bill is to ensure that serious sex offenders who are
subject to extended supervision orders (ESOs) cannot
change their names for improper purposes. This also
applies to people on parole, which is a slightly different
concept.
I want to touch on two matters in my brief contribution.
The first relates to a matter that has come to my
attention in recent days. It concerns the Donnelly
family, whom I have known for a long period of time.
Mr and Mrs Donnelly lost their son James in a hit-run
accident that resulted in a significant change in the
penalty that can be imposed in relation to culpable
driving. The penalty for leaving the scene of an
accident in those circumstances was raised to 10 years.
As a result of that the family received some more
publicity about a month ago, when it was discovered
that the offender had been released on home detention.
It was a matter of profound concern at the time that the
family found out only when a journalist rang to inform
them of what had happened, rather than their being
notified by the Adult Parole Board.
That shows there are still flaws in the system, and this
was obvious in the distress caused to this family, given
the turgid process they went through during the trial in
the County Court and then the appeal to the Court of
Appeal. They had to sit through all of that, and even
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before that occurred there was a long process of
investigation, the deliberate cover-up by the offender
and his family, and the detection of the offender,
leading to his incarceration. Having gone through all of
that, finding out through a journalist that the offender
had been released on home detention rather than being
informed of it by the Adult Parole Board, much less
being given the opportunity to make an appropriate
submission to the board, was unfortunate in the
extreme.
I also want to say that I am pleased the law on name
changes, at least in relation to people on parole or
people who are subject to extended supervision orders,
is being tightened up. Of course the opposition has
raised concerns over a long period of time about the
ability of people to change their names for nefarious
purposes. In that respect the opposition has
categorically said that the simplest way of enforcing the
law to prevent serious offences ranging from fraud to
organised crime and concerns about terrorism would be
to have the registrar of births, deaths and marriages
immediately notify Victoria Police of any name change.
As we know, 99.9 per cent of all name changes are
done for legitimate purposes, whether it be a person
reverting to their maiden name from a married name,
anglicising their name or changing their name because
regrettably they are not happy with it — for example,
wanting to change it from Mickey Mouse to Donald
Duck — all of which is their absolute prerogative.
In all those cases, in order to protect the integrity of the
system, including the police database, the simplest
thing would be to ensure that the registrar of births,
deaths and marriages notifies Victoria Police of such a
name change. As members know, the information
stored by Victoria Police can be used for a range of
important things. Today we have heard that other
agencies, including the Victorian Taxi Directorate, have
access to the law enforcement assistance program, or
LEAP, database held by Victoria Police. With the talk
about privacy and the fact that the Information Privacy
Act is given as the reason why the information cannot
be provided to Victoria Police — particularly when the
police consider it would be a useful tool in preventing
serious crime downstream — it would be a simple and
easy amendment to make.
It is regrettable that the government refused to allow a
private member’s bill that I moved in this house last
year to that effect to be second read. Given the fact that
the Child Employment Act, the Working with Children
Act and, with its amendments, the Education Act now
require appropriate checks, which is something that, in
the interests of protecting our children, we all agree
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with, there should be police checks to prevent people
who have been convicted of a serious sex or other
offence from coming into contact with our children. All
members have agreed that there must be some process.
Members of the opposition were concerned about how
difficult, detailed and turgid the legislation in its current
form is. Notwithstanding that, we agree with the
principle.
It seems that there could be a significant loophole in the
bill in its ability to protect children because people
could change their names merely for the purpose of
hiding the fact that they have been convicted of a sex
offence against children or another criminal offence.
Under the current regime the police would certainly not
be able to detect that in a short time and provide
significant information to the relevant authorities that
would be able to prevent that person from coming into
contact with our children, which is something that those
on all sides of politics agree is a necessary step in the
modern world. That further step seems to be beyond the
reach of this government to even contemplate or accept
as worthwhile.
The police consider it worthwhile, as do many
members of the community, and as I said, the
opposition has moved a bill to achieve that. It is
unfortunate that the government has not taken that next
step. We are going part of the way with this legislation,
which will ensure that people who are subject to parole
or an extended supervision order and who wish to
change their name will not be able to do so for an
improper purpose. They will require the consent of the
Adult Parole Board to do so.
The bill provides that to do so without that permission
is an offence. One would hope that that information
would be provided. It seems to me ludicrous that the
registrar of births, deaths and marriages should not be
notified of the name of somebody who is on parole.
Indeed the amendments that my colleague the member
for Scoresby has foreshadowed put into sharp focus
what is perhaps an oversight in the legislation, which
provides that the Secretary of the Department of Justice
may notify the registrar of births, deaths and marriages
of the name of a person subject to parole or an extended
supervision order. That discretion is unnecessary; it
should be obligatory for that to happen.
I am grateful that, after long and substantial discussions
between the minister, the member for Scoresby and
myself, that the minister has indicated that he will
accept the amendments and acknowledges the hard
work that the member for Scoresby has put into them.
The amendments will change the discretionary
provisions to provide for an obligatory requirement for
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the secretary to notify the registrar of births, deaths and
marriages of a name change.
I take this opportunity to congratulate the member for
Scoresby on his hard work on the amendments. I
congratulate the minister for seeing the importance of
the amendments, accepting them and allowing the
member for Scoresby to move them in the
consideration-in-detail stage. I register my
congratulations and thanks to the minister and my
congratulations to the member for Scoresby on these
amendments.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — It is my pleasure to
speak this evening on the Corrections and Other Justice
Legislation (Amendment) Bill 2006. As has been said,
the bill meets a government commitment to provide
new powers to prevent offenders who are subject to
extended supervision orders or on parole from changing
their names for improper purposes. In recent times we
have seen a couple of examples of attempts for that to
happen. The government and, of course, the community
were justifiably outraged at some of the proposed name
changes.
The bill requires that the Adult Parole Board give
approval for such a name change. The requirement will
apply to people who are subject to the provisions of the
Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act, which was
introduced in 2005. Members may remember that that
new piece of legislation gave significant new powers to
continue the supervision of someone who had been
declared a serious sex offender for up to 15 years after
their release. That significant bill introduced significant
new powers that are part of the government’s ongoing
program of ensuring that Victoria remains the safest
state in Australia.
Australia is one of the safest countries in the world, but
we need to be a bit diligent. We need to ensure that our
legislation continues to acknowledge changes and that
as loopholes and problems arise the government is
ready to respond to those. The bill is an example of that
and I commend it to the house.
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — Firstly, I thank all honourable members
who have contributed to this debate. This is a
significant piece of legislation and it does a number of
things to tidy up some of the various pieces of
corrections legislation, particularly relating to the
Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act, which was new
legislation introduced by the government in 2005. I
acknowledge the contributions made by the members
for Scoresby, Benalla, Prahran, Macedon and Kew and
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thank all honourable members for the spirit in which
the debate has taken place.
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Clause 7
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I move:

I want to correct one issue that was raised during the
debate by the member for Scoresby, who made
reference to a proposal from Corrections Victoria in
relation to Langi Kal Kal. Members of the opposition
continue to perpetuate the proposition that somehow
they were opposed to the measure and that this was
something that the government was seeking to foist on
the people of Beaufort. I make it clear that at the time
the government welcomed the comments made by the
member for Kew, when he said:
While I am disappointed for the families of the prison officers
who have been evicted from their homes, and I expect the
government to make appropriate arrangements to
accommodate them, it seems to be the most practical and
inexpensive solution to detain them within the prison precinct.

1.

Clause 7, page 11, line 30, omit “may” and insert
“must”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 8 to 19 agreed to.
Clause 20
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I move:
2.

Clause 20, page 24, line 16, omit “may” and insert
“must”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 21 to 23 agreed to.
Bill agreed to with amendments.

That was reported in the Pyrenees Advocate of Friday,
31 March. I thank the member for Kew for making
those comments. Nevertheless, the proposal will not be
proceeded with. I assure the member for Scoresby, who
is continuing to suggest to the community of Beaufort
that perhaps after the election, if the government is
returned, that proposition will be returned to, that it will
not be. We have now entered into other arrangements at
Ararat, which we consider a more sustainable and safer
set of arrangements for managing high-risk offenders
on extended supervision orders.
The long and short of it, though, is that the member for
Scoresby proposes to move amendments in relation to
the discretion currently allowed for in the bill as to what
information the Secretary of the Department of Justice
provides to the registrar of births, deaths and marriages.
The government is relaxed about this. We take the view
that whether the word was ‘may’ or ‘must’, the relevant
information in any event would have been provided to
the registrar. The member for Scoresby is proposing an
amendment that would change the word ‘may’ to
‘must’. The government does not feel that this in any
way substantially changes the policy framework and
legal basis of the bill, so we are prepared to accept that
amendment.
I thank all honourable members for their contributions
and wish the bill a speedy passage through the
Parliament.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clauses 1 to 6 agreed to.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

NATIONAL PARKS AND CROWN LAND
(RESERVES) ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment).
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I wish to join in the debate
on this bill because it impacts directly on a couple of
very important issues in my electorate. There is, first of
all, the proposed addition of some purchased land to the
Mornington Peninsula National Park in the Cape
Schanck area, which is referred to in clause 13(1),
which amends schedule two of the National Parks Act.
Some land — 0.17 hectares — has been purchased and
will be added to the Mornington Peninsula National
Park. This is basically a couple of house blocks in a
court that impacts into and is totally surrounded by the
Mornington Peninsula National Park. There were up
until recently three house blocks of land that were
privately owned there; two have now been purchased
and incorporated into the national park, and there is
only one block of land remaining. I understand that the
owner of that block of land is not keen to sell out and it
will be interesting to see how long they actually last
there.
It is a very interesting contradiction, in a way, that here
we have a minor addition to the Mornington Peninsula
National Park, whereas at the same time you can look
down from these blocks of land to another section of
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the Mornington Peninsula National Park which the
government proposes to bulldoze and flatten —
hectares of primary coastal dunes right in the national
park — in order to extend the pipeline of the
Gunnamatta sewage outfall 2 kilometres out to sea.
This 2-kilometre extension of the pipeline cannot be
done without massive ground and shore works to
construct the pipeline — to join the pipes together and
create the derricks or the piers or whatever might be
needed to construct a 2-kilometre extension to send the
sewage 2 kilometres out to sea.

The third point I wish to make relates to clause 11,
which repeals sections 65 and 66 of the National Parks
Act in regard to Point Nepean National Park. That park
is at the end of the Mornington Peninsula down at Point
Nepean. It also incorporates the South Channel Fort off
Point Nepean. It is a part of the saga which has been
going on over a few decades of the defence land being
turned over to the state. Only about 90 hectares of that
land remains in federal government hands. It no longer
belongs to the defence department; it is now with the
federal environment department.

At the moment the pipeline discharges on the shoreline
right in the national park, so to facilitate the
construction of this extra 2 kilometres of pipeline there
would obviously have to be a major access road
through the national park to the shoreline. The area is
all sand dune, and huge areas would have to be
flattened and probably asphalted or concreted to enable
the building works to go ahead. It is quite ironic. On the
one hand you have got a celebration over 0.17 hectares
of land being added to the national park, but at the same
time this government is proposing to bulldoze and
flatten hectares of the national park to enable the
2-kilometre extension of the Gunnamatta sewage
outfall.

A large part of the land previously owned by the federal
government in the 1980s was bought by the state
government and incorporated as part of the Mornington
Peninsula National Park. Most recently the Shire of
Mornington Peninsula has taken over about 20 hectares
of the defence land at Police Point. The shire has taken
over the management of the area you see as you go to
the end of Point Nepean Road at Portsea — which is
the first area of land up on the beautiful cliff tops
overlooking Portsea and Port Phillip Bay — and turned
it into a wonderful park. It has some more minor
development works to do there in terms of day facilities
and picnic facilities, but it has done a great job with it.

There is quite a range of additions here to state parks
and national parks throughout Victoria. Still on the
Mornington Peninsula, it is interesting to note too that
the government has recently announced that the former
public land surrounding the Devilbend Reservoir is to
be incorporated as a special nature reserve, yet the
government intends to sell some of that land to fund
some of the preservation works on the land that is going
to be converted into a nature reserve. I cannot see why
none of the land around Devilbend has been
incorporated into this bill — and that is very
disappointing. It is also disappointing — and locals are
disappointed — that the government has chosen to sell
some of that public land around the Devilbend
Reservoir to fund the works on the new reserve that it is
going to create.
Of course the Liberal Party’s policy is to not sell any of
that land and incorporate it all into a nature reserve. We
came out with our policy first. The government
followed but could not go as far as we did and said it
would sell some of the land. This is the same peninsula
that the government was very upset about when the
federal government proposed selling some of Point
Nepean. Now a few kilometres up the road it is not only
proposing but actually selling some public land in order
to fund a nature reserve.

Recently in this place we celebrated the fact that
210 hectares of bushland incorporating the defence land
has been handed over as part of the Point Nepean
National Park, and that is very pleasing. The
90 hectares that are left have now been heritage listed
by the federal government, and recently that
government announced a further $27 million to be
spent on upgrading the infrastructure there so the
maritime college and respite centre can go ahead, as
well as the Aboriginal cultural centre and an upgrade of
the museum at the quarantine station. That is where
things are down there at the moment.
The state government is still holding out and not being
part of the process at Point Nepean and has refused a
seat on the board of the Point Nepean Community
Trust. It does not like the fact that things are going
along quite well, and is still being political about it. It is
disappointing that the state government has not taken
up the board seat that has been on offer for a long
while.
Parks Victoria has had an offer for a full-time project
officer to work on the master planning process for the
remaining 90 hectares. Officers of Parks Victoria have
moved in and out of the process, but so far it has
refused to appoint a full-time project officer to work on
the master plan. Because this land is eventually going to
be state government land — it will be handed over in
2008–09 — it really is disappointing that at this stage it
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is not part of the community trust and not part of the
community process at Point Nepean.

proper park and reserve system will help to encourage
that.

A few years ago funding for Point Nepean National
Park and the Mornington Peninsula National Park was
reduced and that money was allocated to work on the
bushfire-affected areas of north-east Victoria. It is very
disappointing to see that that money has not been
returned to the Mornington Peninsula National Park;
those cuts are still in place. At the same time the state
government has been complaining about the treatment
of Point Nepean by the federal government, which has
so far put in over $50 million for the redevelopment of
Point Nepean. Not a cent has come from the state
government; it refuses to spend a cent until it has all the
land. It even has the audacity to reduce the funding on
the existing Point Nepean and Mornington Peninsula
national parks. The rhetoric has been very different to
the reality down at those national parks.

It is interesting to have this bill before the house this
week. It amends not only the Crown Land (Reserves)
Act but also the Mineral Resources Development
Act 1990 and the Heritage Rivers Act 1992. Our
heritage rivers have been in the news this week,
because as people in the chamber would be aware, the
Bracks government has moved to protect those rivers
by banning the building of additional dams. We are
seeing an appalling situation developing in East
Gippsland where The Nationals want to dam rivers
flowing into the Gippsland Lakes.

With those few words I exhort the state government to
put aside the politics, get involved in Point Nepean, do
the things it should be doing and show some sort of
commitment to the area by spending some of the
money it said it may eventually spend in 2009.
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — It is with pleasure
that I rise this evening to support the National Parks and
Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. I have
a strong interest in protecting our natural environment
and seeing that we have healthy and strong national
parks. Without a doubt our marine parks are one of the
proudest achievements of the Bracks government.
Although this bill is not massively significant, it is
clearly significant to the communities involved. A
number of parks are being looked after in the bill,
which creates three regional parks and four nature
conservation reserves. We are also enhancing the
marine parks through the issue of fishing. It is
important that we have strong compliance in terms of
no fishing if the credibility of our marine parks is to
continue. Without doubt we need to ensure that we
have proper compliance in place, and this bill reflects
that.
Without going into the detail of the individual parks, I
would comment that the creation of the reserves will
certainly help. They are reserves where significant
recreation can take place in a natural setting and that is
what our parks are about. They are about providing for
the community to enjoy and have recreational and
sporting activities in our natural reservations. That is
something we have to encourage. Too often now we
play with Xboxes and DVDs and everything else,
which shows we are not getting out and being active. A

We have seen a loss of water quality in the Gippsland
Lakes as water has been diverted to other sources,
including Melbourne, and other irrigation uses. The
results of that diversion have seen a deterioration in fish
numbers and water quality and increased algal blooms,
which means the Gippsland Lakes are progressively
dying. By reducing the nutrient flow and protecting the
water we are seeing a significant improvement in water
quality, but if members of The Nationals get their way
we will say goodbye to the Gippsland Lakes and their
tourism potential. I wait with interest to hear the Liberal
Party’s position on the dams. I am sure the whole
chamber will be very keen to hear it.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr MAXFIELD — Hasn’t he gone yet?
Mr Honeywood — I am referring to a fellow
member of the departure lounge, as far as I am
concerned!
On a point of order, Acting Speaker, this bill relates to
the addition of reserves to national parks. It does not
relate in any way to water policy, and it certainly does
not relate to The Nationals’ policy on dams. The
member has been speaking for some time now on
matters totally unrelated to legislation that adds a
number of reserves to national parks.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Narracan, on the bill.
Mr MAXFIELD — I must point out that the
Heritage Rivers Act is certainly part of the bill, but I
will move on and talk about the need to preserve our
natural environment, which is what this bill is all about.
It is about ensuring that we can maintain our parks
system and that we have the proper enforcement
regimes in place to protect particularly our marine
parks. It is not only about the additions to the different
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parks around the state, which are so important, it is also
about maintaining those parks and not destroying them.

taken in protecting our natural environment. It is with
absolute pleasure that I commend the bill to the house.

The desire by some members of this Parliament to put
cattle back into the Alpine National Park highlights the
fact that, although we have moved a long way forward
in protecting our environment, there are some within
our community who have not taken up the cudgels in
this area. It is pleasing to note that the Leader of the
Opposition is here, because I know he has
acknowledged in his comments in the media that it is
important to protect the cattle — —

Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — In making a
brief contribution to the debate on the National Parks
and Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill
this evening I take up the last comment by the member
for Narracan that the Bracks government is about
enhancing national parks. It might be about enhancing
bits of land devoted to national and state parks, but
when it comes to funding them this government stands
condemned, according to the most recent figures from
the Australian Bureau of Statistics. Even after factoring
in any recent state budget additions to park
management funding, when it comes to a national park
management regime this state government spends less
per hectare and less per person than any other state or
territory in Australia. They are not my figures, they
come from the ABS, and they even factor in the recent
state budget.

Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, this bill is about specific pieces of land. It is
nothing to do with the Alpine National Park or alpine
grazing. I ask you to bring the member back to the
specifics of the bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Narracan, on the bill.
Mr MAXFIELD — The bill is about protecting our
national parks and expanding them, and certainly the
issue of whether you allow cattle into national parks is
pretty important to our parks right across the state. On
alpine parks I welcome the response of the Leader of
the Opposition, who has supported our position on that.
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the member for Narracan seems to be defying
your ruling. This legislation is about a number of
additions to and deletions from a number of national
parks, none of which has to do with the Alpine National
Park and none of which has to do with cattle grazing in
national parks. I ask you to bring him back to speaking
about the bill before the house.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The lead speaker of The Nationals, as is his right,
discussed cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park. As
a lead speaker he is given a much broader canvas to
work on. The member for Narracan, on the bill.
Mr MAXFIELD — It is clear that the Liberal Party
does not want me to speak on, but the reality is that
there are a number of other members in this chamber
who are keen to speak on this bill.
In summing up, the Bracks government is about
enhancing our natural environment and it is about
ensuring that we have an appropriate structure of
national park and Crown land management in place and
that that land is protected. I know that the communities
that are gaining these three regional parks and four
nature conservation reserves are absolutely thrilled with
the bill and the actions the Bracks government has

Essentially the bill involves amending the National
Parks Act 1975 to add areas to six existing parks and
improve the provisions relating to offences committed
in marine national parks and marine sanctuaries. It also
involves amendments to the Crown Land (Reserves)
Act 1978 to create the Bendigo, Kurth Kiln and
Macedon regional parks, several associated water
reserves at Macedon, four nature conservation reserves
in the Otways region and a recreation reserve at Aireys
Inlet.
Importantly there are also three new offences created
that relate to the use of recreational fishing equipment
in marine national parks and marine sanctuaries, the
liability for offences committed on board a boat and the
possession of underwater priority species. These are all
laudable objections, and the opposition, having been the
party that in government created the vast majority of
Victoria’s national park estate, will always support such
an important range of meaningful proposals.
Having said that, what concerns me as a member with a
significant state park in his electorate, that being the
Warrandyte State Park, is that this government is
unwilling to provide a breakdown in its annual
budgeting of the pest animal and weed control
maintenance programs for each park, and that includes
the parks mentioned in this bill. We find that the
government is constantly attempting to camouflage the
fact that it is not funding to appropriate levels any
maintenance of the parks that are already in existence,
let alone any additions that will be the outcome of the
bill.
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Only last week I attended a public meeting — the
annual general meeting of the Warrandyte Community
Association — at which the member for Yan Yean was
present. The people at that meeting discovered that,
having given a commitment to the Warrandyte
community that she would provide a breakdown of the
budget, the member for Yan Yean refused to provide
the actual figures for the pest animal and weed control
maintenance program budget. The reason is, of course,
that whereas under the previous Liberal government
this used to be $100 000 per annum, under the Labor
government it was reduced to $10 000 per annum in
2001 because of the alleged need to transfer funds from
Melbourne parks to areas in the north-east of Victoria
that were recovering from the appalling bushfires
around Beechworth.
Some years have transpired since then, yet we still do
not have anywhere near the level of pest, animal and
weed control maintenance program funding in our
metropolitan parks system as prevailed under the
previous Liberal government. The then minister, Mark
Birrell, did a fantastic job in both adding to the park
estates but also providing sufficient funds to maintain
the park estates. Certainly we were much better than the
current government when it comes to the Australian
Bureau of Statistics figures on per hectare and per
person funding of those important maintenance
programs, because unless you provide the people on the
ground, be it park rangers or contractors who can do the
weeding and the animal pest control, you are going to
find that it is going to be almost impossible some years
down the track to get in there and significantly improve
the situation when it comes to weeds and feral animals.
In my own electorate the numbers of foxes and rabbits
are increasing, quite apart from the feral dogs which do
incredible damage to the native fauna in the
Warrandyte area. The member for Yan Yean has yet to
come good on her commitment to provide a breakdown
from the Minister for Environment on the actual budget
there. At the public meeting last week in Warrandyte all
she came up with when put to the test was a
comparison of the 2001 overall budget for the
Warrandyte state park with the 2006 budget, and, as I
said, the 2001 budget was the very budget that took
away 90 per cent of the funding, so it is not a fair
comparison. There was no breakdown provided for the
intervening years.
Then, of course, when we look at the additions to the
marine national parks that are contained in this bill, we
see the other sorry situation of being told, ‘Don’t you
worry; there are rangers in boats paddling away in the
ocean making sure that illegal fishing and other
poaching of the marine resource does not occur and that
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we do not have boat owners discharging oil et cetera
into marine park areas, let alone diving’, and so on. All
of that is laudable and the Liberal Party fully supported
the creation of marine national parks. Having said that,
what about the buffer zone between the townships that
often border the marine national parks and the
coastline? What about the foreshore management
committees? What we are finding is that these
foreshore management committees — be they in Lorne,
Anglesea or in any number of what I call buffer zones
between coastal townships and marine national
parks — are not being funded appropriately yet again
by this government.
We have some wonderful volunteers whom I have met
in my previous capacity as shadow Minister for
Environment and who have the very heart and soul of
their community at the forefront of their endeavours,
but they cannot get sufficient funding from this
government to implement environmental management
programs — be it, for example, some of the wonderful
programs that I witnessed in Western Australia where
they are using any number of natural filter mechanisms,
such as planting special aquatic plants, to filter
stormwater discharge through a series of ponds before
the run-off of sewage, often E. coli from septic tanks in
some of these coastal communities. This would provide
a natural filter for stormwater and the illegal E. coli
discharge that is going straight into the ocean at some
of our most pristine and wonderful national park and
indeed marine park locations.
Apart from the plea that I put forward this evening for
Victoria to meet the average of our states and territories
when it comes to park funding, rather than just adding
to our parks estate, I would also put a plea in for those
volunteer foreshore reserve committees which have so
much goodwill, are willing to often get stuck in and do
a lot of volunteer weeding themselves, but are not given
the funding to ensure that best practice is put in place.
With those couple of reservations, I am pleased that the
party in this state that has in government added most
extensively to the national parks and state parks reserve,
the party in government — the Liberal Party, of
course — that created Australia’s first national park
service under the late Sir Rupert Hamer, is yet again
supporting this important National Parks and Crown
Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I am very pleased to
speak on the National Parks and Crown Land
(Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. I had to check the
name of the bill because those of us in the Macedon
Ranges think this is all about the Macedon Regional
Park, but of course it goes far beyond that. In addition
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to the Macedon Regional Park, this legislation creates
two other regional parks, adds areas to six existing
national and other parks across the state and improves a
number of provisions relating to offences in marine
national parks and marine sanctuaries. But for us, and
for me as the member for Macedon, it is pleasing to
finally have the Macedon Regional Park permanently
recognised and reserved. This has a very long history.
In fact it was the former Land Conservation Council, I
think as early as 1987, perhaps earlier, that
recommended that this park be a regional park, so I am
pleased this legislation puts that into place.
It is a great place, as all our regional parks in Victoria
are, to go to relax and get away from it all. This
regional park will be 2200 hectares in area. It is a
significant water supply catchment area. It has
significant conservation and landscape values,
including messmate, snow gum and alpine and
mountain ash. It also has a wide range of fauna,
including the greater glider and mountain possums and
many bird species. It is a beautiful place and I would
encourage all members of the house to come up and
have a picnic there at any time, marvel at the Camels
Hump, which is a 6 million-year-old molten lava
formation that is amazing, as well as Sanatorium Lake
and lots of other fabulous places up there.
I would also like to pay tribute to a number of local
community groups that have agitated for this for many
years, including the Macedon Ranges Park Advisory
Committee, the Friends of Macedon Ranges, the
Barringo Reserve committee of management and the
Shire of Macedon Ranges. I think I had only been
elected for a couple of months when Terry Larkins,
who is a member of the Macedon Ranges Park
Advisory Committee, came and spoke to me about this
park and the fact that it had not been permanently
reserved and that there were still some issues over
boundaries.
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Corporation, and of course that was then privatised in
1998 and acquired by Hancock Victorian Plantations.
The licence and the lease were transferred to it, so that
cannot be included at this point in time.
This is fantastic news for Macedon. It has been a long
time coming for many of those community people, but
we are very pleased that this bill puts into effect what
has been recommended for a very long time. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — It gives me a great deal
of pleasure to again rise to support this government’s
continuing improvement in the form of our national
parks — those areas that are being set aside and well
managed, I might say, by this government, and that is
the important part. At the same time as this government
is making sure that we reserve those places of high
conservation value, as the member for Macedon has
already indicated, for the first time giving those
guarantees, we are also making the investment in
managing those areas on behalf of the Victorian
community and on behalf of the future of the Victorian
community.
We are ensuring that, as well as the reservations we are
including in the Bendigo, Kurth Kiln and Macedon
regional parks, we continue to make the budgetary
commitments and put in the very important dollars that
are needed to manage them. The weed eradication
program continues to be improved and added to by the
minister. On top of the $40 million a year program to
eradicate weeds and pests, the minister announced
recently the allocation of a further $600 000 per year,
which will go towards employing another 15 people
seasonally to work in roving teams that will go to areas
that we really need to attack first.

I would also like to pay tribute to Western Water which
had a number of water infrastructure tanks and things
up on the mount. It donated 300 hectares of its land to
the park so that we could continue. That land was
always reserved as major catchment land for its
catchment values, and those values will be protected in
this regional park. Western Water will probably be
quite pleased that Parks Victoria will now take over the
management of that land.

We recognise that, just as we must consult broadly with
the community on the reservation of these public lands,
we also need to consult and work with the community,
private landowners, local government and others to
make sure that we attack pests and weeds. As we know,
pests and weeds do not usually recognise fences or
boundary lines, so we need to continue to work
cooperatively. It has been a hallmark of the legislative
and budgetary program that this government has
brought in to deal with national parks that we have
continued to work cooperatively in making those
investments.

A couple of parts of what was originally part of the
park were sold under the previous government. There
were some pine plantations that were recommended for
inclusion back in 1987. In 1993 the plantations were
placed under the control of the Victorian Plantations

For instance, the roving teams whose establishment has
been announced recently will be working with
community members and the members of friends
groups — I have a number of them in my electorate —
who work very hard to manage smaller parks, and also
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cooperatively in some of our larger parks, for the
betterment of the Victorian community. It is a great
system whereby friends groups and Landcare groups
participate with state and local governments to make
sure we do not just set land aside but manage it
effectively.
The roving teams will be working out of Omeo and
Bairnsdale in my area and also out of Castlemaine,
Bendigo, Ballarat and the Otways. I met some people
from Castlemaine about 10 minutes ago, and they told
me quite clearly the correct way to pronounce
‘Castlemaine’! They will benefit from having those
roving teams working there. It is not just about noxious
weeds; pest animals are also in the sights, if you like, of
government. It is too simple to adopt a shoot-them-all
approach, as The Nationals are doing. They think the
idea is to put a fox bounty on and have somebody else
solve all our problems. We need to actively use new
technologies and other smart ways of attacking pests,
such as the Southern Ark program that I launched on
behalf of the minister last year in East Gippsland in the
huge eastern part of our state, where we are actively
controlling and reducing the fox population by selective
baiting. It needed investment, and it needed to have
scientific proof behind it. We have been prepared to
make that investment, and I am sure we will continue
with that in the run-up to the election, recommitting the
considerable amount of money, time and effort that the
department puts into managing weeds and pests.
This bill is really about a progression and a
continuation of the policy that the government already
has to reserve and manage public land effectively. It
deserves the support of all those across the house, and
of course out there on the stump we need to be talking
to our communities and continuing to engage with and
encourage friends groups and Landcare groups to work
with us. It gives me a great deal of pleasure to
commend this bill to the house.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the many honourable members who have made
contributions to the debate on the National Parks and
Crown Land (Reserves) Acts (Amendment) Bill. They
are the honourable members for South-West Coast,
Murray Valley, Carrum — that is, you, Acting
Speaker — Polwarth, Gembrook, Benambra, Ferntree
Gully, Benalla, Monbulk, Gippsland East, Bellarine,
Seymour, Rodney, Keilor, Nepean, Narracan,
Warrandyte, Macedon and Morwell. Certainly the
government thanks them for their contributions and for
their support. Of course a part of this bill relates to land
in my own electorate, so again on behalf of the
government I wish the bill a speedy passage.
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Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

HEALTH SERVICES (SUPPORTED
RESIDENTIAL SERVICES) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 June; motion of Ms PIKE
(Minister for Health).
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I rise to speak on
the Health Services (Supported Residential Services)
Bill. The Liberal Party will be supporting this piece of
legislation, which brings some changes to a sector
which provides accommodation in a very difficult area,
mostly to a large number of people who are either aged,
have disabilities or are suffering from a mental illness.
This bill will amend the Health Services Act basically to
establish a further framework for the registering and
monitoring of supported residential services. The
government has a responsibility in relation to monitoring
these homes, which provide accommodation for the
group I just mentioned. The aim of this legislation is to
protect 6800 residents in nearly 200 privately owned and
operated supported residential services. It also aims to
streamline the registration of proprietors of supported
residential services and to ensure that residents are cared
for if for some reason an administrator has to be
appointed to take over their operation.
The main provisions of this bill include placing further
controls on the money and other assets of residents. The
bill adds new criteria which the secretary must use
when granting and renewing the registration of a
supported residential service (SRS) proprietor. The bill
clarifies the meaning of prohibited transactions and
reportable transactions. It extends the grounds that
enable the minister to appoint an administrator and
ensures that 28 days notification has to be given to a
resident or guardian if a supported residential service is
to be closed. It also ensures that resident care plans are
established and carried out and that interim care plans
are also implemented.
This bill deals with a sector which has been fraught
with problems for many years. I last recall speaking on
legislation covering this sector back in 2004, when
some changes were brought in again to try to regulate
what had been a very difficult sector. There have been a
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lot of problems, as I mentioned. When I spoke on the
legislation in 2004 I recalled that in 2001 there had
been a segment on a television current affairs program
which looked at the appalling conditions that many
people in supported residential services were living in.
Most people would have considered some of those
conditions to have been unacceptable. The minister at
the time talked of conducting another review, which she
in fact put in place. Of course there have been many,
many reviews of this sector, the last of which was done
by Professor Green.
These reviews have told tales of woe in a sense, but of
course if it were not for this sector a large number of
people would be out on the street as a result of
deinstitutionalisation and because there is just not
enough accommodation for people suffering from
disabilities and for many elderly people, many of whom
actually prefer to live in a SRS than in an aged care
facility.
I think we sometimes need to appreciate that at least
supported residential services offer some people a
choice they may not have at other times. Supported
residential services can be pension only, which can be
very basic sort of accommodation, but in some cases
they can be quite luxurious, or middle of the road as it
were. A lot of elderly people choose to live in this sort
of accommodation because it offers them a choice
without them necessarily going into a hostel or a
nursing home. My mother, who passed away earlier
this year in her 90s, went into such a place. It was a
very nice place and she thoroughly enjoyed living there
because she was living with people around about her
own age and there were a lot of activities. She could
afford to live there and she saw out her days in what I
thought was a really nice environment. She was one of
the lucky ones — not everybody is as lucky as she was.
Some people live in very difficult accommodation
where they need some care to be provided by
management and sometimes it is not a very pleasant
environment.
The issues that have been raised over time in
community visitors reports were set out by Professor
Green in his report. I will go through some of them and
perhaps some of the history. I have talked about what
this bill will do and I will probably go back to some of
those provisions but it is interesting to go back and look
at this sector.
Mr Cameron interjected.
Mrs SHARDEY — This may not be riveting
legislation but I regard it as important.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Jasper) — Order! I
assure the member I am listening with great intent.
Mrs SHARDEY — The community visitors report
presented in December 1999 said that:
After nearly a decade of consistent visiting under the Health
Services Act 1988, community visitors conclude it is time for
a complete rethinking of the role supported residential
services (SRSs) play in the Victorian health care system. It is
time to unpack the bundle of services provided by the SRSs
and see how best to fulfil the various roles they perform.

In 2003 there was a comment in the community visitors
report that:
Community visitors call once again for a complete overhaul
of the supported residential services sector. They draw your
attention to the untenable situation whereby some vulnerable
Victorians who have the most complex of health needs are
living in situations which are unacceptable when measured by
current community standards.

In April 2004 the Liberal Party was happy to support
legislation that brought about some changes which did
not exactly overhaul the sector but certainly made
managers much more accountable. The previous
government had introduced legislation to bring about
significant changes just like those in the 2004
legislation.
I would like to go over a little bit of history. Professor
Green went into this and I think it serves a purpose in
telling us something about how these types of
accommodation emerged. The term ‘special
accommodation house’ (SAH), as SRSs were originally
called, was developed in the early 1970s to distinguish
those boarding houses which provided personal care
services from those which did not — we are talking
about places that provide personal care services. In
1973 the then Liberal government introduced the
Health (Special Accommodation Houses) Act to
Parliament to amend the Health Act and establish a
code for the registration of those boarding houses that
catered for older and handicapped residents.
In 1980 Parliament again amended the Health Act, this
time to correct a number of anomalies in the earlier
legislation. These changes were supported by the
making of new regulations for SAHs, as they were
called then. In 1983 a Health Commission of Victoria
working party identified further anomalies in the
legislation and recommended that the distinction
between boarding houses and special accommodation
houses be based on the functional capacity of residents
and not the age of the residents or the nature of their
disabilities. There was a new definition of a special
accommodation house. It was:
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… a place which provides or offers to provide
accommodation to persons (other than members of the family
of the proprietor) and which provides or offers to provide
special or personal care to the residents …

The minimum standards of safety and care of residents
and certain other matters authorised or required by the
act were prescribed in the Health Services (Residential
Care) Regulations that came into effect in 1991. In
1997 additional amendments were made to the act and
regulations to strengthen the safety and care provisions
and to allow for more substantial penalties in the event
that breaches of those provisions were proven.
Professor Green’s report stated:
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care coordinators in SRSs. By 1 August 2002 all
existing SRSs were required to have sprinklers in
accordance with new fire safety regulations, so we saw
even more changes.
What has changed has been the profile of people living
in SRSs. This has changed over time and I will quote
from page 9 of Professor Green’s report. I think this is a
very telling description of the profile we are looking at.
It states:
A 1996 survey conducted during the preparation of the
Sandon report —

one of numerous reports into this sector —
It has been argued that each of the changes mentioned below
have disproportionately impacted on the viability of
pension-level facilities —

that is, those facilities where all the residents are in
receipt of pensions and those pensions are paid over to
the proprietor or manager for their care —
contributed to the continued pattern of closures in that sector
of the industry, and further reduced the likelihood of there
being new pension-level applicants for registration.

We have seen some of this history being repeated as
pension-only SRSs are closing and we are facing
further problems in accommodating people in this
sector. When I spoke on the 2004 bill I said we faced
continuing problems in this sector, particularly for
pension-only facilities.
In response to ongoing concerns about the safety and
privacy of residents, in 1998 the Department of Human
Services introduced new bed number guidelines. These
were designed to remove non-existent beds from a
facility’s registration and to progressively reduce
overcrowding and improve privacy in existing
supported residential services. A special task force was
set up to look at the implementation of those guidelines.
That task force continued after 1999, into the life of the
current government. There were some problems in the
implementation of the legislation, particularly in
relation to the size of rooms required. Some
pension-only premises found it very difficult to comply
and there was concern at the time that many of them
would close because they found it difficult to comply
with the new laws.
Since 31 March 1999 premises, including SRSs, on
which food is prepared for vulnerable people have been
subject to new food handling and storage procedures.
These have often included planning processes and
physical design changes in line with the requirements
of the Food Act, so there was a further change. On
1 January 2001 new minimum qualifications and
employment requirements came into effect for personal

indicated that about 74 per cent of registered facilities at the
time were either entirely or primarily dependent upon
pensioner residents. With an industry capacity of
approximately 7100 in 2001, that implies a pension-only
capacity of something in excess of 5000 beds.

By 2001 estimates showed pension-only capacity to be
around 2000. There have been some changes to the
types of people who are now living in pension-only
facilities. The report states:
Most of those pensioner residents are now younger people,
that is 73 per cent are under 70 years and only 9 per cent are
over 80 years, with a psychiatric or physical disability, or
where they are age pensioners, have complicating disabilities
in addition to age-related frailty.

So they are younger people but they are also people
who by and large have some type of disability or
mental illness, and that is continuing to cause huge
problems in the sector. One has to recognise that part of
the reason for this occurring, of course — and I said
this back in 2004 — is that in the areas of mental health
and disability services there is a lack of supported
accommodation, which we continue to face as a
problem. In fact I noted at the time that there were some
3000 people on the register for supported
accommodation — and I suspect that is probably
around about the same — with about 1000 of those
people being urgent cases.
In summary, pensioner-only supported residential
services (SRSs) are distinct from pension-plus SRSs.
They have younger residents with many complex
needs, and many of them have low financial capacity.
The infrastructure in many SRSs, as I said back in
2004, is to some degree of poor quality. In some
presentations on television, as we saw back in those
times and probably as it still exists, there are instances
of facilities which are not of a very high standard.
Professor Green’s consultation was a very important
part of that whole process when he was doing that
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report. He spoke to community visitors and they raised
a number of concerns. Many of those concerns still
continue to this day. Some, of course, have been met by
government but a large number remain unmet, and I
will look at the latest community visitors report to see if
some of those concerns still exist. They include the
ineffectiveness of the department in carrying out its
responsibilities in relation to licensing proprietors and
facilities and enforcing minimum standards. I would
like to hear, perhaps from the government, about the
way in which those standards are now being enforced.
There was concern that there was some
under-resourcing of the operation of the department at
the time in relation to ensuring there were enough
people to actually monitor SRSs; perhaps the
parliamentary secretary will be able to clarify that as an
issue for the house because I think it is important that
we understand how this sector is operating today.
Certainly it is some time since I had a very close look at
this area because I have new responsibilities and I am
interested to know how the department is operating in
terms of the process of monitoring, how many people
are now employed to monitor SRSs and what is the sort
of usual number of visits that occur over a period of
time.
One thing I was interested in was a program that was
introduced by the government. It was a pilot program
that was referred to in the community visitors report,
but which I think is quite interesting. Although it is
done as a pilot the community visitors report has gone
on to say it would like to see it extended, and this is the
research pilot which will fund non-government
organisations to provide $5000 packages of care to
residents with medium to high needs who live in
selected pension-level SRSs.
The explanation says that the packages will fund the
goods and services needed by those residents that are
above those required by legislation. The expected
outcomes of these packages are improved viability of
SRSs, increased capacity of SRSs to provide service to
medium to high-care residents, enhancements of
residents care and wellbeing.
Certainly at that time there were packages spread across
the state in areas like the Grampians, the north-west
metropolitan region, the eastern region, the eastern
metropolitan and a couple in the southern metropolitan,
but there were a small number of packages, so I would
be interested to know if there is an intention by
government — —
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Mrs SHARDEY — I understand there is now an
intention to spread those packages across the sector. I
heartily support that, because I think there are very big
issues about the types of people who need care.
In the time remaining — although I have mentioned
some of the changes that are going to occur, and I
assume my colleague will go into more detail on some
of those — perhaps I will just look at some of the issues
that have been raised within the community visitors
report, not really to point a finger but just to ensure that
we continue to understand that there are still a lot of
issues to be faced because the community visitors
report talks about the changed profile of the people
living in SRSs, particularly in pension-only ones where
we see a lot of younger people with mental illness and
disability.
It talks about the packages as I have discussed, and I
have already been informed that this part is going to
spread, so I think that is a very important element. I will
talk briefly about some of the things it found that were
of concern. One of the issues is a lack of
accommodation and support options, and page 15 of the
last community visitors report, which came down in
September 2005, says:
Community visitors have reported for over a decade that there
is a shortage of support and accommodation options for
people who have ongoing support needs as a result of —

disabilities.
While SRSs fill that gap, we also need to accept that
that shortage is something that the community
continues to find a burden. It is something that
government still has to think about addressing in a
much more serious way. A census was done in 2003
which really reflects what I have talked about in terms
of the changed profile of residents. Page 15 talks about
the fact that 45 per cent of residents have a psychiatric
disability, 14 per cent have an intellectual disability,
8 per cent have an acquired brain injury, 2 per cent have
serious medical issues and only 3 per cent of
pension-only residents have been reported to have no
disability at all. It goes on to say:
Many SRS residents have complex needs and some have
challenging behaviours that make it very difficult for them to
live in a communal setting.

There is a concern expressed on page 15 of the report
about the closure of supported residential services
(SRSs). It states:
In the last 12 months —

Mr Andrews interjected.

that is, the 12 months prior to September 2005 —
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110 beds have been lost from the pension-level SRS sector.
This continues the decline in the number of pension-level
beds that has occurred since the 1990s. In 1992 there were
315 registered facilities, with a total of 9100 beds … At June
2005 there were a total of 203 facilities with 6796 registered
beds.

At the time I had responsibility for this area I used to
meet with the managers in the sector. Many of them
found it extremely difficult to run these places of
accommodation. The community visitors report states
on page 16:
However, at other SRSs compassionate staff — —

Mr Maxwell interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Jasper) — Order!
The honourable member for Narracan has just entered
the chamber. I would like him to take his seat and listen
to the contribution being made by the honourable
member for Caulfield. It is a most interesting
contribution, and I am certainly listening intently.
Mrs SHARDEY — Many supported residential
services, particularly pension-only facilities, find it very
difficult to provide care for about $35 to $40 a day per
person. That would probably provide some explanation
as to why quite a number have closed over the years.
Particularly in areas where land prices are rising it is
becoming more and more difficult for these facilities to
be maintained.
On page 17 of the report under the heading ‘Limited
options’ it states:
Health and community service workers and guardians often
refer people being discharged from hospital or prison to
pension-level SRSs, not because they believe these facilities
will best meet the person’s need but rather because there is
nowhere else where their clients can afford to live.

We have people in not the best of circumstances being
admitted to supported residential facilities. Perhaps they
have come out of prison and are trying to integrate back
into the community, and this communal-type of living
may not be the best environment for them, or they may
be coming directly from hospital. I want to mention that
there have been other programs in the hospital system
that are probably better able to look after such people.
There are programs such as Hospital in the Home,
where someone is able to get care and attention in a
very different way.
This community visitors report points out that in several
regions SRSs are taking people directly from hospital:
In one SRS in the north and west region a hospital pays for two
beds and provides 24-hour higher care. In the Loddon–Mallee
region an SRS room is leased by the local hospital.
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So we have hospitals leasing rooms in SRSs to provide
hospital and home programs for those people because
they have nowhere else to go.
The community visitors report also raises issues in
relation to health care and says that one of its major
concerns is that people are still being discharged from
hospital and going into SRSs without appropriate
information being supplied to the SRS. Another issue is
that residents do not always have their own doctors, and
SRS residents in small country towns can find it very
difficult to access health services, particularly services
like podiatry, physiotherapy, dental care and so forth.
I will list some of the other health issues raised in the
report — and I will pick just a few of the issues that I
think need to be looked at and addressed. The report
gives the examples of a resident who had a
percutaneous endoscopic gastrostomy, or PEG-feed
blockage, and needed hospitalisation but could not get
care; a resident with a recurrent urinary tract infection
and staff needing to assist that resident with personal
hygiene six to eight times a day, which is a little more
than a manager would be expected to do; a resident
with a cyst in the eye needing attention; a resident with
a broken hip who had an unstable bed; and so on. These
are complaints that have been dealt with, but they
should not have to be addressed by management staff;
they are addressed by management staff because there
is no health care available to such people. The report
goes into a lot of detail, which I will not repeat.
The community visitors report also raised a number of
issues related to the handling of medication. This has
always been a very vexed issue in SRSs. We have
passed a lot of legislation to try to ensure that
medication is handled in the appropriate way. In fact
managers have a duty of care under the legislation to do
just that, but the community visitors report that some
residents have loose pills in their drawers, medication is
removed from doset boxes and placed on saucers on
tables, medication sheets are not up to date and the
system used to update scripts is not clear. So there are
still problems in that particular area. There are also
problems with staff-client ratios, which are regulated by
legislation but are not adhered to. All of these issues
were found by community visitors, but they should be
monitored by the government, and that is why I am
interested to find out what is occurring in relation to the
monitoring of supported residential services.
The community visitors report also refers to the lack of
training of supported residential services staff. A census
of the SRS industry in 2003 revealed that there is
considerable variance in the qualification and training
of staff and points to the fact that the act states that a
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person must not be employed as a personal care
coordinator unless the person has a certificate III in
community services, aged care or personal care or an
equivalent. Yet when surveyed 1 per cent of metro and
pension-level SRSs reported an unqualified personal
care assistant as being the highest qualification held by
a staff member. Obviously there is a lot to be achieved
in that area as well.
I could go on and give more detail of what this report
says. What it essentially says to us is that although
community visitors appreciate that there is a lot more
protection being offered to residents of SRSs, there is
still a way to go in ensuring that proper standards are
maintained in this type of accommodation, which is
really there to provide care and support for many
people, such as old people, people with disabilities and
people with mental illness.
It is my view that we should do more as a society to
provide more appropriate accommodation, but I
recognise that currently this is often the only type of
place to which many people are able to go to have a
roof over their heads. I just hope that governments of
both persuasions are careful to continue to try to
provide the best possible standards and protection for
those people who live in this type of accommodation.
They need our support and care.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I rise on behalf of
The Nationals to speak on this important Health
Services (Supported Residential Services) Bill. The bill
amends the Health Services Act 1998. It mainly deals
with the administration and operations of supported
residential services here in Victoria. The bill covers
such areas as notice of closure, financial protection,
prohibitive transactions, reportable transactions,
residential statements, care plans, administrator
appointments and applications to the Secretary of the
Department of Human Services.
The Nationals have consulted widely with people such
as the Association of Supportive Care Homes, the
Carers Association Gippsland and some supported
residential service (SRS) operators. In preparing for this
debate, I particularly wanted to look at country
Victoria. We represent rural and regional Victoria very
well and I want to make sure that we reflected the
views of people in rural and regional Victoria.
We note there are about 200 facilities in Victoria; about
40 of them in country Victoria. It was interesting to
note when I went through the list that the closest one to
my electorate is at Ararat. It is the Golden Gate Lodge
SRS in Stawell Road, Ararat. When I was married that
was called the Golden Gate Motel and in fact it had a
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fantastic reception area which is where the reception for
my wedding was held. There are 46 registered beds at
that facility. The SRSs in rural and regional Victoria
range from 6 beds in Sale to one with 60-odd in
Ballarat called the Pineview Retirement Home. They
play a very important part, as the member for Caulfield
said, in our community. In relation to the conversation
we had, some concerns were raised. They included
issues such as more paperwork, red tape and costs. But
as the bill deals mainly with the protection of residents
in SRSs, The Nationals will not be opposing this
legislation.
What are supported residential services? I do not think
enough people in this house know what they are. They
provide accommodation and care for people who need
support in their everyday life — for example, people
who are frail or have a disability. In Victoria they are
privately run businesses; they do not receive any
government funding but must be registered by the state
and monitored to ensure they provide certain standards
of care and accommodation. We were briefed by Jill
Coyne, Ruth Harper and Andrew McKenzie, and I
thank them for the briefing. They informed us that
SRSs provide a varying range of services and that
people in this accommodation pay a varying range of
fees. It is interesting to note that there were
200 supported residential services registered with the
Department of Human Services (DHS) as of March this
year. There are about 6800 residents.
In preparing for this debate I looked through some
research papers from the DHS web site which talked
about a review in 2003. At that stage a census was
taken of 215 facilities which then had 7104 beds. As the
member for Caulfield said, we are seeing a decreasing
number of facilities and also a decreasing number of
beds that are supporting these people within our
community.
The SRSs are all privately run. They provide
accommodation with personal care. Most of the people
in these facilities are older, frail people, people with a
psychiatric or intellectual disability and people with
particular needs, such as those suffering from dementia.
As I said, at the moment there are 6800 residents in
approximately 200 facilities. There are two segments in
SRSs. One includes those above pension level, who are
mainly female, over the age of 70 and mainly have
issues related to frailty and disabilities. There is also the
other level, which is pension only: they are mostly male
and below 50 years of age, and about 60 per cent of
them have psychiatric disabilities.
In the above-pension level, my information is that there
are about 4400 people or about two-thirds of the total.
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In the pension-only level there are about 2400 people or
about one-third. It is interesting to note that many years
ago those numbers were reversed. Therefore there is
obviously a market demand that is being serviced
particularly in the above-pension level, which is
increasing markedly. Some of those places I am
informed — I have not been to any — are very
well-run, high-class establishments. The area that is of
concern is the pension-only level. There used to be over
4000 people in the pension-only level; now that has
dropped down to about 2400. The concern of many
people in Victoria is where those 2000 pension-only
people are now being housed. That is an issue for all
governments. It will not be covered in my presentation
here today.
The residents of SRSs need special or personal care
mainly relating to their age or disability. They do not
receive government funding. There are some
exceptions to that. The federal government provides
very minimal rental assistance through Centrelink. To
the credit of the government, this year’s budget has put
in about $30 million over the next four years in what it
calls a vulnerable person’s initiative. This is for
pension-only facilities, and it will be spread over those
four years. But there are still concerns about their
personal treatment and how that will be administered. I
know that this funding follows a pilot program in which
personal treatment such as stand-up staff cleaning was
provided and issues such as a lack of security were
addressed.
I have to say that we are concerned about how this
money will be spent. According to the briefing we
received the money will go to non-government
organisation (NGO) service coordinators, who will link
with other services. The worry is, and it is important
that we make sure this does not happen, that a lot of the
money will be spent on administration and not on
service delivery, which is the part of the project that is
being funded here.
This bill covers many matters such as notices to vacate.
Clause 12, which inserts new section 106C into the
principal act, provides that if a proprietor proposes to
cease to carry on a business they must, at least 28 days
before the proposed date of cessation, provide each
resident and the resident’s guardian or administrator
with a written notice requiring them to vacate the
premises — in other words, before they want to close.
In the briefing we were given I asked what would
happen if a proprietor became bankrupt. I was told that
there is a process to be followed, which the member for
Mulgrave, who is the Parliamentary Secretary for
Health, might cover in more detail. However, my
understanding is that an administrator will be
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appointed. It could get a little bit messy, but we hope
the process works well.
Bankruptcies occur from time to time, because these are
businesses with very fine margins, and it is important
that we protect the residents of those facilities and give
them as much notice as possible, because not only in
this sector but generally in the aged care sector people
treat these places as their homes, which they are at that
stage of their lives. So how we deal with a place if the
proprietor becomes bankrupt is a concern.
Clause 4 on page 3 of the bill contains a new definition
of ‘close associate’ and describes what that term means
in relation to a proprietor of a supported residential
service. If the proprietor is a natural person three
subparagraphs set out what happens as a result.
Subparagraphs (i) to (iv) of clause 4(1)(b) deal with
what happens if the proprietor is a body corporate. The
clause also covers next of kin, ‘related body corporate’,
which has the same meaning as the definition in the
Corporations Act, and ‘spouse’. These definitions have
been included in the bill to cover the close associates of
the proprietor.
The bill also contains financial protections for residents,
and they are covered in clauses 14 and 15, which deal
with the management or control of residents money by
the proprietor, including prohibited transactions and
reportable transactions. Prohibited transactions include
proprietors accepting gifts above $100 and many other
things. I do not have time to go through them, but I am
informed that there have been significant complaints
about the operation of some of these SRSs particularly
at the pension-only level. I have been informed that one
SRS was the subject of a police inquiry, but
unfortunately the charge was unable to stick because
there was a loophole in the legislation, and that is part if
not all of the reason why this unfortunate legislation has
to be brought in. Like all laws in this Parliament it
addresses unscrupulous operators when 95 per cent or
maybe more operate in a proper manner.
The bill also covers residential statements. Clause 10
states that a residential statement must contain new
initiatives relating to the management or control of a
resident’s money. Basically this is about the consumer
protection that we all have out there in the community.
The bill also covers care plans. As we all know,
currently these plans have to be developed in
cooperation with the resident, their family, personal
care workers and the proprietor, and they have to be
prepared within 30 days. Under this legislation an
interim care plan will have to be prepared within
48 hours. This is because, as we know, some of the
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residents move in and out within a week and they need
care plans while they are in a facility.
This legislation covers administrative appointments and
other applications to the Secretary of the Department of
Human Services. It is my understanding that under the
current act an administrator can be appointed for
90 days, and under this bill that period will be extended
to 180 days.
I want to cover some of the points that were raised
during the discussions we had with various groups of
people. Some were concerned about the bill creating
extra administration and paperwork. Some said that the
government kept moving the goal posts — they must
have been football supporters — and that as a result it
was very hard to keep up with things. Importantly
people felt that there would be a greater workload and,
more importantly, higher costs. As we know, these
places, particularly those that are pension only, are run
on very fine margins, and we hope this legislation does
not push too many into a situation where they are not
viable and have to close.
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A 2003 census of clients showed that 20 per cent of all SRS
clients had a disability or mental illness
97 per cent of pension-level SRSs clients had a disability
(psychiatric 45 per cent — 14 per cent ID — 8 per cent
ABI — remainder a mix of medical and disability.

So there is an enormous number of those with a
disability, particularly in the pension-only facilities,
with 20 per cent overall to 97 per cent in the
pension-only facilities.
I quote further from the email:
The most significant issues for the carers of people with
mental illness and disabilities are the hypocritical ‘do as I say
and not as I do’ actions of this ‘amoral’ government.
…
What do we have here?

An honourable member interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — I am quoting from this
email, which states:
What do we have here?

We do know that the residents in these places are on
limited incomes. They only get limited support,
including rental assistance through Centrelink.
Representatives of the Association of Supported Care
Homes informed me that the Department of Human
Services had only met with them once, and this is
disappointing. They are members of a very active group
that cares for people in supported residential homes.
When they met with department representatives they
told me they were advised of rather than being invited
to discuss the changes proposed in this bill. They would
like to have had more input, but after reading through
the bill and the second-reading speech they do not have
any real problems with it.
I received an email following a couple of conversations
I had with representatives from the Gippsland Carers
Association and the Victorian Liaison National Carers
Coalition. This email is from the president of those
associations, Jean Tops, and it reads:
Thank you for asking me to make comment on the
second-reading speech of this bill … we feel very strongly
about the ongoing exploitation of people with disabilities and
mental illness and the families who care for the majority of
those with a dependency.
Nowhere is this more obvious than in the number of people in
the above categories who are now occupying SRS beds
because of government indifference and abandonment and
double standards.

They raised many issues about the legislation. I refer to
just a couple:

A government that denies disabled people aged less than
65 years the same rights as those over 65 years to access
age-appropriate nursing levels of care and hostel levels of
care …
At the same time this gutless governments turns a blind eye to
the 2400 clients of pension-level SRSs being disabled and
mentally ill because it suits them to do so.

The email finishes off with:
The amendments to the SRS bill are a clear case of shooting
down the ‘bad profit takers who exploit disabled persons’ so
that the government can be seen to be acting in their best
interests when in fact the greatest exploiters are the writers of
the legislation.

They are very, very inflammatory words, but again
there are concerns particularly for people with
disabilities. All honourable members would agree that
that is a sector for which we all need to do more. The
government is doing more work, but there is a lot more
to be done. I quoted from that email because of the
concerns that have been raised with me and I consider
that it was only just that I do so.
It can be seen that not everyone is happy with what the
government is doing or not doing, particularly for
people with a disability. However, the bill does protect
the residents of SRSs. As I said, it covers the notice of
closure, financial protections and, importantly,
improved residential statements and more timely care
plans. Taking all that into account and although I have
much more that I can say, as others want to speak on
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the bill I inform the house that The Nationals will not
be opposing this legislation.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — I am very pleased to
rise this evening to make a brief contribution in support
of the Health Services (Supported Residential Services)
Bill. I begin by acknowledging the support of the
Liberal Party and The Nationals, as expressed by the
members for Caulfield and Lowan. That underscores
the critical importance of this bill, in that it provides a
much better and more secure framework to enhance the
prospects, security and supports given to some of the
most vulnerable members of the Victorian community.
I want to run through the main elements of the bill and
then, as the member for Caulfield has raised a couple of
issues, I want to try to address those.
As has been noted by members opposite, the bill
amends the Health Services Act to provide security and
other financial protections and safeguards to those who
live in the supported residential service (SRS) sector,
particularly the pension-only sector. I will come back to
that in relation to initiatives funded in this year’s
budget, which form an important part of our
government’s contribution to the national action plan
on mental health.
The amendments to the Health Services Act will put in
place a better set of arrangements for the supported
residential service sector and the residents. They are
summarised as follows. Firstly, under the amendments
operators of SRSs will be obliged to give residents
notice if the SRS is to close. That notice of closure is a
fairly fundamental right and very important in terms of
certainty for those residents moving forward. That
notice period is 28 days and it is an important step
forward for those people who often are, I think it would
be fairly well agreed, some of the most vulnerable
members of the Victorian community.
Secondly, the amendments provide better arrangements
for the management of residents finances. Thirdly, the
amendments put restrictions on the types of transactions
and financial arrangements that operators and those
closely associated with operators can enter into with
residents in supported residential services. That is
important as well in terms of probity and making sure
that people are not taken advantage of. Fourthly, the
amendments place restrictions on guardianship, powers
of attorney and other administration arrangements that
can be entered into between a provider and somebody
in their care — in effect, a resident of a private SRS
facility.
Further, the amendments better define the powers, roles
and functions of the Secretary of the Department of
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Human Services. That is important in terms of
providing certainty moving forward. In a similar vein,
the amendments provide clarification and an increase in
the circumstances under which the responsible
minister — in this case, the Minister for Aged Care in
another place — can appoint an administrator to an
SRS. They increase the appointment time of an
administrator from 90 to 180 days. That is important,
too, in terms of people who are arguably some of the
most vulnerable members of the Victorian community
having the underlying support and care that they need.
Moving on, the amendments also deal with a whole
range of housekeeping matters that are again important
in enhancing the operation of the act and the sector. The
bill also deals with a new registration framework.
Again, that is obviously critically important. One of the
most important elements of the amendments is the
mandating of the development of residents care plans
and the review of those care plans. That is critically
important in driving better outcomes in the personal
care and circumstances that SRS residents find
themselves in.
Members opposite have detailed some of the nature of
the SRS sector but I think it is important to speak again
about the scope and size of the sector and the key
factors that make up the sector. As other members have
noted, there are just under 7000 — 6800, to be exact —
residents in the residential supported service sector.
They receive care or live in around 200 privately owned
and operated SRS sites right across Victoria. They are
right across Victoria, with, as the member for Lowan
has observed, about 160 in metropolitan Melbourne and
about 40 in rural and regional communities. So they are
spread right across the service and provide fundamental
accommodation and other support to a very substantial
number of people — as I said, almost 7000 Victorians.
I think it is fair to say that those nearly 7000 Victorians
who live in supported residential services are, as I have
noted, perhaps some of the most marginalised and often
the most vulnerable members of the Victorian
community. It is important that we have a strong, robust
and contemporary legislative framework to underpin
their care, residency rights and other safeguards that
they enjoy in their residential circumstances. Again, the
amendments are important in providing a much more
solid and sound foundation, particularly for the
pension-only sector of the SRS cohort.
As has been noted by the members for Caulfield and
Lowan, the vast majority of residents have special
needs. Some figures were quoted, including that around
45 per cent of pension-only residents have a mental
illness. I am advised that it is closer to 60 per cent of
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that group of 2400 who live in the pension-only sector.
It is on that basis that earlier this year the government
moved to provide in the budget $40.4 million to
underpin the viability and ongoing care in the
pension-only sector. That is of quite substantial and
enduring benefit. A viable pension-only sector is of
very substantial benefit, both now and well into the
future, for not only those mental health clients but also
for the entire population of those 2400 people who live
in the pension-only sector. I will come back to that
when I address one of the questions asked by the
member for Caulfield.
At the end of the day, these issues are very, very
important and the people in the sector need real care.
The member for Caulfield spoke about the community
visitors reports, the many recommendations and the
many quite valid criticisms that have been made by the
Office of the Public Advocate and community visitors.
Recently I was very pleased to open the annual
conference of the community visitors and to speak with
Julian Gardner, the public advocate, and the community
visitors whose dedication is really clear. They should be
praised in this place and right throughout the
community for the wonderful work that they do. They
very much welcome the $40 million SRS viability
package that the government has funded and see that as
a really positive step forward in driving better outcomes
for, as I have noted, some of the most vulnerable
members of our Victorian community.
This sector is a for-profit sector, but it is a particularly
well-regulated sector. Indeed, no other state regulates
any similar sort of residential services in quite the way
that we do, and that is important. However, the regime
and legislative framework that underpins this sector can
always be improved, and that is what the amendments
before the house are designed to do.
As I said, in that pension-only sector 60 per cent of
clients have a mental illness; they are probably the most
vulnerable group in the overall sector. This year we
provided $40.4 million over five years to underpin the
viability of that sector.
In terms of individual packages of care, the member for
Caulfield raised an issue about the seven pilot
programs. The $40.4 million will effectively
mainstream those care packages — that is, that
intensive support. That is about the viability of the
sector but it is also about absolutely better care
outcomes for those clients — and a large percentage of
those clients obviously present with a mental illness. It
is on that basis that that money is included as part of
our $472 million contribution to the national action plan
on mental health.
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The member for Lowan raised some concerns in
relation to how that money would be spent. As a
government we are confident, and I know Minister
Jennings in the other place is confident, that that money
will be spent wisely and that it will deliver real benefits
in terms of care. And as I said, a more viable
pension-only SRS sector is of great benefit to those
who currently live in it, but it will be of enduring
benefit to those who may at one point or another in the
future find that that is the only viable accommodation
option for them.
The member for Caulfield also raised the issue of
standards and how they are being monitored. I will
need to seek further advice on the exact nature of the
regime that is put in place. As the member for Caulfield
knows, this is not a sector that is administered by the
Minister for Health; it is administered by the Minister
for Aged Care in the other house. However, I will seek
some further advice for her.
I can say, though, that in 2005–06, for instance,
205 complaints were brought to the attention of the
department by residents, family members, community
visitors and a whole range of others. Four proprietors
were successfully prosecuted, with substantial fines and
cost orders being made against those offenders.
Conditions on registration were placed on
approximately 50 SRS premises, and administrators
were appointed to protect the wellbeing of residents at a
number of different SRS locations.
I think that is clear evidence that the government takes
its obligations seriously in relation to monitoring
standards and making sure that those standards are
upheld as we move forward. I am happy to commit to
provide the member for Caulfield with some more
information in relation to exactly what resources are
allocated by the department and by the government to
make sure that those in our pension-only sector and in
the above-pension SRS sector receive the best possible
care.
In closing, I think it is important to note that things can
be a lot better in this sector. That is why the
government has brought these amendments into the
house. It is why Minister Jennings argued so effectively
about this and why we have been able to provide this
$40.4 million package. That is a very substantial
expenditure in what is a private sector outfit, if you like.
This is a for-profit sector, so for us to invest such a
substantial amount of money is a fairly large policy
leap. But again, this is about better outcomes for some
of the most vulnerable members of our Victorian
community, not the least of which are those who
present with a mental illness. These amendments and
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the record funding this government has provided will
be of profound benefit to those in the SRS sector. I
commend these amendments to the house.
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work with, yet the people who run Shamrock House do
it with great care and devotion and produce some very
good outcomes in difficult circumstances. I want to
place on record my support for Shamrock House.

Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Sitting continued on motion of Mr CAMERON
(Minister for Agriculture).
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I rise to
speak on the Health Services (Supported Residential
Services) Bill and to make a few comments with regard
to supported residential services in my electorate, thus
providing a slightly different perspective that comes
from regional and rural Victoria. Most of the traditional
supported residential sector is based in the metropolitan
area, and often in the inner metropolitan area.
As other speakers have said, the supported residential
service sector has a number of roles and a number of
different variations, but the most common supported
residential service system that we are familiar with and
are seeking to deal with is the service system that
provides a roof over people’s heads and some support
for some of the most vulnerable people in our
community. These are people often with mental health
problems, people who often have drug and alcohol
problems, people often with personality disorders and
people who perhaps have had a fairly challenging and
difficult life and who themselves often lead a
challenging and difficult lifestyle.
It is a real challenge for any government or regulators
to get the balance right in providing adequate regulation
that affords protection for vulnerable residents without,
to use a colloquial expression, killing the supported
residential sector with rules and regulations that are
costly to administer and unworkable in terms of
keeping the services alive. If the supported residential
sector closed down, then those vulnerable people would
become even more vulnerable. For many of those
people it would be inappropriate to be in institutional
care. It would be not in their interests, it would not be
their desire and I do not think it would be in the
community interest. Therefore, we do have to recognise
that there is a role to be played in the community by the
supported residential service sector.
In particular I wish to use as an example of the facilities
that exist in different parts of the state a facility in my
electorate called Shamrock House. It is what I consider
to be an excellent supported residential service. It
provides outstanding support and care, and a safe and
secure place for people who have faced a number of
challenges and difficulties in their lives. The clients of
Shamrock House are not often the most easy people to

This relates to what I am concerned about: when we
introduce legislation like this, how does it impact on the
service provided by a place like Shamrock House? And
how can we make sure we get that balance right, as I
said, between having adequate regulations to provide
protection for clients and having protection for
proprietors and people who work in the system? It is a
two-way street.
I want to talk about the problems Shamrock House
faces in terms of financial viability, because it is not a
Robinson Crusoe in this area. Many supported
residential services in the city and many in the country
face these same financial viability problems. When we
start imposing more and more requirements on these
facilities, then we are sending them closer and closer to
being over the brink when it comes to their financial
status.
I refer to an article in the Warrnambool Standard of
20 June, under the headline ‘Shamrock House in cash
crisis’, which states:
Demand for crisis accommodation at Crossley’s Shamrock
House has increased as the centre begins fund raising to
upgrade its ageing facilities.
The centre, which helps people with mental illness, drug,
alcohol or domestic violence troubles is facing an uncertain
future after it was revealed it needed $500 000 in
improvements to comply with regulations.
…
Father John Murphy, who runs the centre with Paula Page,
said more than 1500 people took shelter in the centre each
year.

In quoting Father Murphy the article continues:
‘Every night there is 10 to 15 people (staying here) over the
school holidays it is busy with families coming to stay’.

The article further states:
Support committee president Bill Quinlan said the group
needed to raise about $25 000 just to keep the service
operating before tackling any renovations.

Bill Quinlan is quoted further in the article as saying:
The immediate need is to buy food and pay the expenses …

The article fundamentally says that Shamrock House
does a terrific job providing services for those in
desperate need, But is it not sad when we reflect on the
comment about the fact that often families need to use
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that facility that we do have families, we do have
individuals, in desperate need and they need the
services of a supported residential service like
Shamrock House, yet Shamrock House is facing a cash
crisis and a viability crisis. Indeed its very existence is
threatened. One of the things the article refers to is the
cost of meeting regulations that are imposed on the
service.
Mr Andrews interjected.
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While that letter does not specifically talk about
suggestions about how the legislation should be
particularly amended I think the sentiments being
expressed by Father Murphy and Ms Page are the need
to get that balance right between having legislation that
protects the rights of the residents and also protects — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The member’s time has expired. I call the
member for Bentleigh.

Dr NAPTHINE — I hear what the member for
Mulgrave says, and that is a point I made when he was
out of the chamber — that is, one of the balances that is
very difficult to get is having regulations to protect
people to ensure there is still a viable service, because if
the service is not viable and closes, the vulnerable
people are left in the lurch. I think that is one of the real
challenges.

Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the clock was stuck for a while so it did not
show the correct time. In the adjustments it was not
corrected.

When this legislation came before the house I sent a
copy to Shamrock House and asked for comments. I
will read into Hansard the letter I received, signed by
Father Murphy and Paula Page, executive director.
Addressed as ‘Shamrock House, P O Box 326, Koroit’,
the letter states:

Dr Napthine — I do not think it was adjusted
correctly.

Thank you for seeking my comments on the bill re residential
support services and the new proposed legislation which will
be debated in July.
I have read through the bill and speech given by the Labor
government minister. I have also discussed the matter with
some of the team that work with me.
We are of the opinion while many responsibilities are placed
on the proprietor and ‘close associates’, with which we in
general agree, not enough of the proposals contain sufficient
attention to the rights of the proprietor.

The point being made is that plenty of responsibilities
are placed on the proprietor, yet there does not seem to
be counterbalancing protection of the rights of the
proprietor. The letter further states:
From our own experience over the years it can happen that
the proprietor can be the subject of litigation over property
and insurance regarding residents. If not litigation there can
arise quite unpleasant dealings with relatives or others
regarding debts incurred or property of a resident.
… I think that something should be expressed in the proposed
bill.
Those carrying out the services provided at Shamrock House
are voluntary workers. Some have direct contact with the
residents, others carry out services that are needed. Perhaps
there is need of mention of such persons so that they too are
covered by the act in direct or indirect contact with the
residents.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! I have been informed by the previous Acting
Speaker that the clock was adjusted.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! And the Clerks have informed me the same. It
was interrupted at 10.00 p.m. and it is now 10.10 p.m.,
so I call the member for Bentleigh.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — It is a great pleasure
to speak in support of the Health Services (Supported
Residential Services) Bill. This is a great bill and one
that the Parliament can be proud of. When you consider
the vulnerable population we are talking about, you can
see that in numerical terms it is a comparatively small
population. It is a population of people who do not have
a lot of power in the community and are often hidden
from public view. It is not often that you see
governments creating legislation which is basically
about expanding and protecting their rights.
I am very proud to be part of a government that is doing
that because it is a mark of our community that we do
not only look after the rights of the majority and the
rights of the broader community, but we take the time
to look after the rights of those who are vulnerable, who
are powerless, who do not have a voice and who need
protection. It is even more extraordinary when you
consider that, coupled with this legislation, we have a
government that has made a considerable investment in
supporting these residents.
While some might say that that is happening partly
because, if this sector closed, we would have an
enormous number of people out there on the streets, the
fact is that in other countries, and indeed in other states,
they are out on the streets. The fact of the matter is
there are many people who have been in this kind of
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accommodation — in boarding houses and supported
residential services — who do live on the streets, who
do live under bridges, who do live in cardboard boxes.
They create a nuisance and even a general level of
distress in the community; nevertheless, very little is
done.

support and in very difficult circumstances, with drug
users and people who exhibit quite erratic behaviour by
organisations like the Royal District Nursing Service.
They have done a tremendous job in reaching out to
this population in a way that has been very meaningful
and very important in their lives.

I would like to commend the minister on this
legislation. I think it has been a great joint initiative
between the Minister for Health and the minister
responsible for senior Victorians in the other place,
Gavin Jennings. I would like to commend the
government on what is being done because, quite
frankly, it is a landmark day in terms of looking at the
needs of this particular group.

What is terrific about the package that the government
has announced is the more meaningful way in which it
is going to occur. What we are going to see for the first
time through this $40 million supported
accommodation package for vulnerable Victorians is a
stabilising of accommodation for at least 2000 of those
residents, and that is going to be done through indirect
facility cost relief. Non-government agencies will be
contracted to assess the needs of those residents and to
ensure that we are providing the right services and the
right supports to maintain their accommodation.

A lot of people have commented on the vulnerability of
this group. We know that they are on very low incomes.
We know that often their only source of income is the
pension and rent assistance. In the pension-only group,
we are talking about people whose income is gobbled
up by their accommodation and their food and who
have very little else left. That means they are not really
in a position to go out and purchase some of the other
things that we take for granted as being some of the
basics of life. Many of these people have psychiatric
disabilities and mental illnesses and they need specialist
care. Often in the past they have missed out on that care
and they have not been able to afford it.
Over the last 25 years we have seen an enormous loss
in boarding house accommodation and this kind of
supported residential services accommodation — in
particular in the inner city of Melbourne, because this
was the traditional home of those kinds of facilities.
When you consider the massive loss of that
accommodation over the last 25 years, you see that it
makes it even more imperative that we do what we can
to preserve some accommodation for this particular
population group.
It is also clear that there is a changing profile in the
supported residential services group. Many younger
people with quite complex needs and psychiatric
disabilities have been coming into this accommodation.
I can attest to that because about 10 years ago I did
some work for ecumenical housing and the Melbourne
City Council, looking at places like the Markillies and
the Hotham hotels which were providing this type of
accommodation around the city of Melbourne. They
were quite scary places to go into because even then
you could see the dramatic increase in people with
mental illness with no support in that accommodation.
I would like to take this opportunity to note the really
good work that is being done, often without a lot of

That will be of enormous benefit to proprietors as well.
A number of speakers have commented on the fact that
many of them are good people. Yes, they are running a
business, and yes, they are making money from the
business, although not necessarily a huge amount of
money, but they also often genuinely care about the
residents. What they have confronted in recent years is
the fact that increasingly they are finding it difficult to
look after those residents and provide services to meet
their needs. They often see terrible scenes develop, not
only between the residents but also with other people
from the street who interact with them.
I believe this package will do an enormous amount to
help proprietors deal with residents, and it will be of
enormous benefit in improving the health and
wellbeing of those who have been crying out for this
kind of assistance for a long time. It will be terrific to
see the individualised support and activities that are
going to be offered to pension level residents. I believe
we will see a significant improvement in their quality of
life. That is so important, because whilst the
community is often willing to be judgmental and even
aggressive and hostile towards people on the street who
are exhibiting strange, difficult and challenging
behaviours, the fact is that those people have often had
no support, have often had inadequate medication and
have never had a proper assessment — and they have
certainly never received the treatment they need. What
is so fantastic about this package is that they are going
to be getting some of that support.
The other thing about the bill that is important is that it
will provide greatly improved protection for residents. I
note in particular the notification period that will now
have to be given to residents in supported residential
services. The notification period is really important,
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because people who are vulnerable, people who have
no other support and people whose friendship network
may only extend to the other people who live in their
accommodation do not know where to go or what to do
when these places close down. Often they end up on the
street. What this bill does is give non-government
agencies, proprietors and the residents themselves some
time to look at options for those who often have had
limited options. That is a very important safeguard.
There are also some safeguards in relation to the
handling of residents funds. That is again a very
important element, because these people are vulnerable.
Whilst I believe that most proprietors are ethical in their
behaviour, there are nevertheless some who have taken
advantage of residents in the past, exploiting them and
abusing the positions of power and trust they have had.
This bill has a range of provisions to protect the funds
and the property of residents, which will add greatly to
their dignity and to the protection they now have. It is a
great bill, and I commend it to the house.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — In addressing
the Health Services (Supported Residential Services)
Bill this evening we would all have to acknowledge,
whether we like it or not, that we are dealing with an
accommodation option for people who are often in dire
need and which will be a growth industry. Therefore
the opposition is supportive of the government’s
endeavour to better regulate such a crucial and sensitive
industry and also to ensure that appropriate
arrangements are made for future needs.
Having said that, one only has to look at the trends in
the community. Whether we like it or not, we have a
situation in which home and community care (HACC)
funding is having to cater for a much larger cohort
across the community. That HACC funding is unusual
in Victoria in so far as it is controlled by the state
government and not given directly to local councils. I
am sure many honourable members would agree with
me that a number of councils are desperately worried
that now they can only offer, for example, one shower a
week to many of their clients who are living in their
own independent living arrangements.
When it comes to trends in the community — and this
is a community-wide problem and not specific to any
one government — and the need for people to move
into the supported residential services (SRS)
accommodation option, often it can be the result of the
fact that there are not other services available to the
need and extent we all hope as members of Parliament.
Higher rents in the private accommodation market,
family breakdowns and any number of factors are
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leading to the situation in which we will have a growth
industry with supported residential services.
The purpose of the bill is to amend the Health Services
Act 1988 to:
(a) revise the criteria which the Secretary must consider in
relation to applications for approval in principle,
registration and renewal of registration of health service
establishments;
(b) enhance the ability of administrators of supported
residential services to carry out their functions;
(c) regulate the content of residential statements provided
under section 106 of the Health Services Act —

and it goes on. Previous speakers have mentioned some
of the detailed regulations. Importantly the bill also
ensures that there must be at least 1 staff member for
every 30 residents — that would appear to me to be an
absolute minimum — and to ensure that extra staff are
used to provide adequate levels of care for residents on
site overnight to respond to residents care needs and to
ensure safety of residents. This overnight stay
arrangement for staff is absolutely crucial because one
of the key factors, if this sector of accommodation
options for those in greatest need is to expand in a way
in which the community feels comfortable with, is to
ensure that these facilities are good neighbours, that
there is a qualified staff member on site at all times to
ensure that the wider community believes this
supported residential service is ensuring that its clients
are not only cared for but also are not exhibiting any
number of bad neighbour type behaviour that soon
turns the community against any such facility.
I know that in my electorate, particularly in the
Ringwood area, there are a number of these facilities,
which by and large do a great job. However, given the
obvious trend for this accommodation option to become
a much more growing option in the absence of other
facilities and arrangements, and the absence of
sufficient HACC funding to keep people in their own
homes in many cases, or carers funding, then of course
we will find we unfortunately have to regulate this
industry even more closely. On that basis the opposition
is supportive of the government’s endeavours.
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I am pleased
to support the Health Services (Supported Residential
Services) Bill. This is an important bill to improve the
protection of people living in supported residential
services. As other members have said, a large number
of people — around 6800 residents — are living in
around 200 privately owned and privately operated
supported residential services in Victoria.
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They fall into two different groups — the pension level
and the pension-plus level. In the pension level a lot of
residents in this form of accommodation are actually
not the elderly but are people under 50 years of age
who are suffering from a psychiatric or other disability
or are suffering substance abuse issues and acquired
brain injuries. These residents are very vulnerable. In
the pension-plus category, people in supported
residential services are also very vulnerable members of
our community, being the elderly, and these residents
are mainly over 70 years of age. The provision of care
to this vulnerable section of the community is regulated
under the Health Services Act, and the amendments
before the house today are needed because of the very
vulnerability of these residents.
Certainly, first and foremost, the amendment providing
for a minimum notice of closure is needed to give an
opportunity to residents and also to the Department of
Human Services to respond to a situation where a
supported residential service (SRS) is to close so there
is time to make alternative accommodation
arrangements for these vulnerable people. It is
appropriate and necessary to give a minimum of
28 days notice in this often very distressing situation for
people who have been living in SRSs for some time
when the closure is announced, and they have very
short periods of time to make alternative arrangements.
Likewise, the amendments relating to the management
of residents money and other assets are to provide for
better accountability between the proprietors of SRSs
and the residents. Unfortunately some people take
advantage of the vulnerable in our community, and
sadly because of the minority of the people who do
so — whether they are in the SRS industry, the
retirement village industry or the financial industry —
we need to have laws that spell out what is not
appropriate and what sorts of transactions are not in the
interests of the vulnerable.
Amendments in this bill will regulate and specifically
prohibit certain transactions between the residents and
the proprietors or the close associates of the proprietors,
and those close associates are set out in clause 4 of the
bill. Prohibited transactions include proprietors or close
associates acquiring property from a resident at less
than market value or selling property to a resident at
more than the market value — in other words, ripping
off the resident without them actually knowing what is
going on.
Full market transactions, though, can take place when
they are reported in the prescribed manner to the
secretary. Other amendments revise the criteria which a
secretary must consider in relation to the registration
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and renewal of registration of SRSs, and they are also
very important.
The pension-level sector has been in decline for a range
of reasons. This sector is very fragile, given the limited
ability to increase the fees because of the limited
capacity for residents to pay increased fees. Also the
types of residents now living in pension-level SRSs in
particular are increasingly more complex and their
needs are much greater. The member for Bentleigh
referred in his contribution to the loss of
accommodation that has been suffered in this sector
over a long time.
I want to mention that it was welcome news that the
state budget will provide for additional support for this
sector to allow for improved viability and sustainability.
The funding of $40 million over five years is really
important to back up the sector and provide greater
sustainability for accommodation for the homeless in
the community. Part of the funding includes the
comprehensive health and social assessment of
approximately 2000 SRS residents and improved
integration of pension-level SRS and local service
networks. The money will also be used for service
coordination and support and providing more
individualised support and activities for pension level
residents.
I congratulate the Minister for Aged Care in the other
place on the initiatives announced in the budget, and I
also congratulate him on the legislative reforms and
amendments before the house. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I want to make a few
brief comments on this important piece of legislation. I
have listened to the debate with a great deal of interest.
As I think everybody who has spoken has
acknowledged, supported residential services provide a
very important service to the community and certainly
to the most vulnerable people in our community.
I think it is a sad commentary on our society today that
there is an increasing number of these vulnerable
people who do not have support from families, who are
alone and who in many cases are suffering from a
disability of some sort. In most cases they are male and
have a psychiatric disability. They are frail, aged and
certainly some of the most vulnerable people in our
community. The member for Benambra and I were
meeting with many of these people this morning. I have
been into some residential services, and I take my hat
off to those private providers who provide the service.
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As the member for South-West Coast pointed out in his
contribution to the debate, it is a difficult task for
government to get the balance right by on the one hand
providing sufficient regulation to ensure people are not
in the industry for the wrong reasons and are not
profiting unnecessarily or benefiting from these
vulnerable people while on the other hand making
private investment attractive enough so we can continue
to provide more accommodation rather than put people
out of business by more and more regulation. We all
acknowledge that getting the balance right is difficult,
but by any standard we need to applaud the government
for providing $40 million over five years which will
undoubtedly have a positive effect on increasing
accommodation for some of the most vulnerable people
in our community.
What is a supported residential service (SRS)? We have
been through most of that. It is privately owned and it
receives little if any direct government funding. The
main income it receives is the pension or rent assistance
of the residents. I note there are 6800 people in this
accommodation in some 200 privately owned and
supported services across the state. Largely the people
who run those facilities are altruistic and are not in it to
make large amounts of money but to provide services
for those people who otherwise would not have
accommodation. The fees vary from 85 per cent of the
pension or thereabouts. My understanding is something
like 80 to 90 per cent of people living in this
accommodation are paying at the lower level, but there
are people of more independent means who pay up to
between $800 and $1000 a week.
The objectives spelt out in the bill are essentially
fourfold. They include the regulation of the content of
residential statements. These spell out between the
proprietor and the tenant the services that the tenant can
expect to receive for the money they pay. This is in the
nature of a contract, so the proprietor is required to
deliver those services that are in that assigned
residential statement. It must provide a minimum
period for the provision of a notice to vacate. As other
members have already noted, this is a very important
provision. These people are not able, generally
speaking, to get other accommodation easily. They
need time and it is quite reasonable that they are given
the maximum time to make other provisions.
The bill revises the provisions of the act that relate to
the management and control of the money of residents
of supported residential services. Generally speaking
this is a good provision. I know there are some
proprietors who object to this on the basis that they are
honest and open and have done a great job in some
cases in assisting residents to manage their money. On
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the other hand there are always those who do the wrong
thing, so I think it is necessary that there be some
regulation, control and oversight by government so
vulnerable people are not ripped off by unscrupulous
operators.
The legislation will also lead to the regulation of certain
transactions between residents of supported residential
services and proprietors or close associates. Again
people working in or owning those facilities are not
able to extract from those residents money or assets
which a normal person, a decent honest person, would
not do.
The Nationals are not opposing this legislation. We
think it is perfectly reasonable legislation. We support it
because there is a need for more public housing out in
the community. This will provide for housing for a
greater number of those vulnerable people and to that
degree it will take some of the pressure off other
housing. The Nationals will not be opposing this
legislation.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — This is socially just
and fair legislation which protects some of the most
vulnerable in our society. Housing is one of the most
fundamental of needs. Indeed, when I did my training at
the Royal Park Psychiatric Hospital in the 1970s we
were fond of referring to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs
which has five levels. The most basic level is
physiological needs — the need for food and water.
Second to that are safety needs such as the need for
adequate shelter. That is most definitely the case for
people such as our mentally ill. If you do not have
housing, how can you enjoy any quality of life or have
any stability in your life? How can you gain and
maintain an adequate state of health, let alone enjoy
some of the other social activities?
Another experience I had as a young mental health
worker in the 1970s was going out to some of the
special accommodation houses and the boarding houses
in areas like St Kilda to do follow-up visits for our
ex-psychiatric patients. Many of those places were
pretty grim. Even where there was a level of
commitment from the proprietors those facilities were
run very much on a financial shoestring. In many cases
there was a lack of basic hygiene and nutrition. There
were issues around the administration of medication, let
alone safety and security of tenure for the residents
concerned.
In some ways that has become more of an issue over
the past 10 or 20 years with the advent of
deinstitutionalisation. In my view the temptation for
governments throughout the Western World has been to
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embrace the philosophy of deinstitutionalisation and
use it as a way to save money. It is not enough to
simply say, ‘We are now able to deinstitutionalise
patients. We accept that philosophy, and we are going
to put them out into the community’. To do it properly
costs money as you put in a range of services, whether
it is crisis assessment and treatment teams, day
placements and activities or housing. I believe there is
particularly an issue in coordinating or integrating the
housing with the mental health needs of our former
psychiatric patients from the large hospitals. Too often
we construct silos so this one deals with their
psychiatric treatment and another one deals with their
housing and there is a lack of coordination between the
two.
I think this is fantastic legislation. It protects the rights
of residents in supported residential services in a
number of ways. It requires proprietors to give 28 days
notice to vacate. There are various restrictions on the
financial dealings between managers and residents, and
there is provision for the residential statement. Not only
are we as a government providing a legislative base for
protecting people in supported residential services but
we are matching that with a financial commitment. I
believe the $40 million over five years is tremendous
practical support to some of the most vulnerable people.
I think something like 80 per cent of those in supported
residential services get by mainly on their pensions,
backed up by rent assistance. Of those, some 60 per
cent are psychiatrically ill. On top of that, in some of
the other categories — the elderly and those with
acquired brain injury — we have some of the most
disadvantaged and vulnerable people in our society.
This is great legislation that protects and cares for those
people, so I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak
in support of it tonight.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am happy to
speak on the Health Services (Supported Residential
Services) Bill on behalf of The Nationals and to
acknowledge that we do not oppose it. The bill has a
very specific purpose, which is to enhance the
protection of residents of supported residential services.
This is a really important issue. A number of members
have spoken about some of our vulnerable elderly, and
as we are ageing we all understand that at some stage of
our life we will end up in some sort of an institution,
and we would hope that the people who will care for us
will do so with decency and integrity.
A number of members of The Nationals — the member
for Rodney, the member for Lowan, a member for
North West Province in the other place, the Honourable
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Damian Drum, and I — had a briefing with the office
of the Minister for Aged Care in the other house, and I
thank the department for that briefing. We went through
the bill, we asked a number of questions and we were
given answers. It was really important that we
understood not just the intent of the bill but what the
bill actually means to people who are residents in those
supported residential services.
We were also told that approximately 6800 residents
are in about 200 privately owned and operated
supported residential facilities in Victoria. That is a
huge number of facilities that obviously all work quite
well, but it is a shame that sometimes legislation has to
be used to make those people deal with elderly people
in a decent, respectful and professional manner.
Obviously there are some people who are unscrupulous
and who need that legislation. You would hope that
people who make their money from caring for people in
those sorts of facilities do so in a manner that provides
dignity for those people to the end of their lives.
Many of the residents in these supported residential
services are frail aged, and some have a number of
disabilities. Sometimes they are physical disabilities,
but just as importantly they are sometimes psychiatric
disabilities. The bill provides a number of initiatives
that will ensure that these people are dealt with safely.
One area of the bill deals with the closure of facilities.
We have seen this played out in the media a number of
times when facilities have been closed and the residents
of that facility have experienced a high degree of
anxiety and a high degree of stress. If they have been in
those facilities for a great deal of time, they have made
friends with the others in that facility, they have formed
relationships with the carers and the staff of those
facilities and they have gained the confidence of the
people who are looking after them.
It is very important, as people age and reach a time
when they need higher levels of care, that they can have
confidence in the people who give that care and that
they understand that those people are doing it in their
best interests rather than the best interests of the facility
to make money. There are some unscrupulous
proprietors, and the bill acknowledges that. There are
some people who own a facility who will look at
cost-cutting in caring for residents and who will
perhaps not provide meals that are appropriate for the
better health or the better management of those
residents. Those proprietors are to be condemned.
There are also people who are proprietors of those sorts
of care facilities who do not provide the appropriate
level of care for residents.
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It is sad that we need this legislation, but we obviously
do need it to make sure there is a benchmark of good
caring and that people adhere to that benchmark and do
not go below it. There are also a number of checks and
balances provided for in the bill to determine whether
the person who owns or runs a facility is a fit and
proper person and whether that person has enough
finances to be able to run the facility in the long term —
not to run it only as a marketing facility and a
commercial venture.
It is really important for us to understand that the
people running these sorts of facilities do so because
they want to provide care, rather than running a
commercial venture. Most of the people who run these
sorts of facilities — and the government has
acknowledged this — are ethical, professional,
empathetic and decent. They do it for the right reasons
and they have facilities that are run with the highest
regard for the residents, who are dealt with in an
empathetic and sympathetic way so that they are
allowed to live in those facilities with dignity.
I touch briefly on a number of areas in this bill that
have made some changes. The residential statements
must be signed as soon as possible when the resident
arrives in the care facility. There must be information
about the type of care and the accommodation that
resident will receive, including their rights, their
entitlements and their obligations. Also it needs to
make sure that there is a complaints handling system so
that if the residents do have some concerns or some
complaints, there is some sort of resolution or some sort
of area that they can go to so they feel they can make
their complaint in confidence, knowing that they are not
going to be in some way disadvantaged by making that
complaint and that their way of life will be enhanced.
We also have care plans. Currently an interim care plan
is to be prepared within 48 hours of admittance. There
also has to be an ongoing care plan within 30 days, but
this bill actually introduces a requirement to implement
the interim plan, as well as the long-term plan. And that
care plan can have input by a number of people so that
the people who have input have the best interests of that
resident at heart. That can be the GP, it can be the
family, it can be the proprietor, and it includes the level
of care that is to be provided for that person.
The sorts of things that can be in that care plan are the
issues such as the types of care they are going to have,
the medication they are required to have, the
medication they will receive and the supervision they
are going to have as well. It can even have things like
the trips that they are going to have. It might be in the
care plan that the resident is going to have one trip a
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week to do some shopping, or one trip a week to go to a
film night or to visit relatives. Even those sorts of things
and that level of detail can be put in their care plan.
Clause 15 prohibits certain transactions between
proprietors and residents or close associates and
residents. They can be such things as gifts from a
resident which are valued at $100 or more. The bill
goes on to say that this does not include things like
flowers or chocolates which may be a thankyou from
the resident to one of the carers for doing some extra
special things for them, like doing some shopping or
doing something extra special for which that resident
might feel obliged to say a very special thank you.
But there are some carers and some proprietors who
may take advantage of those vulnerable people at their
most vulnerable level. This would include a transfer of
property, whether that be personal or real estate, from a
resident for less than the market value. This means that
if somebody sells their house for less than the market
value to return money back to the resident to pay for
their care, that proprietor cannot sell their property for
less than the market value, just to be able to recoup
some of the losses.
That is a really important one because we see some
instances where some carers may take advantage if the
family is not part of the long-term association with that
resident. Maybe the family has moved on or passed
away and the resident may feel some sort of sympathy
towards a carer, and may even will a house or some sort
of personal belongings. This bill actually stops that.
Where the person has to sign over there is a five-day
cooling-off period when somebody can have a look at
that and say, ‘This is not an appropriate level of
remuneration for the person who is taking care of that
resident’.
The protection of people when they are frail, aged and
disabled is vital. Some do not have families who care
for their welfare. We were advised at the meeting that
there are about 800 people under State Trustees care.
That shows some residents do not have people who
care about their interests, who are there not particularly
for the good welfare of those people; they are under the
administration of State Trustees.
I look forward to the passage of this bill to hopefully
put in place measures to protect our vulnerable aged in
supported residential services.
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — I take pleasure in
supporting this important bill, the Health Services
(Supported Residential Services) Bill. The occupants of
supported residential services are some of the most
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vulnerable members of our society, with significant
psychiatric and other disabilities, brain injuries and
substance abuse issues. It is incumbent upon the
government of the day to put in place measures to
safeguard them from some of the unscrupulous
supported residential service (SRS) operators.
I am honoured to note that the Bracks Labor
government is doing just that: developing and
enhancing the wellbeing of SRS residents. It is
unfortunate that many of the residents are frail and
require special and personal care due to disabilities and
age-related factors. There are approximately
6800 residents residing in 200 privately funded
supported residential services in Victoria. It is a
sizeable operation that should be regulated.
The provision of care is regulated under the Health
Services Act 1988. The bill amends that act to provide
security and financial protection to SRS residents and
provide better regulation of the industry. The bill
provides a requirement for a proprietor to give at least
28 days notice of the impending closure of a supported
residential service. This provides peace of mind not
only for the SRS residents but also for their guardians
and of course their families and loved ones. This is in
line with acts in some other Australian jurisdictions.
The South Australian Supported Residential Facilities
Act 1992 provides a requirement of at least 28 days
notice before exercising any right to terminate a
resident contract. The Queensland Residential Services
(Accommodation) Act 2002 states that the service
provider may end a periodic agreement by giving at
least 30 days notice.
The 28-day minimum notice strikes a balance between
planned and unplanned closures where a financial
failure is a likely factor. The bill is also designed to
place firmer controls on the management of money and
any other assets that residents may have.
We must note that existing section 108H of the act does
not prevent staff members or others from managing
residents money, which is the money other than what is
paid to the proprietor on account of fees payable for
accommodation and expenses. The bill makes it
mandatory that only the person in charge of the SRS
should undertake money management for residents, and
that his employees should handle the money only under
direction of the proprietor. Close associates of the
proprietor other than employees should not handle the
residents money.
Overall, the implementation of this nature of financial
management control makes the proprietor solely
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accountable for residents money. A bond paid in
respect of fees that were not yet due or payable would
fall into the category of residents money, and the
proprietor would need to manage it accordingly.
This streamlines the accommodation and caring process
and makes things simpler for the residents as well as for
the proprietor. I commend the bill to the house.
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I would like to make a
brief contribution to the Health Services (Supported
Residential Services) Bill. Rather than going through all
the technical details of the bill I simply say that many
years ago I worked with homeless people through a
group called The Van. We used to take people who had
nowhere to sleep to supported residential services to put
a roof over their heads. These people truly are
vulnerable; a lot of them cannot manage their own
affairs. They have a range of psychiatric and other
ailments that prevent them from doing so. There are
two levels of resident: the pension level and the
pension-plus level. The pension-plus level is mainly for
people who are elderly.
Homeless people have the same vulnerabilities as these
other members of our community who need our help. I
believe this bill strikes a good balance between
regulation and support in addressing the security of
these residents. I would particularly like to
acknowledge the provision of over $40 million of
funding in the last budget to provide services to these
residents and the supported residential services to make
them more robust and, hopefully, to provide more
accommodation for these most vulnerable people in our
community. I support this bill. It is another piece of
good legislation, and I commend this bill to the house.
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — I too wish to
make a very brief contribution in support of this bill,
which provides for increased protections to residents of
supported residential services (SRSs). Residents of
SRSs are some of the most vulnerable members of our
community, and it is therefore appropriate that we give
them the best protections we possibly can. This bill
makes some significant progress in this regard.
The requirement for 28 days notice of intent to close a
supported residential service gives residents, or their
administrators or guardians, an opportunity to seek and
find appropriate alternative accommodation. The
strengthening of the financial arrangements around
day-to-day money management, the need for
market-value tests for the disposal or acquisition of
residents assets, the need for written consent, the
requirement that legal and financial advice be sought
for transactions involving moneys over a certain
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amount and the reporting of transactions to the
secretary are all important provisions that will enhance
the support available to people who have very complex
care needs because of their disability or health situation.
Their needs are many and varied.
Recently I had an opportunity with my colleague the
member for Bayswater to visit an SRS in his electorate
together with the Minister for Aged Care in another
place. This particular SRS houses a number of younger
people under 50 who have complex issues. At that SRS,
Viewmont Terrace, we met April, who is in her late 20s
and has been living there for a little while. She spends a
lot of time with the SRS’s newly acquired kitten, which
sleeps on her bed. The kitten’s name is Sammy. April
also does some work for the Royal Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals in Burwood. She
really loves having Sammy around and being able to
look after him, and this is part of what makes this place
a home for April and for the other residents at
Viewmont Terrace. It is important for us to remember
that SRSs are homes for people and not institutions and
that we provide them with the best possible protections.
I commend this bill to the house.
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — I would like to thank all those members
who spoke on this bill, and there were many of them. It
is encouraging to see such strong support for this bill
from all parties. It enhances the protection given to
vulnerable people living in SRSs, and I believe all
members support that approach. In fact I was
encouraged by the great compassion and commitment
shown by members. I am pleased to commend the bill
to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community Services).

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.
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Rural and regional Victoria: patient transport
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — The issue I
wish to raise is for the Minister for Health. The action I
seek from the minister is an immediate review of and
appropriate increases in payments under the Victorian
patient transport assistance scheme. VPTAS is a
long-established scheme which has operated under
various state governments to provide financial
assistance to people in rural areas who need to travel —
and they often stay overnight — to get access to
specialist medical and oral health services. VPTAS is
used relatively sparingly to help those in genuine need
in country Victoria. As I said, often people in rural
communities need to travel to Melbourne or to regional
centres to visit medical specialists. The cost of this
travel and overnight accommodation can be significant,
especially when they have to travel 300 to
500 kilometres each way.
Currently under VPTAS country people are paid
14 cents a kilometre for the use of their cars. This was
last increased in August 2003. We are all well aware of
the significant increase in fuel costs since that time,
particularly over the last few months. Indeed we are
talking about fuel prices that in many parts of country
Victoria have already exceeded 150 cents per litre. The
Royal Automobile Club of Victoria web site indicates
that the cost of running a car the size of a Ford Falcon
or Commodore is 75.4 cents per kilometre, while the
cost of running a smaller car such as an Astra or Ford
Focus is 52 to 54 cents per kilometre. When those rates
are compared with the rate under VPTAS of just
14 cents per kilometre, I think it is time to review the
current arrangements.
Also under VPTAS the maximum payment for
accommodation is $30 per night. You could not get a
broom cupboard in the cheapest hotel in Melbourne for
$30 per night, so clearly people in country Victoria are
being disadvantaged in gaining access to medical
specialists under the scheme. As I say, VPTAS is used
sparingly for those people in genuine need.
Unfortunately I have seen situations where people in
country Victoria, particularly older, vulnerable people,
have not taken the opportunity to see medical
specialists in regional centres or Melbourne simply
because they are concerned about the cost of doing so.
That is not in their interests and certainly not in the
interests of their health.
I urge the minister to consider the needs of country
people and immediately increase both the travel and the
accommodation payments available under VPTAS for
country people who need to come to Melbourne or
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regional centres to see medical specialists or oral health
specialists.

Tourism: Dandenong Ranges
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — I would like to raise
a matter for the Minister for Tourism. My electorate of
Monbulk in the Dandenongs has great value as a
tourism destination and is one of the key drivers of the
local economy. The action I am seeking is that the
minister support an intrastate marketing campaign for
the many tourist attractions in the Dandenong Ranges
region.
As the minister would be aware, the Dandenong
Ranges are an integral part of the Yarra Valley, and the
Dandenong Ranges tourism region is featured in
Tourism Victoria’s jigsaw advertising campaign. It has
some of Melbourne’s and Victoria’s most stunning
scenery and fantastic tourism facilities, including the
iconic Puffing Billy, Parks Victoria attractions such as
William Ricketts Sanctuary, the National
Rhododendron Gardens and Grants picnic ground, the
magnificently refurbished Sky High Mount
Dandenong, and the 1000-step Kokoda Track memorial
walk in the Dandenong Ranges National Park. Each
year hundreds of thousands of visitors enjoy those and
other attractions in the area. Visitors to the Dandenongs
also enjoy the world-class restaurants and bed and
breakfasts that can be found in villages across the
region.
The Bracks government has spent over $5 million on
rolling out the highly successful Yarra Valley Run
Rabbit Run brand campaign. Most recently the
advertisement was shown during the Commonwealth
Games period. Since the launch of the campaign in
2003, interstate overnight visitors to the Yarra Valley
and Dandenong Ranges region have increased by
11 per cent — 76 000 in 2003, 81 000 in 2004 and
84 000 in 2005. Interstate overnight visitor nights to the
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges region have
increased by 70 per cent — 300 000 in 2003, 361 000
in 2004 and 511 000 in 2005. The interstate campaign
has clearly been highly successful.
In discussions with local tourism operators and the peak
body, Dandenong Ranges Tourism, there is a call for a
Dandenong Ranges-specific campaign to boost the
important domestic market. With spring and the school
holidays approaching, I urge the minister to allocate
funding to market the Dandenong Ranges region to
Melburnians and other Victorians to boost visitation to
this spectacular area of the state and assist the many
tourism and related businesses in the area to maximise
their share of Victoria’s fast-growing tourism industry.
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Police: Branxholme residence
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. The action I ask is that he publicly inform the
people of Branxholme that their police residence will
be constructed and there will be a permanent police
presence in that town.
The background to this issue is that during 2005 a
police officer moved out of Branxholme because it was
said the house was not up to standard. He was not
replaced. Earlier this year I wrote to the minister and in
2006 in the Hamilton Spectator more than 100 people
signed a petition supporting a permanent police
presence in Branxholme. In the same article Chief
Inspector Penny said:
… a new police residence was listed to be built …
Until a new police house has been built the position won’t be
advertised …

At that stage I met with residents in Branxholme who
were very concerned there was no action happening in
relation to the construction of the police residence. I
wrote again to the minister on behalf of the residents of
Branxholme who had raised concerns with me
regarding the lack of a permanent police residence in
the town, and I asked for the house to be constructed. I
received a response from the minister and I thank him
for it. He said in the letter:
I do not have unlimited funds at my disposal. Any new police
stations or residences must be determined in accordance with
the budget process. Let me say again that your request on
behalf of Branxholme residents will be considered, in light of
competing budgetary priorities.

Whoopy-do! The budget came down in late May. The
budget overview states:
Rebuild Branxholme police station residence.

And that $500 000 would be allocated for that in the
budget. But on 24 June there was a an article in the
Hamilton Spectator under the headline ‘Live-in cop
goes’:
There will no longer be a police residence in Branxholme.
The proposed police residence — which has been on the
drawing board for the past two years — will no longer be
built.
…
Money had been set aside to build a new police residence in
Branxholme, but Supt. McLeod said police were looking at
putting that money towards a new police residence in
Heywood, to replace the existing one which was in bad
disrepair.
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The community is very concerned about this. I have
spoken to the minister about it on numerous occasions
and he has privately reassured me that the police
residence would be built and there would be a police
presence in the town. I again call on the minister, who
will be in our area on 2 and 3 August, to meet with the
residents and tell them personally that they will get their
police residence and, more importantly, get their police
presence.

Watsons Creek: dam
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — I wish to raise a matter
for the Minister for Environment who is also the
Minister for Water. The action I seek is for him to
ensure that the beautiful Watsons Creek, an important
tributary of the Yarra in my electorate, is not dammed.
I applaud the action of the Bracks government this
week in introducing legislation to ban dams on the
Yarra River and on Victoria’s other 17 heritage rivers.
The communities of Christmas Hills, Kangaroo
Ground, Panton Hill and the Bend of Islands have been
through all this before. They did not want dams in the
1970s, the 1980s and 1990s, and they do not want them
now. This legislation shows the Bracks government is
serious about our new no-dams policy and will
reinforce our water reforms relating to river health and
future water of requirements including the Our Water
Our Future and Victorian river health strategies.
A new dam on the Yarra River or its tributary, Watsons
Creek, would not create new water. It would simply
take it from the environment, cause massive disruption
and damage Nillumbik’s green wedge. We have to face
future water shortages, but building new dams is not the
way to go about it. We are short on rain and not on
dams. The most effective way to secure our water
future is through conservation and efficient use, not by
building costly new dams.
Families living in Warrandyte, the Bend of Islands,
Christmas Hills and Panton Hill would have their way
of life changed forever if a future Liberal or Nationals
government decided to dam Watsons Creek or the
Yarra. I for one certainly do not want to see the Yarra
reduced to a trickle or the beautiful areas upstream of
Warrandyte deliberately flooded and made into a
massive dam.
And what of the opposition? We know the attitude of
The Nationals: dam the rivers and damn the
environment. But where do the Liberals stand? At last
week’s Victorian Farmers Federation conference,
which I attended, a response provided by the opposition
leader during a question and answer session was
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particularly concerning. He again criticised Melbourne
2030, which he has previously said he would scrap, and
he seemed to say that population growth in Melbourne
and regional centres ought to be accompanied by new
dams. The Leader of the Opposition has form on this.
The community should be very worried about an earlier
indication of his attitude. I quote from the Age of
13 May 2006:
Baillieu did not join the Liberal Party until 1981 …

One of the two triggers of his signing up was:
… his support for Malcolm Fraser’s refusal to intervene in the
plan to dam the Franklin River …

I call on local Liberal Party candidates to say where
they stand. Do they support the opposition leader’s plan
to dam waterways in my electorate, ruin the local
environment and cut off Eltham and Yarra Glen by
completely flooding the area? The people of Yan Yean
have a right to know what the Liberals would do if they
were elected and whether they would ruin our local
environment. To hell with the dams. I ask the minister
to act.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Apprentices: training facilities
Mr SMITH (Bass) — Tonight I raise an issue of
great concern to our community. I ask that the Minister
for Education and Training address the shortfall in
training facilities in the West Gippsland area, where we
have young people who wish to get into trades unable
to get into facilities to carry out their necessary training
at a time that will benefit them or their employers.
As an example, I have a young constituent who lives in
Inverloch and wishes to become a plumber. He found
an employer who will take him on for his
apprenticeship, but when he went to register for his
school training he found that the nearest facilities were
an hour and a half’s drive away — either east to
Yallourn North or west to Frankston or Dandenong.
Either way he would have to drive past another
facility — either Gippsland TAFE at Leongatha or
Chisholm TAFE at Wonthaggi. Neither facility
provides apprenticeship training for plumbing because
the government will not fund them for it. To make
matters worse, the colleges that do provide this training
cannot take apprentices for up to 12 months.
What is all this mealy-mouthing by the government
about? What it needs to do is find out about the
apprentices who need this training and provide facilities
for them. A recent article in the trade-only Plumbers
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Choice newsletter has the headline ‘Vic government is
ignoring the needs of apprentices’. It is right. The
government mouths off, but it does not back up its
words with the necessary financial help. The fact is
plumbing apprentices cannot get into their first year’s
training until their second year, and into their second
year until their third year and so on.
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constitute asking a minister to take action, and that has
been a ruling of the Speaker. I therefore ask the
member to clarify in the time he has left the action he
wishes the minister to take.
Mr PERERA — I am asking the minister to
provide Schoolyard Blitz funding to three schools:
Carrum Downs Secondary College, Cranbourne
Secondary College and Monterey Secondary College.

This is costing employers heaps of money. Using the
enterprise bargaining agreement wage rates for
apprentice plumbers, it is estimated to cost companies
about $5660 to have their apprentices a year behind in
their skilled training time. Members should remember
that is only the direct wage cost and does not take into
account the fact that apprentices only start to pay back
some of their costs in their final year.

Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I wish to raise a matter for
the Minister for Transport regarding the lack of a
school crossing outside the Buxton Primary School on
the Maroondah Highway at Buxton.

I am a great believer in apprenticeship training, having
trained many kids in my time as a plumber — and I am
very proud of every one of them. I ask the minister to
adjust her funding to reflect the real needs of
apprentices and employers and to have more facilities
and teachers available to carry out the training
necessary for these kids to fill the vacancies we have in
trades across Victoria.

The school recently contacted its local member who is
the member for Seymour, and he referred the matter to
the Minister for Transport and the Minister for
Education Services. However, the school council was
not satisfied with the lack of action by the ministers and
wrote to me asking if I would pass on its concerns and
do something about the issue. That is why I am raising
this matter tonight.

Schools: Cranbourne electorate

I am asking the Minister for Transport to review the
decision not to do anything about the school crossing
and to use any means possible to increase safety at the
area across the road from the school so that it is a safer
place for children, their parents and also teachers to
cross. I will read a couple of sentences from the letter
sent to me by the school council, which describes the
area. The letter says:

Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — I would like to raise
a matter for the Minister for Education Services. I call
upon the minister to take action to keep supporting the
Bracks Labor government’s Schoolyard Blitz initiatives
for all government schools in the electorate of
Cranbourne.
Many schools in my electorate have benefited from this
program which provides a $5500 grant to every school
to undertake a blitz on their school grounds. This is a
fantastic program which encourages schools to
undertake initiatives such as improved student safety,
sunshade protection, environmental improvements,
water-saving initiatives, garden beautification or
playground improvements.
However, there are a number of schools in my
electorate that are yet to receive funding. They are
Carrum Downs Secondary College, Cranbourne
Secondary College and Monterey Secondary College. I
request that the minister consider this matter and ensure
that these three schools are able to benefit from this
exciting initiative.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
Can I just clarify the action that the member for
Cranbourne is requesting? It is not appropriate to ask a
minister to continue to do something. That does not

Maroondah Highway, Buxton: school crossing

Buxton Primary School is situated on the Maroondah
Highway, which is a major transport route for delivery
vehicles, log trucks and holiday traffic. As well as this, the
approach on the highway from the south is on the crest of a
hill which affects drivers’ viewing.

The reason given by VicRoads for not having taken any
action there is a lack of traffic volume. There is not
enough traffic on the highway and not enough people
are crossing the road because the primary school is
quite small. But there is nothing there at all; there is no
provision for any crossing whatsoever. Not even a
school crossing supervisor has been provided, and
because it is so dangerous the staff are rostered to help
children cross the road before and after school.
If children arrive at school before the staff that are
rostered on, they have to cross the road on their own,
and as I said, it is a very busy road. It is also an area of
road that is often subject to fog, especially before
school in the morning when fog can be prevalent, and
that adds to the danger of the area.
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The formula that VicRoads uses is totally based on
volume. It is not flexible enough and is far too rigid.
Other things such as the physical condition of the road,
where the road is located, the times when the road is
busy, even though it might not be busy all year round,
and the various safety aspects need to be included in the
equation. The formula should not be based purely on
numbers, because it just does not work like that.
The local police have real concerns about safety issues
in the area. A very strongly worded letter from the local
police, which I wish to quote from but do not have time
to, also points out that something needs to be done or
somebody will be killed.

South Gippsland Highway, Tooradin: speed
zones
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — I direct my
adjournment matter to the Minister for Transport. The
action I seek is for the minister to initiate a review of
the speed limits and traffic-calming devices within the
coastal township of Tooradin to protect the safety of
pedestrians.
Tooradin is a vibrant coastal community on Western
Port Bay and is a popular tourist destination because of
its picturesque views of coastal mangroves, its historic
fisherman’s cottage, the school classroom and its
excellent hotels and eateries — fresh fish restaurants
and cafes — that line its main thoroughfare. Recent
major commercial developments have attracted even
more visitors and shoppers to the town. Consequently
on any given day, but more particularly on weekends
and holidays, there is a constant stream of traffic
moving through the town, with many visitors stopping
to enjoy the town’s many attractions.
The main thoroughfare of Tooradin is the South
Gippsland Highway, which caters for tens of thousands
of traffic movements every day, being the prime route
to Phillip Island and one of our most popular tourist
attractions, the penguin parade. At any given time
tourist-laden buses, along with numerous domestic and
commercial vehicles, stop and start as they move
through Tooradin. At Tooradin’s boundaries the speed
limit is 100 kilometres per hour, and through the
township it is 80 kilometres per hour. Many hundreds
of tourists and local residents have access to the one set
of pedestrian lights they must use to pass from one side
of the divided four-lane highway to the other.
Recently a local resident and businesswoman, Cheryl
Andreula, wrote to me with concerns about the current
80-kilometre-an-hour limit and the safety of pedestrians
using the pedestrian lights. Cheryl told me that many
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vehicles are not adhering to the 80-kilometre-an-hour
limit, and she told me of the subsequent concern that
such vehicles will not be able to stop safely when the
pedestrian lights turn red. Many pedestrian near misses
have been reported, and I am aware that local traffic
police have been undertaking a concerted campaign to
have motorists obey the speed limits. In particular I
would like to acknowledge the support offered to
Tooradin residents by Sergeant Pat McGavigan and the
team from the Casey traffic management unit at Narre
Warren.
Cheryl’s representations to me were supported by a
petition requesting that the speed limit be reduced from
80 to 60 kilometres per hour, and the petition was
signed by nearly 1000 local and district residents.
Cheryl also raised the issue of school buses using
Tooradin as a focal point to collect and drop off
students attending the local secondary college at Koo
Wee Rup.
Another related issue is the need for the Tooradin
Country Fire Authority brigade to be able to safely
access the highway when responding to call-outs.
Research by this brigade indicates that the installation
of flashing warning lights could ensure that these
dedicated volunteers can respond effectively and safely
to incidents around this region and get their units out
onto the highway, often at times when traffic from
Phillip Island is bumper to bumper.
I am going to keep working with the local residents to
pursue any opportunities to reduce the risks both to
pedestrians and motorists while they are visiting the
Tooradin township by liaising with local traffic police.
Local police have had discussions with VicRoads and
have indicated that the installation of flashing warning
lights on the northbound side of the highway to
complement the flashing warning lights already
installed on the southbound side would assist drivers by
letting them know that the pedestrian lights are about to
change and enabling them to take defensive action.
Therefore I ask the fantastic and wonderful Minister for
Transport — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Housing: Murray Valley electorate
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Housing in another
place. I refer to the lack of public housing being built in
my electorate of Murray Valley. I seek action from the
minister to ensure that additional housing is built to

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 19 July 2006

ASSEMBLY

service the needs of people who are on waiting lists that
are now out to two, three and four years for particular
types of housing.
By way of background I indicate to the house that
through the 1980s and the 1990s — with a Labor
government through the 1980s and a coalition
government through the 1990s — regularly we would
get homes built throughout my electorate. As an
example, in Wangaratta each and every year we would
get 20 to 30 new housing construction projects from the
government for low-income earners.
I raise this as an issue because of the public housing
crisis we have in north-eastern Victoria, and
particularly within my electorate, and because of the
need for more funding to be provided. The state budget
revealed that 130 homes will be constructed in this
financial year at a cost of $25.5 million. I indicated that
this was totally inadequate for the Murray Valley
electorate as far as I was concerned. The minister took
umbrage at that and came back with a response through
the media. She said quite clearly that Wangaratta was
doing very well, because 29 homes had been
constructed in Wangaratta since 1999. On my
calculations fewer than four homes per year have been
constructed in Wangaratta compared to what had been
built in the previous years.
In the year prior to the change of government in 1999,
between 20 and 30 new houses were constructed by the
government, which clearly indicates that there is now a
lack of support for housing for low-income earners
within my electorate and right across Victoria. As I
said, I came back to the minister and challenged her to
come up with different information which could
support the claim that there is housing construction in
my electorate, when in fact there is not.
The figures quite clearly indicate that since the change
of government there has been a winding down of the
funding provided for homes in north-eastern Victoria,
particularly in Murray Valley — right across the
electorate but particularly at Wangaratta, where there is
a great shortage of housing for low-income earners. I
regularly get complaints from people who come into
my electorate office, and when I make inquiries to the
Office of Housing the people there indicate quite
clearly that there are extensive waiting lists of up to
four years and there is no prospect of housing being
provided for these people, many of whom are in
desperate situations.
I seek action from the Minister for Tourism, who is at
the table, in providing this information to the minister
in another place so that consideration is given to
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providing further funding to address the situation in
country Victoria, particularly in my electorate of
Murray Valley and in the Rural City of Wangaratta.
More funding needs to be provided for housing for
low-income earners.

Pharmaceutical industry: pricing
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Health. I ask her to pursue
the federal government, asking what it proposes to do
to bring down the price of medicine in Australia. As
reported in the Age of 9 June, we are paying 200 to
300 per cent more for our medicine than people in other
countries are paying. I therefore ask the Minister for
Health to pursue this matter on behalf of my
constituents, many of whom are low-income earners
and cannot afford these high prices. They are forced to
use generic medicines, which, according to the
Australian Medical Association (AMA), are not the
same as the brand names that are prescribed by doctors.
The answer by the federal government should not be
that people on low incomes get inferior medication.
They need and should be able to access and afford the
same top-quality medicine as other people who live in
our society do.
For those reasons I strongly urge the Minister for
Health to take this up with her federal counterpart and
the federal government. They should take on the
pharmaceutical companies that are actually making the
profits — because in many cases the pharmaceutical
companies control the generic brands as well. However,
the AMA is saying that those generic brands of tablets
are not quite the same. The tablets are not made the
same way and they do not have the same impact on the
elderly people who are taking them. We need to have
the same medication for everybody, and everybody in
the society should be able to afford it.
I know it is a vexed situation, but we do need to
negotiate with the companies because at the end of the
day we taxpayers are subsidising the companies that are
making the medication and tablets in this country when
in other countries they can sell them an awful lot
cheaper. We are paying far too much percentage wise,
compared to our counterparts in the Western World,
according to the Age.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
Ten matters having been raised — —
Mr Kotsiras interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Bulleen knows full well that it is
10 matters or 30 minutes.
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The member for South-West Coast raised a matter for
the Minister for Health about the Victorian patient
transport assistance scheme, and I will pass that on to
her.

Responses
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for
Tourism) — I know that the member for Monbulk is
very passionate about tourism in the Dandenong
Ranges. I very much appreciate the numerous
presentations he has made to me over a number of years
now about the importance of tourism there. He is, of
course, very much aware of the increased level of
resources that we have given to the Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Tourism Board.
The Dandenong Ranges are, of course, a very important
part of that. Recently the board has gone through some
evolution, with some changes forced by council.
Certainly Tourism Victoria hopes that that will
strengthen the tourism industry, with cooperation
between the Yarra Valley and the Dandenong Ranges.
The interim board very much recognises that, whilst the
Yarra Valley has had a lot of focus, the Dandenong
Ranges has great potential and there is a need for some
confidence to be given to the local tourism operators to
encourage them to find resources for cooperative
marketing efforts.
The member is aware, as not long ago he organised a
meeting here in Parliament with representatives of
Dandenong Ranges Tourism, that they have been
seeking support for their own marketing campaigns.
Recently the new chief executive officer of Tourism
Victoria met with operators from the region to discuss
the proposals of the new interim board about separate
marketing campaigns between the Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges, at least in the intrastate market.
That is under active consideration.
The region has a lot more potential, and we are seeing
more international visitors in the area. Dandenong
Ranges Tourism is saying that there is a lot more
competition in Victoria and that it would like to lift its
profile, being so close to Melbourne and with petrol
prices the way they are. It might be about giving
Melburnians and other Victorians a bit more
information about the great diversity of experiences
which are available both in the park system in the
Dandenong Ranges and in the wonderful little towns
with their bed and breakfasts, eateries and little shops.
As I said, it is under active consideration. I thank the
member for working so hard, and I will ask Tourism
Victoria to consider the matter he has raised.

The member for Lowan raised a matter for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services about a police home
in Branxholme. I will pass that on to the minister.
The member for Yan Yean raised a matter for the
Minister for Environment about Watsons Creek and the
importance of protecting it. I will pass that on to him.
The member for Bass raised a matter for the Minister
for Education and Training about apprenticeship
training opportunities in the West Gippsland area. I will
pass that on to the minister.
The member for Cranbourne raised a matter for the
Minister for Education Services about continuing the
Schoolyard Blitz program, particularly in three schools
in his electorate. I will pass that on to the minister.
The member for Nepean raised a matter for the
Minister for Transport in relation to a school crossing at
Buxton Primary School. I will pass that important issue
on to the minister.
The member for Hastings also raised a matter for the
Minister for Transport about speed limits and
traffic-calming measures around the Tooradin area. She
is absolutely right: traffic is growing in that area as
people see the great tourism potential that Tooradin has.
It is a great stop-off point for other regions in the West
Gippsland and South Gippsland areas. I will pass that
on to the minister.
The member for Murray Valley raised a matter for the
Minister for Housing in another place about public
housing in his electorate. I will pass that on to the
minister.
The member for Keilor raised a matter for the Minister
for Health about the cost of medicines. I will pass that
on to the minister.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The house is now adjourned.
House adjourned 11.31 p.m.
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Thursday, 20 July 2006
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the
chair at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.
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on the north-west corner of the school site to be utilised as
part of the school playing area.

By Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (517 signatures)

Planning: Sandringham precinct
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that under standing order 144 notices of motion 1
to 81 inclusive, 173 to 174, 296 to 297 and 354 to 356
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 2.00 p.m. today.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Boating: Half Moon Bay ramp
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of fishing families in Bayside and the wider
Melbourne community draws to the attention of the house the
failure of the Bracks government to commit appropriate
resources to support viable boat ramps in Port Phillip Bay and
in particular the Half Moon Bay boat ramp.
Owing to the siltation of the bay around the ramp and an
inadequate dredging program, boats are regularly delayed,
stranded and damaged.
The response from the Bayside council and the Bracks
government has been inadequate to address concerns
previously raised following the lodgment of a 1000-signature
petition with the council approximately three years ago.
Prayer
We the undersigned petitioners call upon the Bracks
government and the Bayside council to fix the problem now
and develop protocols for the continuing maintenance of the
ramp.

By Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (60 signatures)

Sandringham Primary School: playground
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the members of the Sandringham Primary
School community draws to the attention of the house the
importance of having safe and appropriate recreational
activity areas for its students.
Prayer
The petitioners therefore call upon the state government and
Bayside council to take all steps necessary to enable the land

To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Sandringham draws to the
attention of the house congested road conditions surrounding
the council offices and Sandringham hospital.
Prayer
The petitioners therefore request that the City of Bayside,
Bayside Health and the state government develop a strategic
vision for the Royal Avenue, Bluff Road, Harold Street and
Edward Street precinct to:
(i)

preserve in perpetuity the existing public open space
which was part of the original vision for the area in the
1930s;

(ii) balance the aggregation of local government, health and
allied services infrastructure in a way which protects the
neighbourhood character and low-density development;
(iii) enter into negotiations with the Department of Defence
to utilise part of the army barracks in Royal Avenue,
Sandringham, for car parking;
(iv) gazette the existing public open space as parkland in
accordance with the original concept plan for the area;
(v) engage in a public consultation process with local
residents prior to increased development and the
dumping of portable buildings on open space and ensure
that we all care for the future.

By Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (36 signatures)

Crime: standard minimum sentencing
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Victoria requests that the
Victorian government takes action to ensure the community
of Victoria is adequately protected from habitual violent
criminals who commit violent sexual crimes, violent crimes
against children or violent crimes against vulnerable elderly
people and calls on the Victorian government to impose
minimum jail sentences for these habitual violent criminals.

By Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) (20 signatures)
Tabled.

STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE
Review of joint standing orders
Mr LONEY (Lara) presented report, together with
appendices.

CHILDREN’S COURT OF VICTORIA
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Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

CHILDREN’S COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2004–05
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) presented, by
command of the Governor, report for 2004–05.
Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Performance Audit Report — Making
Travel Safer: Victoria’s Speed Enforcement Program —
Ordered to be printed
Terrorism (Community Protection) Act 2003 — Report on
powers under the Act for the year 2005–06.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That the house, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 8 August
2006.

Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Sri Lanka: internal conflict
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — On Boxing Day 2004 a
tsunami struck Sri Lanka and devastated that country.
Since then more devastation has visited Sri Lanka.
However, this time it is internal conflict that racks the
nation. The High Commissioner for Sri Lanka in
Australia, Mr Balapatabendi, has been working
tirelessly to bring groups together for peace talks.
Members know that I am the convenor of the Victorian
Parliamentary Friends of Sri Lanka.
In two decades of fighting 64 000 people have been
killed and a further 1 million people have been
displaced. Many of the dead are women and children.
There was a suicide bomb blast in Colombo in 2004
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and the foreign minister was assassinated in 2005. In
early June a mine attack killed at least 68 people,
including 15 children and 29 women.
I call on all groups in Sri Lanka, regardless of ethnicity
or religion, to sit at the table and begin new peace talks
to end the killing and violence. All groups, including
the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), must
participate in meaningful and lasting peace talks. They
must continue the dialogue that saw a ceasefire in 1985
and more peace talks in 1995. In 2002 another ceasefire
was brokered with the assistance of Norway. Although
the European Union has listed the LTTE as a terrorist
organisation, it still must participate in peace talks so
that a lasting peace can be achieved.

Police: Bass Coast
Mr SMITH (Bass) — Some time ago I raised the
issue of the lack of police in the Bass Coast area and the
problems of closed police stations because of a shortage
of police, particularly on Phillip Island, San Remo and
Inverloch. It is not good enough to say that there are
extra police on the streets when police stations have to
close because there are not enough police. The minister
said in a letter to me that there has been a 13 per cent
increase in the number of police in the Bass Coast area,
yet we only have one divisional van on the road at night
to cover a huge area from Cowes to Leongatha to Lang
Lang.
We know in Melbourne that large numbers of police
patrol the streets day and night, yet in country Victoria
we cannot get enough police to fill a shift to keep a
station open at night and at times during the day. We
know the minister lied to the member for Mornington
regarding police numbers in Mornington, and I believe
he has been lying to me — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s
comments are out of order. I ask him to withdraw.
Mr SMITH — Speaker, I did not call him a liar; I
just said he has been lying to me — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I have asked the member
for Bass to withdraw.
Mr SMITH — I withdraw. I do not believe he has
been telling me the truth in what he has been saying
with regard to police numbers. A public meeting will be
held next week down on Phillip Island, and I think the
minister should come down there and explain to the
people of Phillip Island why there is a shortage of
police, why he is neglecting our area and why he is not
doing something positive to try to overcome this
problem.
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McKinnon Primary School: facilities
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — Recently I had the
pleasure of announcing with the Minister for Education
and Training a $4.3 million grant to begin rebuilding
McKinnon Primary School. McKinnon Primary School
recently celebrated its 75th anniversary, but if the
Kennett government had had its way the school would
never have reached this milestone.
In the 1990s the Kennett government tried to close the
school, and it only remained open because of the strong
campaign by the school community to save it. Three
other schools in the Bentleigh area were closed. A
decade later the short-sightedness of these policies has
become obvious. Families are moving back into areas
like McKinnon, Ormond, Bentleigh and East Bentleigh,
and the schools are bursting at the seams.
McKinnon Primary School, which had 190 students in
1999, now has an enrolment of 575 despite the
existence of a neighbourhood zone around the school
for the last few years. Likewise McKinnon Secondary
College, the top non-selective secondary school in the
state, now has over 1200 students on a constrained site
despite the existence of a tight neighbourhood zone for
several years as a result of the closure of Murrumbeena
High School.
The redevelopment of McKinnon Primary School will
result in 12 new permanent classrooms, a new learning
resource centre, another building that will act as a
specialist teaching space for art and craft, along with a
new physical education area and outdoor basketball and
netball courts. Credit is due to the school’s principal,
Sandra Myrwoda, and the president of the school
council, Peter Saba.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

VicRoads: Broken River Vineyards signage
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I recently met with
Mr Fred O’Keefe, who with his wife is the proprietor of
a business called Broken River Vineyards at 425 River
Road, Kialla, which is 5 minutes south of Shepparton.
They have also established a cellar door at the site.
Mr O’Keefe is totally frustrated at the lack of assistance
from VicRoads to allow him to erect signs to direct
people to his business. In fact VicRoads is hindering his
business. Mr O’Keefe told me he erected two signs at
his business in November last year, and in February this
year a VicRoads officer pulled the signs down,
smashed one in half and painted over the other one and
has admitted destroying them. Mr O’Keefe applied to
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VicRoads for tourism signs in February and was told by
VicRoads he could only have the signs off the
alternative route at Shepparton-Euroa Road corner and
at the Euroa Road and River Road corner. Mr O’Keefe
needs tourism signs on the two main approaches to
Shepparton — the Goulburn Valley Highway, where
the alternative route or River Road commences, as well
as on the Midland Highway.
This is bureaucracy gone mad. There is no benefit to
Mr O’Keefe’s cellar door business if people cannot find
it. Mr O’Keefe is happy to have his signs erected on
existing structures advertising other tourist attractions
off the Goulburn Valley and Midland highways. The
City of Greater Shepparton and Tourism Greater
Shepparton are aware of this problem and are
supportive of Mr O’Keefe’s request for more signage.
The slogan used to attract tourists to Australia is
relevant to this case: ‘Where the bloody hell are you?’
Visitors trying to find this cellar door business ask this
question often. I ask the government to support tourism
in country Victoria, and in this case allow
commonsense to prevail and give the appropriate
signage to Broken River Vineyards.

City Pacific Ltd: advertisements
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — I wish to commend
this morning the work of the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission (ASIC) for its cautioning of a
prominent financial services company soliciting
investments in Victoria. The company, City Pacific Ltd,
is a regular advertiser of investment opportunities in the
Victorian media. Its advertisements describe how its
investments through various vehicles, including a
mortgage trust, offer high levels of security But these
investment opportunities are not guaranteed. They
inherently contain a risk.
I wrote to ASIC in February about the language used by
City Pacific. ASIC advised me last month that, while
the formal prospectus lodged by the company used
appropriate language, it had requested the company to
‘cease the use of misleading terminology such as “high
level of security” to describe an investment in the trust
in any further communications with existing or
potential investors’.
It did seem to take the company longer than it should
have to amend its web site, but it has now done that,
which is a good thing. The company’s lax use of
language is surprising given its board membership. Its
directors include Mr Shane Stone, a former federal
Liberal president, well known to us — he of the ‘mean
and tricky’ memo notoriety. I am pleased the company
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has complied with ASIC’s request lest it be held to be
guilty of it own tricky marketing tactics.

Yosef Small
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I seek the assistance
of the Minister for Community Services with a
constituent by the name of Yosef Small, who in the
opinion of the Caulfield General Medical Centre aged
care assessment service should be prioritised for a
Home First package. His application for this service is
supported by Kath Baggaley, an occupational therapist
from the Inner South Community Health Service, who
wrote:
His need to commence on a Home First package now is
crucial to his ability to avoid inappropriate nursing home
placement.

Mr Small’s disability relates to a spinal neurological
condition which has caused hemiplegia on his left side,
poor balance and the capacity to walk only a couple of
metres with a walking frame. He is mostly in a
wheelchair. He does not fulfil early ageing criteria.
While neurological changes may well limit Mr Small’s
ability to remain at home independently in the long
term, according to the Caulfield General Medical
Centre, ‘It is imperative that he is able to access home
care and independence while he can’. This man is a
delightful, articulate person who deserves our help.

Community houses: Cranbourne electorate
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — Neighbourhood
houses give people a chance to develop new skills,
meet new people and pursue new recreational
opportunities in their local community. They connect
people with their community — for example, they offer
isolated mums the opportunity to meet with each other,
develop friendships and learn new skills.
Merinda Park learning and community centre is one of
these community houses, and it provides vital services
to the constituents of Cranbourne. I am pleased to state
that the Bracks Labor government recently announced a
grant of $50 000 to assist with an extension to the
Merinda Park community centre.
The Cranbourne community house also provides vital
services to constituents of Cranbourne, and I am also
pleased to say that the Bracks Labor government has
recently announced funding of $16 500 to assist with
modernising its information and communications
technology. The Bracks Labor government is delivering
for our community and neighbourhood houses.
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Kew courthouse: preservation
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The Kew courthouse
remains vacant following Victoria Police relocating to
the new Boroondara police complex four years ago.
Since then the Bracks Labor government has left the
Kew courthouse to rot. While some patch-up work has
been undertaken on the roof to cover four large holes,
the roof still needs to be replaced. The inside of the
building has been exposed to the elements for some
time. Many of the internal walls and ceilings show
signs of water damage, as do many of the window
frames. Large sections of the floor will need to be
replaced. The paintwork, both outside and inside,
together with the masonry works, is in an appalling
condition. The building is badly weathered.
I acknowledge the good works of the Boroondara
council, and in particular the good work of the local
ward councillor, Phillip Healey, which is currently
negotiating to purchase the building from the state
government in order to preserve it in public hands. The
council, together with Professor Peter McIntyre, the
Kew Historical Society and the Kew community have
undertaken a public fundraising campaign to help
restore this magnificent heritage building.
While very supportive of the Kew community’s desire
to restore this significant part of Victoria’s heritage, I
am very concerned that the Bracks Labor government
is using the imminent sale of the building to disguise its
immediate obligations. The Bracks Labor government,
like any other land-holder, is bound by the Heritage
Act. Irrespective of any potential or eventual sale of the
Kew courthouse, it must protect that part of Victoria’s
heritage for which it is responsible. If it fails to do so, it
makes a mockery of heritage in this state.

Telstra: network
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — Kenneth Davidson’s
opinion piece, ‘Why we have a failure to connect’, in
the Age of 13 July was not one of his best. It was
disappointing to see him being an apologist for Telstra.
Davidson derides Optus for building a ‘largely
redundant duplication of Telstra’s national network’
while other telecoms are lambasted because Telstra is
forced to ‘sell access to its copper network at below
replacement cost to its competitors’.
Davidson’s contention that it is technological change
not competition that has brought down
telecommunications costs is only half right.
Technological advances have made it possible to talk to
people on the other side of the world for as much as it
costs to call across town, but without competition
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Telstra will not allow technological change to occur.
Telstra has refused to embrace ADSL2 (asymmetric
digital subscriber line). ADSL2, which is already
revolutionising both telecommunications and television
in the United Kingdom, threatens Telstra’s lucrative
data communication and cable TV markets. Telstra is
simply ignoring the voice-over-Internet protocol
market, which even its British counterpart, BT, is now
actively marketing.
Telstra is blackmailing its rivals over the rollout of fibre
to the node. It is again stymieing the provision of
decent broadband in Australia. Instead of the telcos
sensibly sharing infrastructure, Telstra may be
responsible for wasteful duplication, as we saw with
mobile phone towers and pay TV cables. Australian
consumers will again be worse off for Telstra’s
intransigence. Indeed Telstra seems to have a
pathological inability to listen to consumers and give
them what they actually want.

Rural and regional Victoria: infant hearing
tests
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — On 30 June 2005 the
Ewing distraction test for hearing, which provided an
important hearing screening service to infants in rural
and regional Victoria, was withdrawn by the Bracks
government. The Victorian infant hearing screening
program was then expanded to include newborn babies
but — surprise, surprise! — the service was only made
available to neonates born or admitted to neonatal
intensive care units or special care nurseries at
six major hospitals in Melbourne, and as from April
this year, at Wodonga.
Since the withdrawal of the Ewing distraction test
nothing has been established to replace it in rural and
regional areas, leaving people in country Victoria
without a screening test for hearing loss in newborns.
This is totally unacceptable. It is great that babies born
or admitted to the six major metropolitan hospitals are
now being screened for hearing loss, but what about the
73 per cent of babies born in Victoria each year that are
not born either in Wodonga or in the six major
hospitals?
This is another example of the government looking
after Melbourne at the expense of country Victoria. I
call on the government to ensure that all Victorian
newborn babies in Victoria have access to hearing
screening tests, wherever they may live.
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Trail bikes: state park and forest strategy
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I rise this morning
to congratulate and highlight the success of the Bracks
government in protecting our regional communities and
particularly for its handling of the issue of trail bikes in
our state parks and forests.
Trail bike riding is a legitimate recreation and one that
we support; however, there have been some issues
about how trail bikes have interacted with the general
public. They have been using the same tracks as
horseriders and bushwalkers, and in some cases there
has been the creation of erosion. The announcement of
the Bunyip State Park strategy and the following
announcement earlier this week about signposting and
dealing with tracks where erosion has occurred will
enhance the ability of the entire community to enjoy
our state parks and forests while at the same time
provide unloading places and guidelines for appropriate
trail bike riding.
It is a legitimate sport, but as a community we all have
to work together to ensure that the community
functions properly. In the Rokeby-Crossover forest area
in my electorate the motorbike riders, the four-wheel
drivers and other bush users are all working together to
create a cooperative arrangement so that if, for
example, a horserider is coming along, the motorbike
rider will stop his bike until the horse passes and then
restart the bike. This example of working together to
enjoy our forests should be followed across the state.

Videos: X-rated
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — This morning on
regional ABC radio the issue of X-rated videos was
discussed. It appears that X-rated videos are freely
available in adult centres in both Albury and Wodonga.
It is my understanding that the videos are also freely
available in adult centres in Melbourne. The issue was
raised on air with the Chief Commissioner of Police,
Christine Nixon, who said that it is illegal to sell
X-rated videos over the counter but the police would
take action only if a complaint is made.
Further investigations indicate that these videos are
freely available for sale in the Australian Capital
Territory and the Northern Territory. It is also clear that
although it is illegal to sell X-rated videos in Victoria, it
is not illegal to possess them if they have received
classification. This makes prosecution difficult unless it
is clear that classification has been refused. It is
suggested that under the current regime the law is
unenforceable.
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I raise this issue with the Attorney-General and the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services because it
has been brought to my attention that some very
unacceptable material is being made available under the
guise of being X rated when in fact it has not been
classified. It is important that both ministers take action
to clean up this very unacceptable practice and ensure
that adult centres are made to act within the existing
laws.
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young people but fail to employ a single person under
25 years of age? Our youth have unique skills, expertise
and experiences, and all levels of governments have a
responsibility to harness and utilise those skills. There
are many young people who would do an excellent job
in the Office for Youth, if only they were given a
chance. Our youth must be shapers of events, not
merely observers. I am happy to pass on to the minister
a few names of young people from my electorate of
Bulleen who would do an excellent job in her office.

Migrants: citizenship test
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I bring to the attention of the
house the negative implications of the so-called
citizenship test proposed by the Howard government. A
citizenship test cannot test whether a person loves and
respects this country. It only creates an impossible
barrier to older immigrants who are on family visas
obtaining citizenship because of the difficulty in
acquiring the language skills, when in fact they love
and respect Australia as much as you and I do, Speaker.
The immigration department has already imposed high
barriers to potential immigrants obtaining resident
status in Australia — for example, skilled migrants
must have satisfactory English test results. If a person is
worthy enough to be a resident, there is no reason for
citizenship to be refused.
What makes us Australian? What are the Australian
values that the media keeps referring to? Is a person less
Australian if he or she cannot tell you who was the first
Prime Minister of Australia? If migrants are forced to
take the test, it would only be fair if all Australian-born
people took the same test to prove their Australianness.
What is the Howard government trying to achieve? Is it
that only people with English as their mother tongue are
worthy enough to be awarded Australian citizenship?
We have come so far to let go of the white policy; we do
not need an assimilation policy that divides our country.

Office for Youth: staff
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I stand to condemn
this hypocritical and arrogant government for ignoring
our youth. Labor is failing young Victorians by refusing
to employ a single young person in the state’s peak
youth affairs office. Labor’s rhetoric on valuing youth
involvement fails to translate into youth participation.
Labor’s Minister for Employment and Youth Affairs
has admitted that no young Victorian is employed in
her department.
It is inexcusable that out of the 21 full-time staff
working in the Office for Youth, not one is under the
age of 25 years. How can Labor claim to represent

It is unbelievable that there is not a single person under
the age of 25 years working in the office. I wonder if
there are any women in the Office of Women’s Affairs
or any members from our indigenous population in
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria? I would assume that
people would be employed on expertise, skills and
merit, but I would have thought there are excellent
young people with expertise and skills who would be
able to work in the youth affairs office, if only given the
chance.

Our Environment Our Future: renewable
energy
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — I would like to applaud
particularly the Construction, Forestry, Mining and
Energy Union and the other power industry trade
unions and the community of the Latrobe Valley who
have welcomed wholeheartedly the Bracks
government’s commitment to the Victorian renewable
energy target, as announced by the Minister for
Environment and the Premier last week in the
sustainability action statement.
The trade union movement members who work in the
brown coal mines and power stations in the Latrobe
Valley know that renewable energy is an important part
of a responsible approach to providing energy needs
right across Victoria. They know that solar energy and
wind energy are important ways to fight the amount of
greenhouse gas going into the environment.
Some of our best environmentalists work in the power
industry, doing what they can to make improvements
such as those they have made over the last 10 years,
when we have seen an almost 10 per cent reduction in
the amount of greenhouse gases being produced for
every megawatt of electricity coming out of the Latrobe
Valley.
This is an important initiative and one that needs to be
supported by the federal government. Instead the
federal government has removed or walked away from
renewable energy targets. It is important that this
government not only give a commitment, as we have,
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to requiring an improvement in energy targets but also
make it mandatory, as we have. By 2016 it will be
mandatory for suppliers to be purchasing 10 per cent of
renewable energy. It is an important initiative and one
that we need support for from opposition members, but
they also need to impress upon their federal
colleagues — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Healesville High School: achievements
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I rise to
congratulate the Healesville High School community,
which has been working to provide innovative
educational opportunities for its students. Last week I
had the pleasure of attending the opening of the science
and technology wing with the Minister for Education
Services. It was fantastic to see the results of the Bracks
government’s investing in schools, particularly in the
Seymour electorate, and it was also great to see the
investment in young people, because that is what this is
about.
Even better, it was great to see the thoughtful and
creative way in which the school has utilised its
funding. For example, the new science facilities have
three classrooms which are connected or close to the
science preparation rooms and stores. The deputy
principals at the school, who have been sharing the
acting principal role for a while this year, explained to
me how their science classes have become more
engaging and better learning experiences for their
students. They told me that the teachers have had better
access to science equipment and as a result have been
conducting more practical lessons and experiments,
thus engaging the students in learning.
Also the year 7 computer class is taking part in the
$12.7 million Yarra Valley e-learning project, where
one laptop is provided for every two students in the
class. The students have been working together on
projects, learning tools, educational web sites and
programs, and all are really engaged in learning through
their projects. It was great to see that this school is an
innovative state school providing great educational
opportunities for the students of Healesville.

Rotary: Drysdale and Ocean Grove clubs
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — I recently had the
opportunity to be a guest at the Drysdale Rotary Club
and Ocean Grove Rotary Club for their changeover
dinners. Both these clubs are large, vibrant service
clubs which do amazing work. Service clubs play an
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important role not only in supporting their local
communities but also in promoting a culture of service
that is about a culture beyond self, contributing to
specific projects and building a more sustainable local
community.
Across the world, as I am sure other members know,
Rotary International has played a key role in seeing
polio almost eliminated. This is a significant
contribution and achievement. Local Rotary clubs have
contributed substantial resources to this public health
issue. Local clubs are also involved in key projects. For
example, the Drysdale Rotary Club operates the
miniature railway in Portarlington, the art show and the
family fun day, which contribute substantial funds to
key services in Bellarine and Geelong and across the
world. They include things like the Cottage by the Sea,
the State Emergency Service and community facilities.
The Ocean Grove Rotary Club similarly contributes
substantially to community services and has undertaken
important community projects like the new boardwalk
project, youth projects and the personal defibrillator
project, amongst others.
I would particularly like to acknowledge the two
outgoing presidents, Mercedes Drummond and Helen
Trigg, who have done a fantastic job. I congratulate
Rotary members on their service to the local Bellarine
community.

Gembrook electorate: budget allocations
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — I wish to highlight
some recent local achievements in the electorate of
Gembrook. A major commitment was made towards
Gembrook Primary School in the recent state budget to
the tune of $2.6 million. This funding comes on top of
the $1 million provided in the previous state budget.
The school will shortly be able to commence
construction of stages 1 and 2 of the rebuilding of their
school. Congratulations to all involved at Gembrook
primary.
I would also like to congratulate the police at Yarra
Junction police station. The recent state budget
provided $1 million to construct a new police station at
Yarra Junction, and I advise the house that I was
recently informed that on top of that $1 million Yarra
Junction police will receive a further $300 000 to
purchase a new area of land to build it on, given that the
current land is too small.
There is also a $400 000 grant for Lakeside Children’s
Centre, which I announced last week. That comes on
top of the $500 000 previously allocated for that
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project. Congratulations also go to Emerald
neighbourhood house!

Industrial relations: WorkChoices
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — I would like to
condemn the federal government’s WorkChoices
legislation, which permits Australian workplace
agreements to allow fines to be imposed on workers
who fail to give 12 hours notice for taking sick leave.
Today we heard of the discussions between the
Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry and the
federal Minister for Industrial Relations on cutting back
the number of sick days to which workers are entitled.
The consequence of these changes will result in
workers turning up sick, risking their own health and
safety in some cases and endangering other workers by
bringing cold and influenza viruses into the workplace.
Even parents are asked to keep children with colds
away from child care and schools to ensure that
influenza does not spread across the general population.
Yet the federal government is forcing workers to turn
up for work sick and endanger other workers. It stands
condemned for the legislation that is in place at the
moment and for being in discussions to impose even
worse conditions on workers.
Surely all Australian workers will reject the federal
government and its absurd industrial relations laws,
which will mean people who are ill will be forced to go
to work.

Keith Pimblett
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — Today
I want to congratulate a local teacher, Keith Pimblett,
who teaches Victorian certificate of applied learning
and vocational education and training programs at
Eumemmerring Secondary College. This is a
gentleman who has been a very successful businessman
and who specialises in sheet metalwork and the like. He
has gone into teaching to pass on his enthusiasm and
knowledge to students, specifically looking at the
manufacturing industry and those trades.
The reason I am congratulating him today is that he has
done a marvellous job of trying to link the school in
with local manufacturing businesses. He has taken
students to trade expos — the Minister for Education
and Training spoke at the last one. His enthusiasm is
absolutely infectious. The best thing about it is that he
will get better results for the school and get students
through to apprenticeships instead of their finishing
secondary school without a skill or a trade and looking
at a limited future.
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He has been at the school for only a year, but his
enthusiasm and involvement in the school has been
absolutely marvellous. I congratulate him for his
contribution to the future of our kids.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Ballarat East has 50 seconds.

Schools: Ballarat East electorate
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — The school
communities across my electorate of Ballarat East have
been very pleased by the outcome of the most recent
state budget. In particular, the Mount Pleasant Primary
School was very excited to be allocated a further
$2.4 million to complete the school’s final
redevelopment phase. Likewise the Creswick Primary
School was very excited to receive a $1.9 million
allocation, which will finally see the older part of the
school refurbished. The Daylesford Secondary College
was also very pleased with its $600 000 maintenance
allocation, as was the Kyneton Secondary College with
its $300 000 maintenance allocation. They are very
pleased to have got those boosts.
I have visited many other school communities recently,
and they are also excited about the funding they have
been allocated. Education and schools across my
electorate have certainly gained very well from the
most recent budget.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The time allocated for members statements has
expired.

SNOWY HYDRO CORPORATISATION
(PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 June; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water).
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — The Snowy Hydro
Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill relates to
a project that has been iconic in Australia’s history and
to a public enterprise which is an important element in
what is now an electricity supply system interconnected
across much of Australia. The Snowy River system is
also vital to the supply of water for both environmental
and irrigation purposes. All of these matters were
recognised by all sides of politics when the legislation
to corporatise Snowy Hydro electricity and related
assets was debated in this Parliament in 1997; it passed
with the support of the Liberal, National and Labor
parties. A very strong commitment was made by the
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Liberal-National government of the day to ensure that
Victoria’s vital interests in environmental and irrigation
flows from the Snowy River system were protected.
That was supported by the then Labor opposition.
In recent times we have had a proposal initiated by the
New South Wales government, which the
commonwealth and Victorian governments joined, to
privatise Snowy Hydro Ltd, the currently publicly
owned vehicle which owns Snowy Hydro electricity
and related assets. As all members know, in early June
this year the commonwealth government decided it
would not proceed with the sale of its 13 per cent share
in Snowy Hydro Ltd. Following on from that the New
South Wales and Victorian governments decided not to
proceed with the sale of their shares.
I quote from what the Prime Minister, John Howard,
said at the time in a media release of 2 June 2006,
entitled ‘Australian government withdraws from sale of
Snowy Hydro Ltd’:
In December last year the New South Wales government
unilaterally announced it would sell its majority shareholding
of 58 per cent in Snowy Hydro Ltd.
This decision to sell the Snowy Hydro has created significant
unhappiness, concern and unrest throughout the Australian
community.
In addition, there are a number of outstanding Snowy water
licence issues which are creating uncertainty and affect the
interests of the environment, farmers, irrigators and all those
who depend on the health of the Murray Darling Basin.
The Australian government has decided that the sale of its
13 per cent share will not deliver long-term benefits to the
country.
In response to the strong opposition and the need to safeguard
the interests of all those dependent on Australia’s iconic water
resources, the Australian government will withdraw its 13 per
cent share from the sale of Snowy Hydro Ltd.
It is now up to the New South Wales and Victorian
governments to decide on action in relation to their respective
shareholdings.

The Prime Minister’s press release and his
accompanying public statements summarised the
position that in effect has now been reached by each of
the New South Wales, Victorian and commonwealth
governments — namely, in recognising very strong
public feeling and opposition and the uncertainty that
existed in relation to protecting environmental and
irrigation flows, the sale of the Snowy Hydro should
not proceed.
That is the position of the Victorian government,
notwithstanding the criticisms of the Prime Minister
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that the Treasurer and others have attempted to make on
the way through.
It should be said in passing that the experience with the
abandoned sale of Snowy Hydro Ltd shows from a state
government point of view the folly of its reliance on
windfall sale proceeds, such as it was expecting to
receive from its share of the sale of Snowy Hydro, for
the provision of what should be core government
activities and essential infrastructure for the
community, such as school maintenance and school
upgrades. It is noticeable that up until the time the state
government decided it would participate in the sale of
Snowy Hydro it would have us believe that Victoria’s
school system was in tiptop condition, there was no
problem with maintenance and the need for upgrades,
expansions and new schools was well in hand. Yet all
of a sudden, when the government decided to join in the
sale of the Snowy Hydro and realise upwards of
$600 million in receipts from that sale, it decided there
was a desperate need for extra funds to be injected into
our school infrastructure and the entire proceeds,
expected to be in excess of $600 million, would be
provided to improve those schools which up until then
the government was telling us were not neglected, not
run down and for which future provision was well in
hand.
Along the way we also saw a shift in the government’s
position in relation to exactly what funding was to go
into schools. Initially the impression, if not the clear
statement, from the government was that all the
proceeds, minus some specific sums identified for
water-related purposes, would go into the school
system. Later on the story changed and the government
was only going to put into that a specified sum, being
the bulk of the first $600 million, and the rest was to be
used for other unspecified purposes. But whatever the
government’s position was, it was left with a
$600 million-plus hole in its plans for Victoria’s school
system when the sale of Snowy Hydro Ltd did not
proceed. For all the arguments about what was or was
not provided for or factored into the forward estimates,
the fact was that the government was counting on that
money to put into the school system when it should
have made proper provision out of its regular funding
sources for essentials like school maintenance, school
upgrades and new schools.
After the sale of Snowy Hydro had been called off, the
government introduced into this house the bill that is
now before us, which does a number of things.
Centrally it prohibits the state of Victoria from
disposing of or transferring shares held by it in Snowy
Hydro without the approval of each house of
Parliament, given by a motion passed by each house. It
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also requires a member of Parliament giving notice of a
resolution to approve a disposal or transfer of shares, to
cause to be laid before the house on the same day any
agreement relevant to the proposed disposal or sale that
deals with water flows, the Snowy Hydro licences, the
constitution of Snowy Hydro, the Snowy water inquiry
outcomes implementation deed, the supply of
information between Snowy Hydro and the
Murray-Darling Basin Commission or the agreement
under the Murray-Darling Basin Act 1993. Finally, the
bill declares that the legislation displaces the
Corporations Act to the extent necessary to avoid any
inconsistency.
It is fair to say that as far as I am aware no side of
politics has any proposal to sell Snowy Hydro, in light
of the strong views made clear by the public and the
uncertainty and other concerns raised in the course of
the recently terminated proposed sale. Certainly there is
no such intention or plan on our side of politics, which
is something that the Leader of the Opposition made
clear on Melbourne radio on the day the abandonment
of the sale of Snowy Hydro was announced by the
various governments. I should also make it clear, even
though it is not directly relevant to the current debate,
that there is no plan or intention on our side of politics
to engage in privatisation of water assets. I make that
clear because it is an allegation frequently raised by the
Labor Party, with no foundation whatsoever. Had we
on our side of politics been planning to privatise water
assets, it is something we could have done during the
term of the Kennett government, but it was something
we did not do.
We restructured the Melbourne water system and
created the three retailers which currently exist and
which have been retained by the current government
and have proved very effective in improving the retail
supply of water within the Melbourne metropolitan
area. We also embarked on putting a massive injection
of funds into rural and non-metropolitan water and
sewerage assets. That also has served Victorians well
and greatly strengthened non-metropolitan and rural
water and sewerage infrastructure across the state. I
place that on the record simply to dispel any of the
spurious allegations that might be emanating from
members of the government during the course of this
debate.
When we turn to the second-reading speech for this bill,
we find it full of the usual Labor Party spin doctoring
and outrageous claims. I refer in particular to one
passage which I will quote, namely:
There has been community concern over the sale of Snowy
Hydro. The Independent member for Gippsland East, Craig
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Ingram, has consistently advocated that environmental flows
for the Snowy River and irrigator entitlements are protected.
This bill achieves that.

This bill does not achieve what the Minister for Water
claimed it would achieve; it is totally silent on the
subject of environmental flows for the Snowy River
and irrigator entitlements. As I said earlier, the bill
simply provides that there needs to be a resolution of
the house for a disposal or transfer of shares and that
certain information needs to be provided to the house if
such a resolution is being put forward. It says
absolutely nothing about ensuring that environmental
flows and irrigator entitlements are protected.
I should also say that the way the second-reading
speech describes the various documents that are
required to be made available under the legislation if a
resolution is put forward is somewhat misleading. The
second-reading speech gives the impression that
various documents that are already in existence need to
be laid before the house. It is possible that that may be
the case in future but what the bill in fact requires to be
made available are agreements that deal with the
various matters referred to in new section 6A of the
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation Act 1997.
In other words, the bill is primarily focused on
agreements that may be relevant to the proposed
disposal or transfer of shares and that relate to those
various matters. It does not expressly or specifically
require that existing documents be laid before the house
at that time. Of course, the logic is that if it is important
that those existing documents be made available
publicly, then why are they not being made public at
the present time? So this bill, despite the typical spin
doctoring by the Bracks government in an attempt to
overstate what the bill in fact does, is a bill that simply
requires a resolution of both houses of Parliament
before any disposal or transfer of shares owned by the
state of Victoria can proceed. It does not seem likely
that that measure will ever need to be relied upon, given
that no side of politics is talking about a sale or disposal
of Victoria’s shares in Snowy Hydro.
The Nationals have circulated some amendments that
seek to go further than what is currently in the bill.
They would require that a three-fifths, or 60 per cent,
majority vote be obtained if any sale or disposal or
transfer of shares was to occur. These amendments will
put the government to the test as to whether it is serious
about what it is putting forward in this bill, because if
the argument is that the Snowy is such an iconic and
important public asset and public enterprise that there
needs to be a special decision by Parliament and strong
community support for the sale to proceed, then there is
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eminent logic in the amendments The Nationals have
put forward, which would require not merely a simple
resolution of the Parliament.
Such a resolution, depending on the outcome of future
elections, may be quite likely to require the support
simply of the government party if the government party
has a majority in both houses of Parliament. If The
Nationals amendments are agreed to, they will
effectively mean that all major political parties will
need to agree to the sale, or at the very least there will
need to be 60 per cent majority support, which will
require more than the support of the government and
any minor parties.
The opposition’s view is that the amendments of The
Nationals are worth supporting because they add real
substance to this bill. They give effect to the logic of the
bill, which is that there should be a clear,
whole-of-community decision if the sale of these
important assets is to occur. That community support
needs to be evidenced by more than simply a resolution
passed in both houses of Parliament, which, as I say,
could in some circumstances simply be a resolution
supported by the government of the day. For that reason
the Liberal Party will be supporting the amendments to
be moved by The Nationals.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I rise to speak on the
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary
Approval) Bill. When history is written some time in
the future — if we can ever find out what all the history
is that has led up to this bill — it will make a very
interesting read. We have all no doubt read in the press
about the various stakeholders in the debate who have
laid claim to stopping the sale of Snowy Hydro — and I
will come to that a bit further on when I talk about the
second-reading speech and how I think it is trying to
rewrite history in some ways — but I think that,
interestingly, the key to this whole issue was probably
the decisiveness of the Prime Minister of Australia,
John Howard, although — —
Ms Pike — He changed his mind! How decisive is
that?
Mr WALSH — I think he finally realised — and I
know picking up interjections is not ideal — but I
think — —
Ms Pike — He changed his mind!
Mr WALSH — Finally someone in politics, on
realising the facts, actually read something — —
Ms Pike interjected.
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Mr WALSH — He realised this was not a good
proposal.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The minister and the member for Swan Hill can
have a discussion through the Chair.
Mr WALSH — And I do not think any of us should
shrink away from the fact that if we have second
thoughts about something we can actually change our
minds. I think full credit goes to the members of the
federal government for changing their minds —
otherwise we would have had a disaster going forward.
What we are really debating here, bearing in mind the
amendments that The Nationals have circulated, is:
what is the best way to keep Victoria’s share of Snowy
Hydro in public ownership going into the future? In
2002 the Premier introduced into this place the
Constitution (Water Authorities) Bill, which was
subsequently passed with the support of all members of
Parliament. The bringing in of that bill was the
implementation of an election commitment, and I will
quote from the second-reading speech on that bill:
… an amendment to Victoria’s constitution was proposed to
entrench the public ownership of our water authorities.
This bill implements that commitment. The ownership of our
water authorities that deliver water to Victorians will be
entrenched in state ownership by amendments made to the
Constitution Act 1975. Any bill that removes the
responsibility for ensuring the delivery of water services from
a public authority will be governed by those entrenchment
mechanisms and will require a special three-fifths majority of
all of the members of both the Legislative Council and the
Legislative Assembly before it can be submitted for royal
assent.

It goes on to say:
I am sure that all members will support the retention of water
authorities for the benefit of future generations —

which all members subsequently did. The logic behind
the amendments The Nationals will be moving to this
bill is that we believe the exact same principles that the
Premier expressed in his second-reading speech in 2003
should apply to the Snowy Hydro as well, because we
believe retaining public ownership of Victoria’s share
of Snowy Hydro is as important as retaining public
ownership of any of the water authorities in Victoria.
I note that a lot of the second-reading speeches made by
the Minister for Water are in some ways more
ministerial statements than second-reading speeches, in
that quite a lot of political spin is inserted towards the
beginning of them before we get to the details that deal
with the bill. As I said when I started my contribution to
this debate, this bill’s second-reading speech,
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particularly the preamble to it, in some ways tries to
rewrite the history of who made what decisions and in
what sequence as far as the proposal to sell the Snowy
Hydro goes. I think it would be fair to assume that New
South Wales wanted to sell its share of Snowy Hydro
basically to fix a black hole in the New South Wales
budget and to fix massive problems that state has with
its health and public transport systems.
It is interesting that in the lead-up to the New South
Wales state election there have apparently been items in
a New South Wales newspaper about the ‘Carr wreck’,
identifying all the things former Premier Bob Carr had
got wrong over a period of time. At some time in the
future perhaps here in Victoria we may have the Herald
Sun or Age running a column called ‘The Bracks stack’
when referring to all the major projects in Victoria that
are going to crash because they are over time and over
budget. I firmly believe that the Victorian government
effectively caved in against the best wishes of Victoria
to support its New South Wales Labor colleagues so
that they could have sufficient funds to fix some of their
black holes and public asset problems.
Another issue involved in it — and the previous
speaker touched on this — is the comment about the
member for Gippsland East and the fact that this bill
achieves what he wanted to do with a private member’s
bill. I do not believe the bill before the house does that;
I do not believe the bill is strong enough in enshrining
Victoria’s share of Snowy Hydro into public
ownership. The question I would ask is: has the
member for Gippsland East sold his soul to the Labor
Party again by not being stronger on those sorts of
issues? No doubt he will make some contribution on
that and enlighten the house as to whether or not he has
sold his soul to the Labor Party again.
The second-reading speech, and I will go into more
detail a bit later, says that it sets out in the agreement
how water flows, particularly environmental flows, and
the supply of water will go to irrigators. Anyone who
understands water and the variable climate would
realise that you cannot be absolutely prescriptive with
those things; there needs to be some flexibility going
forward, because you never know when rain events or
droughts will occur. I do not believe it can be absolutely
prescribed or be prescriptive into the future.
I will talk later about Snowy Hydro and how it balances
the issue of water release for power generation versus
water release for the environment or for irrigators to go
forward. When reading the second-reading speech I
would ask every member on the government side to
look at the intent of the legislation. If they examine
their consciences they would have to support The

Thursday, 20 July 2006

Nationals proposed amendments to the bill for it to
achieve all their rhetoric about the legislation. I would
like to put on the record a bit of the history of the
Snowy. We are all talking about the Snowy Hydro, but
probably not a lot of people really know what we are
talking about.
The Murrumbidgee and Murray rivers have been
controlled for irrigation since the start of the
20th century. The Snowy River was not; it ran wild to
the sea, as everyone would know from the debates
about returning flows to the Snowy. In the period after
the Second World War there was much discussion
about a proposal for New South Wales to divert some
Snowy water to the Murrumbidgee to supplement
irrigation. In that debate there was little emphasis on
power generation. The Victorian government proposed
an alternative scheme involving much more generation
of power and diversion to the Murray as well as to the
Murrumbidgee.
The commonwealth government at that time looked at
the national implications for this and called a meeting in
1946 between the federal and state representatives to
discuss the utilisation of the Snowy waters. A
committee was set up to examine the broader
ramifications of all those proposals. In 1948 a report
from that group suggested a far bigger proposal than
had ever been considered by any of the others, and it
was not just about diverting the Snowy but also about
many of its tributaries, and it was not just to one river
but to the Murray and the Murrumbidgee. In the
process the debate had broadened and was looking at
generating a significant amount of hydro power. A
further report was submitted in 1949, as a result of
which the commonwealth Parliament passed the Snowy
Mountains Hydro-Electric Power Act. Immediately
after that the Snowy Mountain Hydro-Electric
Authority was set up and started the whole process.
The Snowy Mountains scheme covers a bit over
5000 square kilometres in southern New South Wales.
Back in those days — and this is interesting to note —
the project was built on time and on budget and cost
$820 million. I have not done the calculation as to what
$820 million in 1950 and 1960 would mean in today’s
dollars, but it would be a lot of money. But the project
was built was on time and on budget! It surprises me
that any of the governments of Australia would
consider selling something that was built at
$820 million at that time for what is reported to equate
to $2.5 billion now. The governments were proposing
to sell it far too cheaply.
This project, which was built on time and on budget,
collects and stores water that normally flows east,
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diverts it through tunnels through the mountains to
power stations and then releases the water into the
Murray and Murrumbidgee systems. The scheme
consists of 16 major dams and seven power stations,
two of which are underground. Anyone who has taken
the effort to have a look at it would see that it is a major
engineering feat. If you think back in time to the
equipment they had to work with compared to the
equipment used today, you see it is definitely a major
engineering feat. The scheme also involves a pumping
station, 225 kilometres of tunnels, pipes and aqueducts.
It is operated by Snowy Hydro Ltd.
The scheme contributes to the national economy by
diverting water that underwrites some $3 billion worth
of produce from the irrigated area, and it produces
around 70 per cent of Australia’s renewable energy.
It is interesting to look at the people who built the
project. Between 1949 and 1974 over 100 000 men and
women from 30 countries worked on the scheme.
Seventy per cent of those workers were immigrants to
Australia, and quite a few of those were displaced
people or people who had left war-ravaged Europe. For
those migrants their first introduction to Australia was
working on the Snowy Hydro scheme. During its
construction seven regional townships were established
in the Snowy Mountains with more than 100 temporary
camps. As anyone who has read the history of the
Snowy Hydro would realise, the environment was very
harsh. It was cold, wet and muddy at various times, but
they were very tough people and they did a fantastic
job. It was finished in 1974, and as I said, it was one of
the major engineering feats in Australian history.
The other issue I would like to touch on is the
generation of renewable energy. Snowy Hydro
produces, as I said, 70 per cent of Australia’s renewable
energy, but a lot of that energy is produced for the spot
market, and when there is failure in the major base load
power generation it can effectively turn on the tap and
generate power. It is interesting that Snowy Hydro has
what is called above-target water. It has a commitment
that each year it has to send a certain amount of water
to the Murray, which is 172 gigalitres, and a certain
amount of water to the Murrumbidgee, which is
1062 gigalitres, but any water above that requirement it
can store in the Snowy Hydro as above-target water.
That water can be stored for any number of years to
generate power at any particular time.
What is also interesting is that that above-target water
accounts for only 15 per cent of the power that Snowy
Hydro produces but raises something like 60 per cent of
the revenue that Snowy Hydro gets because of its
ability to sell hedge contracts for power production in
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the event of a base load power generator going down.
As I said, if a base load power generator fails and it has
sold a hedge contract, Snowy Hydro can turn on the tap
and instantly generate power, which it can sell at quite a
high price.
This is where we come to the conundrum caused by the
fact that, if Snowy Hydro is fully privatised, the
purchasers will want to make sure they are able to
generate power, and particularly spot market power, to
make as much money for the company as they can. The
release of that water might not be at the best time for
irrigators or environmental flows, so part of the logic
behind why we believe Snowy Hydro should stay in
public hands is so that at times there can be trade-offs.
If it is a strictly Australian Stock Exchange (ASX)
listed company and if in the timing of water releases
there are going to be trade-offs for the community or
for the environment, no doubt there would be
discussions about compensation if that publicly listed
company felt it had to do something different from
what it would otherwise do to maximise profits for its
shareholders.
Solving the conflict between power generation and the
timing of water releases to achieve the best outcomes
for irrigators and/or the environment is a conundrum
we will have in perpetuity. We believe it is better off in
public ownership so that at least that discussion can
happen and there is the ability to make trade-offs at
some stage.
History is being rewritten by all the participants in this
debate, and everyone is claiming credit for how they
saved the Snowy from being sold. As I said when I
started, I think the leadership of the Prime Minister of
Australia — and I have no doubt that The Nationals in
the coalition in Canberra were behind closed doors
pushing the case to keep the Snowy in public
ownership — —
Mr Ingram interjected.
Mr WALSH — I will ignore the interjection from
the member for Gippsland East, who believes he is the
saviour of the Snowy, but I think history — —
Mr Hulls — That’s what he told me.
Mr WALSH — That may be what he told others,
but it took real leadership for the Prime Minister to
change the government’s mind, and I commend him for
that. As I said when we started, I think it would be a sad
day if none of us in any of the parliaments of Australia
could not stand up and say, ‘We have reconsidered
something and we have changed our minds’. To the
federal government’s credit, it did. The states, after
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huffing and puffing and saying, ‘We are going to sell it
no matter what’, then fell into line and did not proceed
with the sale of their shares.
The other issue that I briefly touched on is this: if it cost
$820 million in the 1950s and 1960s to build Snowy
Hydro, why would we be looking at selling that public
asset for something like $2.5 billion? If you worked out
what those dollars were worth then compared to what
they would be worth now, I believe we were proposing
to sell one of the great assets of Australia far too
cheaply. The challenges that we as a society are facing
as we go forward are about the supply of water and the
supply of power. They are two of the most fundamental
things we need for human existence and for industry in
Australia. So why, after the Premier and this
government were so strong, on being elected in 2002,
about wanting to keep water authorities in public
ownership, did they propose to sell Snowy Hydro, one
of the great controllers of water and power production
here in Australia?
I hope we will get the opportunity to have a
consideration-in-detail stage, because a debate on how
best to enshrine in legislation the public ownership of
Victoria’s share in Snowy Hydro is a debate this house
should have. But just briefly, because I am not sure if
we will get that opportunity, the intent of the
amendments The Nationals have put forward for
discussion is that instead of having a potential change
of ownership of Snowy Hydro being agreed to by a
simple majority in both the Legislative Assembly and
the Legislative Council, we would like to see a change
to the Victorian constitution similar to the change we
made in 2003 in relation to any proposed changes to
water authorities, so that a three-fifths majority of both
houses would have to agree before there was any
change to Victoria’s share in Snowy Hydro.
I would urge, firstly, that the government let us go into
the consideration-in-detail stage so we can have an
informed and intelligent debate on those proposed
amendments. But more importantly, I would urge every
member on the government side — the Liberal Party
has put its support for our amendments on the record,
and I would assume the two Independents would
support our amendments, and I would be very
disappointed if they did not — to examine their
conscience over the best way of keeping Snowy Hydro
in public ownership and then support our amendments.
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — Some days in this
Parliament the debates are a real challenge. I have sat
here and listened to the member for Box Hill preaching
to the government about education funding and then
listened to the member for Swan Hill preaching to us
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about the need to look to our consciences in a debate on
an issue of fundamental importance to all Victorians —
an issue that the Liberal and National parties in Victoria
only discovered once the Prime Minister had pulled the
pin on the sale — and we have heard the flights of
fancy — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Benambra will have his turn.
Ms LINDELL — We have heard the flights of
fancy of the Liberal Party, and we have heard the
history revisionists in The Nationals telling us that
Victoria jumped into this sale, when in fact Victoria
was the last government to sign up to the sale. We had
the New South Wales government and then the federal
government saying, ‘Yes, we will sell our shares’, so
Victoria did the only thing it could do to ensure that
Victorians’ water rights were protected and entered the
sale. Then we had the decision, one of the only
decisions this Prime Minister has made that I probably
agree with, that we should not sell it.
Dr Napthine — Why didn’t you speak up in the
party room?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for South-West Coast has the next
call.
Ms LINDELL — Where were we? Now we have
the conversion on the road to Damascus. The Liberal
Party spokesperson for Treasury comes in here today
and says, ‘Heavens above, we won’t privatise water!
There will be a scare campaign out there and those
dreadful people from the government will tell you that
we will, but we won’t’. I say to him that in 1977, when
the former Liberal-National coalition government came
along to the Victorian public and tried to privatise
Victoria’s water — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for South-West Coast!
Ms LINDELL — And now they say, ‘That is not
what we will do’. Regardless of what the honourable
member for Box Hill says today in this chamber, the
Victorian public will look back and know and judge for
themselves. It will not be what is said in this Parliament
that makes up their minds; it will be their own memory
of what happened in those long, dark seven years of the
Kennett government. They were dreadful years, yet we
have the revisionist policies of the National Party, the
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great leadership of the Prime Minister — amazing
hypocrisy. The member for Swan Hill talked about the
challenges with water that we face as a country, and he
is certainly right there, but there is a big challenge also
in the Snowy Hydro that nobody wants to talk about,
and that is that it was built some 50 years ago and its
infrastructure is ageing and will need a huge investment
of money. Let us see where we get in that debate and
where we actually go to from here into the future.
The Bracks government believes this bill is the best
way to ensure the environmental flows to the Snowy
and Murray rivers and to ensure irrigators’ entitlements
receive more protection in the event of any future
proposals for a sale of the Snowy Hydro. The National
Party believes we should somehow put this into our
constitution because it is a water authority, but it is not.
We all know that the Snowy Hydro is not a water
authority; it is actually a power company, a
hydro-electric power company. It is based in New
South Wales and operates under a New South Wales
licence. It is jointly owned, as we all know, by New
South Wales, Victoria and the commonwealth. How do
we alter the Victorian constitution to somehow prevent
a future sale?
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Their great leader in Canberra had said, ‘We will sell
it’, so it must be a good thing. And thank heavens for
Sydney. I do not always have a lot of time for Sydney
or Sydneysiders, but thank heavens for Sydney,
because in Sydney they had people who would stand
up — and as we know the Prime Minister pretty much
only listens to Sydney. When the people took to the
streets in Sydney and in Eden-Monaro — that
wonderful marginal seat at the moment held by the
federal government — the Prime Minister said, ‘Oh, it
is uncomfortable here. I think we had better have
another look at this’.
I accept what the honourable member for Swan Hill
was saying before: politicians should be able to stand
up and say, ‘We have changed our minds’, but that is
not how politics works, as he well knows, because in
any other set of circumstances, if a member from an
opposing party changed their mind, the member for
Swan Hill would be standing here badgering them and
banging on and on about backflips and weakness and so
on. We know being opposition is not easy. The Labor
Party had seven terrible years of it — those long, dark
years — and there is no way of going back. This bill
offers the best protection for the Snowy Hydro.

It is absolutely not an appropriate way forward, so let us
go back and talk some more about the member for
Swan Hill’s amazingly quoting to the government the
government’s legislation that ensured the public
ownership of our water authorities. In opposition The
Nationals support nothing that they did in
government — nothing. Apparently they were not the
party that decimated rural Victoria, they were not the
party that closed the hospitals, they were not the party
that closed the schools, even though they were there.
They were not the party that allowed their Premier to
refer to their constituents as the toenails of Victoria. In
opposition they are total revisionists, and their
hypocrisy in coming in here and quoting government
legislation to the government is astounding. They are
somehow trying to equate a hydro-electric power
company with a water company that is licensed to
operate in New South Wales and is owned by three
different governments.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

The National Party, in the person of Peter McGauran,
and the Liberal Party, with that marvellous Senator
Minchin — a delightful, wonderful fellow! — and of
course Peter Costello, all supported the sale and ran
around saying that it was fantastic. But in terms of the
Victorian opposition, I do not recall hearing a gurgle,
let alone a murmur or a whisper. There was not actually
the plop of a pebble into a pond as far as noise from the
opposition was concerned when this was happening.

The important thing about the Snowy Hydro is that the
Prime Minister, John Howard, and the federal coalition
government listened to the community outrage on the
proposed sale and pulled the plug on it. They
embarrassed the New South Wales and Victorian Labor
governments, which quickly followed suit.

Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I rise to
speak on the Snowy Hydro bill, which really should be
called the ‘Egg on Face Bill’. No matter how the
Bracks government tries to turn those eggs into an
omelette, the fact remains that the Bracks Labor
government was an active, keen and enthusiastic seller
of its share in Snowy Hydro, and the member for
Carrum, who was the first speaker apart from the
second-reading speech on the bill, gave the most
abysmal, poorest defence of the government’s position
on this that I have ever heard in my nearly 18 years in
this Parliament. It was an absolute disgrace. It is clear
that the member for Carrum desires to be in opposition,
and the way she is going she might get the pleasure of
being in opposition in the near future, although I am not
sure that she will survive.

This bill is the height of hypocrisy. The Labor Party
here in Victoria and the Labor Party in New South
Wales were keen sellers of Snowy Hydro, and now
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they are pretending to protect Snowy Hydro. The other
illustration of hypocrisy is that this Labor bill outlines a
whole raft of disclosures and information that must be
made available before any future sale is contemplated.
But it is interesting that there were no such disclosures
when the Bracks Labor government was proposing the
sale here in Victoria.
Even as recently as the briefing on the bill the Liberal
Party asked for a copy of the prospectus to be made
available prior to this debate. We also asked for a copy
of the correspondence between Victoria and New South
Wales and the correspondence between Victoria and
the commonwealth on the proposed sale. But there was
no appearance, Your Worship! While this bill purports
to take an open approach to the sale and the disclosure
of information, the reality is that this Labor government
is a secretive government that was running a secret
process with the sale.
Let me look at the issue of the prospectus. Appearing
before the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
the Premier urged all Victorians to look at the Snowy
Hydro prospectus to check on the future dividend
stream. But after being asked about it in Parliament and
saying he would supply the prospectus to the people, he
has simply refused to respond to that request. He has
not supplied the prospectus to the people of Victoria,
and he has not supplied it to the Parliament. This is
again a case of the difference between what the Labor
Party says in legislation and when it puts on its public
appearance, and reality. And the reality is that the
Victorian Labor government wanted to sell its share in
Snowy Hydro because it wanted to get its hands on the
cash. It is now undertaking this exercise as a political
cover-up, not because it is committed to the process. It
purports to have an open and honest approach to any
future proposed sale, but the reality is that with the
previous sale it was engaged in secrecy, hypocrisy and
cover-up, which are all characteristic of this
government.
Make no mistake: Premier Bracks, Treasurer Brumby
and the Minister for Water were all keen sellers of
Snowy Hydro. The state budget was delivered on
Tuesday, 30 May. We well remember that famous line
on page 11 of the budget speech:
We are planning to deliver the biggest one-off investment in
school building projects in Victoria’s history by providing
$600 million from the sale of Victoria’s share of Snowy
Hydro.

Yet less than three days later, on 1 June, the sale
collapsed. It collapsed because of the courage of the
Prime Minister, John Howard, who listened to the
community and pulled the plug. This left the Bracks
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government’s budget of three days earlier in absolute
tatters. It caused the government’s economic
management to fall into disarray, and it left the schools
throughout the length and breadth of Victoria that need
major upgrades and significant maintenance in the
lurch.
I had the situation in my own electorate where the
Parliamentary Secretary for Environment, Ms Elaine
Carbines — —
Mr Hulls interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — She was out there — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr NAPTHINE — She has been dumped by the
Labor Party to an unwinnable no. 3 position on the
ticket behind two union hacks from Melbourne who
have been chosen to represent country Victoria. That is
how fantastic the Attorney-General thinks she is!
On 6 June she was down in Warrnambool announcing
that state-of-the-art solar technology would be installed
at Brauer College. What she did not understand is that it
was to be installed on buildings which were promised
under the Snowy Hydro sale but which now will not be
built. They have the solar technology, but they do not
have the buildings to put it on! This is a classic case of
the government counting its chickens before they have
hatched and spending money before it has been
received. It shows the folly of using windfall gains for
projects that should be funded out of routine
government expenditure. When it has a $35 billion
budget any government worth its salt — any
government that is a good economic manager — should
be able to maintain its schools, its hospitals and its
transport system out of that funding and should not
have to rely on windfall gains that occur once in a
hundred years. It is an absolute disgrace that the
government was thinking of doing that.
We now have a situation where schools are being left in
the lurch. The Premier advised the house that those
schools would be funded from the dividends from
Snowy Hydro. He claimed there would be $143 million
worth of dividends, as outlined in the prospectus — this
mysterious prospectus which he told all Victorians to
go and look at and told Parliament he would produce,
which we still have not seen and which the Treasurer
now says has been pulped. There are people who think
the government was trying to hide the prospectus!
The last annual report of Snowy Hydro says that in
2004–05 there was only $110 million worth of
dividends. On top of that, and the member for Carrum

SNOWY HYDRO CORPORATISATION (PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL) BILL
Thursday, 20 July 2006

ASSEMBLY

mentioned this, there are real needs for capital
expenditure at Snowy Hydro. A report in the Age of
7 June says:
A credit analysis with Moody’s Investors Service, Clement
Chong, says the company has three choices to fund its
expansion plans. ‘They could either cut dividends, borrow
more or get money from shareholders’.
The last option is highly improbable in the current
environment, leaving only dividend cuts and increased
borrowing as real options.

Guess what? The Victorian Treasurer would not
comment on the possibility of dividend cuts. Then on
15 June an article in the Age reported on the chief
executive of Snowy Hydro, Terry Charlton:
Chief executive Terry Charlton is preparing to ask its
government owners for a ‘moratorium or significant
reduction in the dividends they take from us’.

We have a situation where Snowy Hydro says there
will not be a significant enough dividend stream to fund
schools in Victoria. Schools are being left in the lurch
under this government with the collapsed sale of Snowy
Hydro, and they should not be in that position. If we
had a decent government that managed the finances of
this state properly, that work would be funded out of its
$35 billion budget.
The member for Carrum asked, ‘When has this been
raised before in this house?’. I can tell her. On
9 February this year I said in the house — and she can
look at Hansard — that Snow Hydro should not be
sold. I said there should be guarantees, if the
government were proceeding with the sale, about the
security of water flows for irrigators and environmental
flows and that the once-in-a-lifetime money from any
sale should go to water infrastructure. And that is where
it should go, because irrigation agriculture is vital for
the people of Victoria, vital for the Australian economy
and vital for feeding the world. We should not
underestimate the importance of irrigation agriculture.
Therefore we need to make sure that Snowy Hydro
provides water flows that meet the needs of irrigation
agriculture. That needs to be a priority for the
management of Snowy Hydro into the future, as should
the provision of environmental flows for our rivers.
Let me say in the 35 seconds I have left that it is
incumbent on all governments, particularly the
Victorian state government, to significantly invest in
water-saving infrastructure. Delivery systems in our
irrigation areas are losing enormous amounts of water
through seepage, evaporation and inefficiency. If we do
not as a community invest in water saving, we will
continue to have water problems in the time to come.
Governments must make that investment in water
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saving infrastructure, because it is an investment in our
future as a state and a country.
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — It is a pleasure to
speak on the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation
(Parliamentary Approval) Bill. I give my full support to
this bill, whose purpose is to prevent the sale of shares
in Snowy Hydro Ltd held by the state of Victoria
without the approval of both houses of Parliament. The
bill responds to community concerns about the
privatisation of assets in a more general way and about
the best way to ensure that environmental flows to the
Snowy and Murray rivers and irrigator entitlements
receive maximum protection in the event of any future
proposals for the sale of Snowy Hydro. That is why I
will be rejecting the amendments circulated by The
Nationals. They are not well thought out and are just
about political populism.
The member for Swan Hill hopes his amendments will
not get up, because he knows they will endanger the
entitlements of irrigators, especially along the Snowy
and Murray river systems. They are very silly
amendments. They show ignorance, are populist and
are typical of The Nationals and the Liberals, who,
when they get into government, never do anything to
protect ordinary workers and ordinary Victorians. All
they are about is being there. We know this and we
should expose it more than we have. They do not really
care about people. They care about rich people,
obviously, and they care about the large corporations
out there. They are the facts. That is what you are there
for: you dance to the tune! You go out there now — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Languiller) —
Order! The member will speak through the Chair.
Mr HARDMAN — You go out there and you say
to the people, ‘We care. There is a problem over here,
and there is a problem over there. We need to fix this
school, and we need to fix that hospital’, but when you
get in you do nothing, Instead you close schools, you
sell water, you sell electricity, you sell gas and you sell
public transport.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Languiller) —
Order! The member, through the Chair.
Mr HARDMAN — You prefer the water
companies to be privatised — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Languiller) —
Order! The member, through the Chair.
Mr HARDMAN — And then you come into this
house and you have the gall to expect us to believe you.
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It is appalling, and it is a shocking indictment of your
parties. You need to start changing your attitude!.
As I said, this bill responds to community concerns
about the privatisation of assets. The fact is that the
Victorian government was a reluctant partner in the
agreement to participate in a float after the
commonwealth and New South Wales governments
had indicated they would be selling. It would have been
totally irresponsible of the Victorian government not to
have gone ahead with its part in any privatisation. The
Victorian government’s power to protect the rights of
irrigators and the environment would have been
reduced, not strengthened, if we had chosen to keep our
share in public hands. We secured extra protections for
our water rights from the Snowy scheme as part of the
sale process.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HARDMAN — You ignore all that, but what
we did was secure extra protections for our irrigators
and for our water users. But no, you guys come in here
and every time just concentrate on your own narrow
focus, all the time hoping that you might get a chance to
sell it off one day so that you we can assist your rich
mates in whatever projects they want.
With regard to the Liberals and Nationals, Victorians
know they cannot be trusted on privatisation. They sold
the power and energy industries and the public
transport system, they started privatising our public
hospitals, and they prepared our water authorities for
sale. The coalition federally has been determined to
flog Telstra off, despite the community’s opposition to
that as well. Telecommunications are of vital
importance to rural and regional Victoria, but still the
Liberals and Nationals in Victoria remain silent or
support the sale. The only reason for The Nationals’
amendment today is political, as I said before; they are
hypocritical on this and on many other issues that are
important to families in Victoria.
Our commitment to the Snowy River is strong, as has
been demonstrated by our work to return over 38 billion
litres of water to the Snowy River. This would not have
happened had The Nationals held on to Gippsland East
in 1999. It took the election of an Independent, who
worked with the Bracks Labor government to force the
issue and make the case for environmental flows for the
Snowy River. All power and congratulations to the
great work of the Bracks government and the
Independent member for Gippsland East in bringing
this about.
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With regard to water infrastructure, our government’s
record stands proud. I do not think it could be said that
during its seven long, dark years the Kennett
government did for water infrastructure in Victoria
what we have done during our six and a half bright,
colourful and positive years. We have returned
10 billion litres of water to the Thomson River, which
has been made possible by water savings in Melbourne.
So Melbourne people have been working very hard to
ensure that out there in country Victoria our rivers and
our environmental flows are protected and our irrigators
have good quality water.
In the Seymour electorate we have also spent a
considerable amount of money improving our water
infrastructure. Over $20 million has been invested in
the Wallan pipeline, which takes water from Yarra
Valley Water up into Wallan. It was previously on the
Sunday Creek Reservoir system, but that meant that
water system was too small. It was on what were called
stage 10 water restrictions at that time, so the towns of
Kilmore, Wallan, Wandong and Broadford were almost
without water to the point where we were trucking
water in from Seymour or Tallarook to supplement the
supply. That $20 million is a big investment, and it has
meant that the people of Wallan have a fantastic water
supply from Yarra Valley Water. The people of
Kilmore, Wandong and Broadford also now have a
more secure supply, because the Sunday Creek
Reservoir is not as stressed as it was beforehand. I
would hope that, as we get better rainfall years, the
Sunday Creek will, as a result of that investment, also
receive better environmental flows as well, which is
another fantastic thing that has not been properly
explored yet.
We are investing $585 million in an action plan to
further improve the health of the Yarra River. It is an
important issue in my electorate for the towns of
Healesville and Yarra Glen, where the Yarra is a most
important part of tourism, horticulture and the general
ambience and is why people live in that area, which I
think is fantastic. Twenty billion litres has been
returned to the Yarra River by the Bracks government,
yet we continually hear carping and whingeing from the
Liberals, especially, about this particular river. The
Liberals did nothing about the Yarra when they were in
government. They ignored and neglected it as they did
everything else, but they come in here and try to find
fault over issues that we know are there and are trying
to do something about.
We, along with Goulburn-Murray Water irrigators,
have invested $52 million to upgrade the Eildon Dam
wall. Again that is providing protection for irrigators
water entitlements and also for the towns
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downstream — and in the Seymour electorate that
means towns such as Alexandra, Yea and Seymour,
which the river runs through. It is protecting the water
supplies of those towns, and it is protecting them from
any adverse event. It is also increasing the water
holding capacity of the dam from around the 65 per
cent maximum that had to be adhered to in the event of
a 1-in-10 000 year flood to 100 per cent. That means
that when we get decent rains in the future — and it is
going to happen — irrigators further south will not have
the same drought restrictions they have had in previous
years. I think that is a great investment, and it is one
that shows our commitment to rural and regional areas
and to all Victorians, be they irrigators or general
town-water-supply consumers.
For the opposition to come in here and talk about how
we should be investing money when it did nothing
when it was in government is the most hypocritical act I
have ever seen. It is up to the Victorian government to
promote what we are doing. This arrogant opposition
still does not understand why it was voted out last time.
It is up to us to make sure we sell that very important
message. The Wimmera–Mallee pipeline is a great
project. The Bracks government has been committed to
it from the very beginning. We have allocated
$167 million to assist the $500 million project to get
started, and that is important. People cannot accuse us
of doing anything political with that, because there are
no government seats in that area and probably no hope
of there ever being government seats in that area. We
have said this is a serious issue. We respect water, we
respect the people who use the water, we respect the
communities that rely on that water, and we care.
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I wish to refer to the way in which the government
announced its desire to sell this particular project. I
refer to a press release from the office of the Premier on
13 February. The headline of this press release —
which to my mind does not show any reluctance to
sell — is ‘Benefits flow to schools, irrigators and
environment under Snowy Hydro agreement’. The first
paragraph of that press release is worthy of note. It
states:
Victorian schools will receive a record funding boost, the
state’s water rights will be strengthened, and Snowy River
flows guaranteed under an agreement reached by the Bracks
government with New South Wales to sell Snowy Hydro Ltd.

You can see the excitement associated with this
announcement. The press release goes on to say — and
I am quoting the Premier:
This is a responsible decision to best protect the state’s
environmental, agricultural and commercial interests as well
as delivering a better future for our schools.

That does not sound to me like it was ‘reluctant’, which
was the other word; on 13 February the Premier said
this was a ‘responsible decision’. The press release goes
on to say:
Mr Bracks announced the remaining sale proceeds would be
invested in a once-in-a-generation school building fund —
Building Tomorrow’s Schools Today — to accelerate and
transform our schools’ infrastructure.

The press release concludes by saying:
Victoria’s shares in Snowy Hydro will be reinvested in a
once-in-a-generation school building program to the benefit
of all Victorians without impacting on water rates or the
environment.

Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I propose to take a
serious and calm approach to the debate on the Snowy
Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill.
The bill, as we all know, looks at any possible future
sale of Victoria’s share in the Snowy Hydro scheme.
The bill requires parliamentary approval of both houses
for such a sale, and the bill also sets out a lengthy list of
documentation which must be available for the scrutiny
of members of Parliament should such a sale be
proposed in the future.

It is important to place on the record the government’s
enthusiasm for the sale and the way in which the
government wished to allocate the funding as a result of
that sale as at 13 February 2006. I also note with
interest from the second-reading speech that the
government took the extraordinary step of naming an
Independent member of Parliament, the member for
Gippsland East. I also wish to make reference to the
second-reading speech specifically, because I find it
quite amusing. It says:

The bill is an extraordinary about-face by the
government, which initially wanted to sell its share of
Snowy Hydro. The fact of the matter, as we all know, is
that this was generated by the New South Wales Labor
government. It has some significant budgetary
problems, and clearly it saw the sale of Snowy Hydro
as a solution to those problems. This Labor government
here in Victoria saw the sale as an opportunity to
augment its coffers as well.

There has been community concern over the sale of Snowy
Hydro. The Independent member for Gippsland East, Craig
Ingram, has consistently advocated that environmental flows
for the Snowy River and irrigator entitlements are protected.
This bill achieves that.

I will be observing with interest to see whether the bill
does achieve those objectives as stated by the
Independent member for Gippsland East. I am not so
sure that it will. What we see here is spin out of control.
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There is out-of-control spin in the press release dated
13 February, and there is out-of-control spin in the
rationale given for the government’s backflip and the
reasons for the bill before the house today. The fact is
that from February to July 2006 we have seen a
complete change in the government’s spin simply
because the Prime Minister has foisted it on this
government.
I also want to make reference to the $600 million that
the government was originally going to apply to
schools funding. When questioned post the Prime
Minister’s announcement that the sale was aborted the
government had four different explanations for the hole
in its budget. The first one — this is the Premier’s
unprepared response — amounted to his saying, ‘We
have not got the money’, as he got a bit of a shock
while getting out of a car to do a school announcement.
The second explanation was, ‘We will make
adjustments’. The third explanation was, ‘It wasn’t in
the budget at all’, even though the second-reading
speech says it is in the budget, together with the backup
plan, ‘There is only $150 million in the budget and the
government will allocate the rest prior to the election’.
The fourth explanation was, ‘We will still do the
schools, but it is going to take a little while longer’. I
would be delighted to get further clarification from the
government as to which one of those four explanations
involving the $600 million actually applies today.
I now wish to refer to the press release of Friday,
2 June, which is, again, from the office of the Premier.
The headline reads ‘Victoria withdraws from Snowy
sale’. We see from this that the Premier said:
Victoria was a reluctant party in this sale …
We agreed to participate after New South Wales and the
commonwealth governments decided to sell.

It is interesting to note that on 13 February the Premier
said that it was a ‘responsible’ decision, but the
government was ‘reluctant’ when it came to 2 June. I
note the Treasurer’s view in all of this. On 13 February
the Treasurer said about the sale:
It is clear that the best way to protect the state’s
environmental, agricultural and commercial interests is for
Victoria to participate in the sale.

One the one hand the Premier said in June that Victoria
was a reluctant party, but on the other hand the
Treasurer said in February that the best way to protect
the state’s environmental, agricultural and commercial
interests was for Victoria to participate in this sale. It is
clearly nonsense. The government is particularly good
at spin. This decision, the backflip and the bill before
the house are all simply spin, hot air and nonsense.
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I also wish to make a brief comment on the documents
required to be tabled before the house under clause 4 of
the bill should there be a future sale. I refer to the fact
that the Premier has made previous reference to the
so-called prospectus for the Snowy Hydro float. During
the Premier’s appearance before the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee on 5 June he is reported as
saying:
If you look at the prospectus of what they expected in the
future —

and he went on to say what he thought the dividend
would be, which was in this case about $143 million.
He went on to say that Victoria’s share was $40 million
to $50 million. I call on the Premier, as we have done
previously, to release that prospectus. The Liberal Party
has asked the Premier to come up with it. I note the
Treasurer said the whole prospectus had been pulped.
We are very keen, given that this is a bill debating
documentation, for that prospectus to be brought before
the house. The opposition does not oppose the bill, but
it is a massive example of the government’s hypocrisy
and spin, and in this instance it is not very successful
spin.
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — I rise to speak in
support of the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation
(Parliamentary Approval) Bill. The bill will amend the
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation Act to ensure that any
future sale or disposal of Victoria’s share in Snowy
Hydro gains the approval of both houses of Parliament.
What a fantastic bill! We are providing a safeguard and
protecting that asset.
The legislation also ensures that any future sale or
disposal will require the approval of the Victorian, New
South Wales and commonwealth parliaments. The bill
also provides that when a future sale is being
considered, the minister must present to the Parliament
certain documents concerning water flows, the New
South Wales Snowy water licence, the Snowy water
inquiry outcomes, the implementation deed and a
number of other relevant documents. Obtaining future
approval for the sale of Victorian shares will not be the
easiest thing in the world.
Late last year the New South Wales government
decided to sell its 58 per cent share, which was
followed by the commonwealth government’s decision
to sell its 13 per cent share. Victoria had no choice.
Victoria, by participating in the initial public offer
process, was successful in getting New South Wales
and Snowy Hydro Ltd to agree to extra protection for
Victoria’s water rights. If Victoria had not agreed to
participate in the float, Victoria’s power to protect the
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rights of irrigators and the environment would have
been reduced.
The federal Nationals and Liberals supported the sale.
The Victorian opposition hypocritically stayed quiet
and did not oppose the sale. This is the party that in
government sold our energy and electricity. While the
state Liberals and Nationals were dormant, the Bracks
government secured extra protection for our water
rights from the New South Wales Snowy scheme as
part of the sale process. Victorians have not forgotten
that the former Liberal-National government tried to
sell off our water authorities. It shamelessly wanted to
privatise our most precious and essential resource —
water. The Bracks government opposed the
privatisation of water authorities and has changed the
constitution to secure that. We have retained all
Victorian water authorities in public hands because that
is the best way to protect water users and the
environment.
Snowy Hydro Ltd is not a water authority. It is a
hydro-electric power company. It does not have the
same powers and responsibilities as a water authority.
Snowy Hydro Ltd is based in New South Wales and
operates under a New South Wales licence.
Mr Ingram — There is a touch of deja vu about
this. I heard the same speech just before.
Mr PERERA — That is the truth. We all share the
same view.
It is jointly owned by the commonwealth, New South
Wales and Victoria. The New South Wales Parliament
voted to ban its state government from selling its
majority stake in Snowy Hydro Ltd except to the
federal government without parliamentary approval.
What that means is that at any time the New South
Wales government can sell its 58 per cent shareholding
to the commonwealth government without
parliamentary approval. This would increase the
commonwealth shareholding to 71 per cent. The
commonwealth government does not require
parliamentary approval to sell the additional 58 per cent
it could buy from New South Wales. As long as Snowy
Hydro Ltd shares are owned by the three governments,
all governments have equal voting rights as
shareholders irrespective of the size of the
shareholding. Whether we hold 13 per cent, 28 per cent
or 58 per cent, we have equal rights. Those dynamics
would change if the New South Wales government
without parliamentary approval were to sell its share to
the commonwealth government and the commonwealth
government sold the shares to a private party.
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The commonwealth is notorious for selling our assets.
It is trying to sell Telstra and other assets. It is possible
the dynamics could change and a private party could
still buy shares from the commonwealth. If the shares
were sold, as mentioned before, the whole dynamics
would change and the shareholdings would not be
equal. Therefore it is not appropriate to alter the
Victorian constitution to prevent a future sale of Snowy
Hydro Ltd. It is not in Victoria; it is not a water
authority; and it is not just ours.
If ownership of Snowy Hydro Ltd shares were to
change in the future, this bill would provide Parliament
with the ability to properly scrutinise the implications
of such a proposed change in ownership or disposal of
shares in Victoria’s water rights and interests. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I am not going to oppose
this bill; in fact I support it. This bill means that the
sham and uncertainty that Victorian schools have had to
go through over the last few months will not continue.
It has been an appalling story for schools right from the
very start. The minister, the Premier and the Treasurer
all said the Snowy money was going to be a
once-in-a-generation opportunity to upgrade Victoria’s
schools and maintain them. Now that the money is not
there, is that once-in-a-generation opportunity there?
No, it is not. It has disappeared. It was built up and up.
The government very cleverly thought it would spend
the money on schools because then nobody would
complain about the sale of the Snowy Hydro and there
would be an upgrade of our schools at the same time.
But that of course is not going to happen.
Not only did the government talk about major upgrades
of our schools, it also talked about spending $50 million
on maintenance of our schools. This was going to be a
once-in-a-generation opportunity and something that
would have left a legacy. It should not have been used
for catch-up maintenance. Maintenance is the ordinary,
everyday job of government, and this government has
failed miserably in maintaining our schools.
In 1992 when the Kennett government took power it
inherited a maintenance backlog of $670 million. In
1999 when it left power, that backlog had been reduced
to $130 million according to the Auditor-General.
Those are not our figures. The Auditor-General said we
had reduced the school maintenance backlog by
$540 million. According to the government’s own
figures, the current maintenance backlog has doubled in
the last seven years to $250 million. That amount is
based on a shoddy auditing process that the schools
have just gone through. Even if you take that figure of
$250 million at face value, it is double what this

SNOWY HYDRO CORPORATISATION (PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL) BILL
2452

ASSEMBLY

government inherited, according to the
Auditor-General, in 1999. So to have squandered this
money on maintenance would have been shocking and
should not have been allowed because maintenance is
something the government should have been doing all
along.
There has been incredible confusion over where the
money stands and where schools stand, depending on
where they are in the firing line and when they were
going to receive the money. We have had a range of
statements asserting that of the $600 million,
$150 million was already committed in this year’s
budget, so that left $450 million. Schools were going to
be told that they were lined up for that $450 million.
They were expecting announcements, and they were
told they would be informed about which schools
would be receiving their share of that $450 million this
year. Because the government was expecting the sale to
go through, it was expecting to receive that money very
soon and to start on its projects within the next
12 months. When the money fell through, the Premier
came out and said that instead of receiving that money
in four to five years, schools would receive it over five
to six years. There was almost no difference, he said, it
would only be a year late. In fact under that scenario,
for some schools there would be no difference.
What I want to know — and this has added to the
confusion — is why none of that $450 million was
going to be spent until at least four years out? Every
single school in Victoria was under the impression that
the money they were lining up for, the grant money that
was going to be announced before the election, was
going to be given to them next year. It turns out, and the
Premier actually says — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DIXON — I will take up the interjection about
being late for work today. The reason I was late was
that I opened an adult community education conference
that the minister would not go along to. She refused to
go, and the organising committee rang me and asked if
I would go. I said that of course I would go and do that.
Our very good Opposition Whip said he thought it was
an important thing to do. That is a sector of the
education community that we should be supporting,
and I was there. I waved to the minister in her car when
she drove past as I walked back to Parliament. I will
come back to the bill.
The confusion over that $450 million is incredible. It
has totally confused schools, and we have had
numerous conflicting statements from the minister, the
Treasurer and the Premier, even regarding some of the
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$100 million which was allocated in this year’s budget
and which is going to be magically found in the budget
this year. This whole process that schools have had to
go through has been terribly confusing and upsetting
for them. I am glad that this bill has been introduced so
that they do not have to go through that sort of scenario
ever again.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — It is amazing
what sometimes occurs in the Parliament. This bill is to
a certain extent a copy of a private member’s bill that I
attempted to introduce into Parliament a number of
weeks ago. At that time I did not really have a lot of
support for the bill, and it is amazing to see some of the
reversals that have occurred in this debate. There have
been backflips — I do not know whether you can do a
backflip-with-pike, but some interesting manoeuvres
have been made. I would like to put on record some of
those changes of position, changes which you would
never have thought would be possible. It should be
noted that even though we are passing this legislation, I
do not think the community has enough faith in it to
believe that some future government of a different
persuasion will not go down this path again. It has been
a very long road to get here.
Back in 1987 the then federal opposition leader, John
Howard, made a speech to federal Parliament. That
speech was quite interesting because it was on
privatisation, and I will quote from it:
We support the privatisation of the Australian Industry
Development Corporation, 49 per cent of the Overseas
Telecommunications Commission (Australia), 100 per cent of
Aussat, and the sale of —

Snowy Hydro. This was back in 1987 when
Mr Howard was in opposition. He said the opposition
supported it. The speech continues:
There is no ambiguity; there is no squeamishness; there is no
going to water; there is no backflipping or double standards
from the Liberal and National parties …

He brought the Liberal and National parties in.
Mr Howard went on to say:
We have nailed our colours to the mast and we are saying —

that we support the privatisation of Snowy Hydro. This
was back in 1987. It was quite interesting to see that
when the sale of the Snowy Hydro was proposed there
was not a lot of opposition anywhere. In federal
Parliament basically all of the major parties said, ‘We
are going to support the sale’. The New South Wales
government was locked into it and the Victorian
government sort of followed suit. Everyone was saying,
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‘We are going to sell the Snowy’. Why was there a
backflip? Why was there a change?
There are people here saying good on John Howard for
doing this. Let us get this very clear: the main reason
the sale was stopped was a thing called the free trade
deal with the United States. The federal government,
with the support of both state governments, was trying
to bring in shareholding caps and foreign ownership
limits on the sale. Basically what we had was
legislation that was going to be introduced into federal
Parliament to limit foreign ownership of Snowy Hydro
shares, yet that is in breach of the free trade deal with
the USA. Could you imagine what this would have
done if a foreign company had said, ‘Hang on a second;
we do not want to just have a 13 per cent’ — or
whatever — ‘share of Snowy Hydro; we want 50
or 60 per cent, and there is a free trade deal with the US
which stops you restricting share ownership’. That
would have undone an enormous amount of the
community’s confidence in the free trade agreement —
that is a fact. Whilst the Prime Minister is saying, ‘This
is okay because I have listened to the public’, I do not
think he would have listened to the public if that
legislation had not proved to be illegal.
My major concern right through this issue was that
there was no guarantee that the environmental flows or
the irrigation entitlements would have been protected,
and that is why I strongly railed against the sale. On
principle I am opposed to the privatisation of essential
pieces of public infrastructure, and Snowy Hydro is one
of those. It has been described as iconic. Snowy Hydro
has been promoted as one of the great environmental
green generators. It is not. Snowy Hydro has destroyed
a number of rivers within its catchment. It has been too
efficient. It has taken basically all the water out of not
only some of the major rivers but also a large number
of the streams.
The governments have made the point that everything
is protected under the water licences. That is not the
case. If you look at the water licences that have been
agreed to, you can see that they are vague and
inconsistent. The Victorian and New South Wales
governments have failed to make sure that Snowy
Hydro complies with its licence agreements. This is a
major concern. In the middle of the privatisation debate
Snowy Hydro turned off the environmental flow that
the two premiers announced with such fanfare back in
2002.
I will go through some of what I believe our major
breaches of the Snowy Hydro water licence. If they are
not breaches of the water licence, it is so loose that you
could run a truck through it! Under its Snowy Hydro
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Corporatisation Act 1997 the New South Wales
government was required to establish a scientific
committee — this has not been done, although it was
supposed to have been done in 1997. The dam works at
Jindabyne were not completed by the due date, and
there is no penalty in the water licence for that. Snowy
Hydro is still in breach of the water licence because it
has turned off the Mowamba aqueduct before the
completion of the Jindabyne dam works, which is
required under clause 6.3 of the water licence.
Snowy Hydro has failed to comply with its obligations
to deliver flows to Mowamba in addition to the
base-passing flow, as is required by the water licence.
Snowy Hydro is not delivering environmental flows
consistent with the environmental objectives, as
required by clause 5.1 of the Snowy water licence. Over
the past two months Snowy Hydro has not delivered
environmental flows consistent with the default
monthly releases which are required under the water
licence. These are breaches by Snowy Hydro, and the
Victorian and New South Wales governments have
failed to make the company comply. Those
governments need to make Snowy Hydro comply,
because the integrity of the environmental flows and
the credibility, if you like, of the comments by the
governments on environmental flows to the Snowy
River depend on making sure that we get the best
environmental outcome for that water.
Members of The Nationals have made an interesting
comment, saying ‘We are the only party that has stood
firm on this’. I quote from a member of The Nationals.
Peter McGauran, the member for Gippsland in the
federal parliament, said:
I well understand the concerns that people have about the
privatisation of Snowy Hydro. But once the New South
Wales government’s decision to sell its 48 per cent stake was
made, it was inevitable and unavoidable that the
commonwealth would also have to sell its 13 per cent stake.

It is a similar line to that taken by Victoria — I have
heard that line somewhere before. Yet three days later
the Prime Minister said, ‘Oh, sorry, that’s not actually
true. We do not want to go ahead’. So in Parliament
Peter McGauran was defending the federal government,
saying, ‘This is what we have to do’. He said also:
The water security issues loom large, rightly. We are
confident that security is there for irrigators, regardless of
ownership.

He went on to say that the security of environmental
flows was there. Yet, in a press release of the Prime
Minister a couple of days later, the opposite was said —
that is, ‘The major reason why we’re pulling out of the
Snowy sale is because we couldn’t guarantee irrigator
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entitlements or environmental flows’. Maybe Victorian
members of The Nationals should have told Peter
McGauran, ‘This is not a good deal’. The real concern
out there was that very few of the people who could
have stood up and stopped it did so. The federal
opposition was absolutely useless and its members
were probably the biggest losers in the whole debate.
I will support the amendments foreshadowed by The
Nationals.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr INGRAM — Credit where credit is due. I
would like to thank The Nationals for copying my
private member’s bill.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr INGRAM — Of course I will support the
amendments, because they pick up what was in my
private member’s bill. I would like to thank them for
acknowledging that Independents can deliver and that
at times the ideas of Independents are worth
considering. On this, The Nationals and I are like
this — we are like peas in a pod on this one, no
problem at all. I will support The Nationals
amendments and I thank them for acknowledging what
a great job I had done with my private member’s bill. I
do not know whether the house will get to the
consideration-in-detail stage but if we do, so be it.
The issue is why I support those amendments. Basically
it is because they will put ‘Snowy Hydro Company’
into the definitions in the constitution. I understand that
there are some challenges with that, because Snowy
Hydro operates in New South Wales under a water
licence for which the New South Wales minister is
responsible. The issue really is that if it is included it
would add a greater level of protection. It would be
much harder for any future government of Victoria —
because it would need a special majority — to sell the
scheme. Also, members of the community spoke very
clearly. They were unanimous on this. The problem is
that they were not supported by any of the political
parties at the state or federal level when they needed to
be.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — It gives me pleasure to rise
and speak on behalf of The Nationals on the Snowy
Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill. I
wish to indicate my strong support for the amendments
foreshadowed by the member for Swan Hill and my
gratitude to the member for Gippsland East for
indicating that he will support those amendments.
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I would like to focus on a couple of aspects of the bill in
which I have some particular experience. First, clause 4
requires the tabling before the house of relevant
documents and then indicates some of documents that
will be required to be tabled. They include agreements
dealing with water flows and various other documents.
That is a particularly important clause because in recent
times in relation to the proposal to decommission Lake
Mokoan we have seen situations where unfortunately
documents have not been tabled before Parliament. On
a number of occasions in this house the Minister for
Water has quoted from a number of the documents that
he has received from the federal government which,
according to the minister, indicate support for the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan.
What the minister conveniently failed to reveal to this
Parliament was that that support had some conditions
on it and those conditions were included in writing in
the letter. The condition that the federal government
imposed for its support for the decommissioning of
Lake Mokoan was that Australian government funding
would be conditional on the Victorian government
maintaining the current security of supply of water to
irrigators and not imposing a level of charges above
what would otherwise apply. That commitment was
given to the irrigators in writing by the Minister for
Water. What we have seen is that that has been walked
away from, in that on that occasion the Minister for
Water not only misled the Parliament and the public but
did so deliberately just so he could walk away from the
commitment he gave. Just recently the minister
indicated that he believes the level of security of supply
of water to irrigators is only 91 per cent. He has walked
away from another commitment to have an independent
assessment made of the level of security of supply.
Equally, the minister has walked away from the
commitment to not impose a level of charges above that
which would otherwise apply. Now he is flagging that
there will be an increase in the charges. Irrigators who
are able to calculate the likely impact of that see the
potential for water charges in the area to go from $8 a
megalitre to as much as $30, $40 or $80 a megalitre,
which will put a heck of a lot of financial pressure on
the irrigators in the Broken system — to the point
where many forms of irrigation will simply be unviable.
If we look at the second-reading speech, where the
minister made claims about water savings having been
achieved for the environment, and draw on the Lake
Mokoan experience, it can be seen that the original
claims in this Parliament and in writing by the minister
were that there would be savings of 50 000 megalitres.
Those claimed savings have been progressively
whittled back, first to about 44 000 megalitres, and now
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I believe it is more likely that the savings will get down
to below 30 000 megalitres. One of the reasons for that
is the poor project management and the poor basis upon
which the original decision to decommission Lake
Mokoan was made, in that it has been revealed that the
surface area of the residual wetlands will be at least
25 per cent greater than was originally calculated.
Given that evaporation is a function of surface area,
then the evaporation from the residual wetlands will
mean that the water savings will be less than was
originally calculated.
Equally and interestingly a number of the water savings
that are claimed to be a consequence of the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan can be achieved
independently of the decommissioning. For example,
there is the Tungamah pipeline, which again the
minister mentioned in the second-reading speech and
which is proceeding extremely well. That will make
significant water savings — I think of the order of 4000
or 5000 megalitres — and that can be done
independently of the decommissioning of Lake
Mokoan. Equally proposals for total channel
management control — again mentioned in the
second-reading speech — can again be done
independently of the decommissioning.
It is absolutely critical that, firstly, we have openness
and accountability — hence the importance of clause 4
in this bill — and secondly, that any number crunching
that is done is based on sound information. Regrettably
in the case of Lake Mokoan, that has not been so. We
can compare that with a similar water-saving project
that has been undertaken by the New South Wales
government at Barren Box Swamp up near Griffith.
There, as a result of the involvement of the community
in the process — not a Clayton’s consultation but a
genuine involvement of the land-holders and water
authorities in the Griffith area — the government put
$30 million on the table, giving it to the local people to
deliver a project which involved the Barren Box
Swamp being partitioned in two. There was a small
area for retaining water, and a larger area went back to
wetlands. That project, on my understanding, is all but
completed, and the 20 000 megalitres of water savings
will still exist. That is deadset guaranteed, because the
New South Wales government is actually retaining it in
one of the dams up in the Snowy Mountains.
That is a guaranteed delivery of a result with
community involvement and at a very affordable cost.
By comparison there is serious doubt about whether the
water savings that the government claims it is making
in Victoria in relation to the Snowy project and the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan are actually being
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captured or whether they are being lost downstream,
where they will be subject to evaporation and other
losses. So again, we need integrity.
The other point relates to the general project
management and the need for cost efficiency. We have
recently had the example of a substantial blow-out in
the projected costs of rehabilitating the wetlands in
Benalla. It has gone from a projected cost of $1 million
to somewhere in excess of $20 million. That is a
concern with regard to the justification for the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan, because in the
government’s own inquiry into the environmental
impacts of the decommissioning — again in the
second-reading speech we see lots of references to the
environment — the comment was made that net
environmental gains would be difficult to achieve.
That is so for two reasons. First of all, there are the
major problems with weed invasions, in particular
phalaris and Paterson’s curse. But also — and keep in
mind that these projects are often being motivated by
the desire for a net environmental gain, in this case to
look after the Snowy River — I think it is an exercise in
robbing Peter to pay Paul, or robbing the north-east to
pay off the member for Gippsland East. There are
17 endangered species that already call Lake Mokoan
home. Interestingly there is one called the Latham
snipe — so Latham sniping is going to cause pain for
the Labor Party for some time to come! With
17 endangered species, effectively those world-class
wetlands are being put under threat because of an
ideological commitment to deliver water elsewhere
without the preparedness to do the hard work and do
the sums.
In addition to that, we are going to have a major cost
blow-out. Not only are the taxpayers of Victoria going
to suffer from the government’s budgeting for
$600 million from the sale of Snowy Hydro to make
the Victorian books balance, but we are going to see
taxpayers wearing another financial blow-out in the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan. We are going to
see the original project cost of the order of $60 million
blow out, due to the incompetence of the Bracks
government, to at least $100 million. That will then
bring into doubt whether in terms of cost effectiveness
this option for the decommissioning of Lake Mokoan is
justified over and above the other options for water
savings that have been put up by local people.
In particular, coming back to the importance of tabling
documents in the Parliament, I refer to the minister’s
commitment to delivering security of water supply to
irrigators in the system in the event of Lake Mokoan
being decommissioned. The irrigators are prepared to
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work with the government to achieve that, and they
recommend that consideration be given to what we call
a midstream storage, but again the minister has failed to
consider that. So if we are going to have projects that
involve water savings, let us make sure that they are
done properly. With those few remarks, I indicate that I
support the amendments proposed by the member for
Swan Hill.
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — It gives me a great deal
of pleasure to rise in support of the Snowy Hydro
Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill. This bill
gives the sort of protection to the Snowy hydro-electric
scheme that the people of Victoria and the people of
Australia wanted. It delivers on the guarantee this
government has always given that whilst we did not
agree with the proposal put forward by the New South
Wales government and the federal coalition
government to sell off Snowy Hydro, we will make
sure that in the future decisions made about the sale of
the assets and the shares in the hydro-electric scheme
that are vested in this government come to this
Parliament for review.
This bill ensures that the portion of Victorian shares in
Snowy Hydro cannot and will not be sold unless both
houses of this Parliament agree to it. It gives the
guarantee that the people of Victoria expected. It has
always been the consistent view of this Bracks
government that the Snowy hydro-electric scheme is
necessary and should be maintained in public hands and
that it should be so in future. We were put in a
particular position after the federal National-Liberal
coalition government decided to agree and work with
the New South Wales government to sell off almost
three-quarters — it was more than two-thirds — of
Snowy Hydro Ltd. The state Nationals for some reason
seem to be a different party from the federal Nationals,
or they would like us to believe they are a different
party. But these same people, the Victorian Nationals,
agreed with and supported the sale. They were working
hard with their Victorian Nationals senator — do they
have one anymore? — to promote the sale in
association with the New South Wales government and
the federal coalition.
When they had an opportunity to influence the sale
members of The Nationals in Victoria and their
Victorian Nationals senator agreed with the sale; he
was going to vote for the sale of Snowy Hydro. When
this government clearly indicated to both the New
South Wales and federal governments that it believed
the best position was for all of the governments to
maintain their ownership, they disagreed and walked
away. The Nationals had an opportunity, but they again
failed the people of Victoria. The Victorian Nationals
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failed the people of Victoria. Members of The
Nationals have a history of failing the people of
regional Victoria. Members of the Liberal Party do not
claim to represent the country, although the member for
South-West Coast would like to make claims on part of
the country. They do not make all the claims that
members of The Nationals make.
Members of The Nationals have circulated proposed
amendments which they say will strengthen the bill.
This bill protects the future of Victorian assets in the
Snowy Mountains. Any changes must come to and be
approved by both houses of this Parliament after a
whole range of documentary evidence relating to the
agreements between the states and the commonwealth
has been produced. There must be full disclosure. I do
not believe that any future government — Victorian,
New South Wales or federal — will be in a position to
sell Snowy Hydro. Any decision should come back
here. However, let us be careful. If it came back to a
government like the Kennett Liberal-National coalition
government — and we remember the long, dark years
of the Kennett government — who knows what both
houses of the Victorian Parliament might do? If that
sort of government had power, maybe it would
continue with the changes.
We have to look at the record of members of The
Nationals when they were in government. They were
not interested in saving assets owned and in trust for the
Victorian public. They were more interested in white
cars. They were the white shoe brigade in their white
cars, which were much more important than the people
of Victoria. The Nationals sold the rest of the State
Electricity Commission and the rest of our electricity
companies. Now they are born-again representatives.
They are like reformed smokers, but they have not
given up smoking. That is their problem. They go out
the back and have a quick puff and then they like to
come in here and tell people they have given up. They
want to sell everything.
They sold the rest of the electricity industry, but
somehow the electricity industry up in the Snowy
Mountains is now sacrosanct. They sold every bit of
electricity infrastructure in the state of Victoria
including generation, transmission and distribution.
They sold every bit of it, and now they say the
electricity industry up in the Snowy Mountains —
which is not even in Victoria — is sacrosanct. They
could not protect the electricity system in Victoria, but
they will somehow protect the electricity industry in
New South Wales. They are amazing! They cannot
support rural Victoria, but they can fix up rural New
South Wales. They take no responsibility. The
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Nationals are the Bart Simpsons of the political process.
They say, ‘I didn’t do it. It wasn’t me!’.
Members of The Nationals say they are going to save
not only Victoria but also New South Wales. Canberra
is a bit closer to the Snowy Mountains, and The
Nationals have representatives in Canberra, yet they did
nothing. Members of The Nationals allowed their
representatives in Canberra to support the privatisation
which would have forced Victoria into a position
whereby we would have been a very small minority
shareholder in the private company set up by The
Nationals and the Liberal Party in the federal
government. Where were they then? They were
probably trying to solve problems elsewhere; anywhere
but in regional Victoria.
They sold the Victorian forests to overseas interests. I
suppose that was not their fault either. They said, ‘I
didn’t do it. I am in the white car, and I didn’t do it’.
They sold the Gas and Fuel Corporation, and now all of
a sudden they say Snowy Hydro is sacrosanct. They say,
‘We are not going to sell a New South Wales asset’.
They are a fantastic mob. They sold hospitals — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! The member should come back to the bill.
Mr JENKINS — This is a fantastic bill that is about
protecting Victorian assets, and it is a Victorian
responsibility. Fortunately for the people of Victoria
this government accepts that responsibility. This
government has always accepted responsibility.
It argued from day one that the asset should be
maintained by the Victorian government, the New
South Wales government and the federal
Liberal-National coalition government. When they
were hell-bent on selling it, did we sit on our hands like
The Nationals did when they were in government,
riding around in their white cars? Did we sit in white
cars and do nothing? We said that, if the Liberal Party
and The Nationals at a federal level wanted to sell
Snowy Hydro, we wanted some guarantees on water
flows for the environment and for the irrigators.
Members of the Liberal Party and The Nationals talk
about protecting the irrigators, but we sought those
guarantees for the irrigators and for rural communities.
That is what we did. The white cars were not enough.
We worked hard for those rural communities, and we
got the guarantees. Let us remember that the federal
government had to be forced into it, although it was not
forced into it by Victorian representatives of the
coalition parties in Canberra. The Liberal Party has
announced only one policy in four years. It has finally
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announced one policy, which it stole from the
Independents — it is not even its own policy. It said,
‘We are going to protect the Snowy’. It has one policy
after four years. It is an absolute disgrace. The Liberal
Party has been trying to con the people of Victoria that
it was never part of the process, but its Victorian
representatives were in it up to their necks.
This government has been working on the Snowy, and
it is continuing to guarantee flows down the Snowy
with its Our Environment Our Future — Sustainability
Action Statement 2006 that was released earlier this
week. We have said that it is not just about Snowy
Hydro electricity, it is about water and about irrigators.
It is about making sure that people right across regional
Victoria, from whom we have been given majority
representation, are protected. We will not have to wait
for the federal government or the New South Wales
government to make a decision, we will put in place
Victorian legislation.
I am glad you reminded me about the bill, Acting
Speaker. We will make sure that, if ever some
government decides to bring this back for discussion in
this Parliament, then all the intergovernmental
agreements will also come back to this Parliament so its
members can stand up and act responsibly. I can
guarantee that we will act responsibly and we will
continue to work on behalf of the Victorian people,
unlike The Nationals in particular but also the Liberal
Party, who when they were in government sold the lot.
In 1997 — and you would understand this, Acting
Speaker — they were in the throes of selling the water
industry, which is our most precious resource. When in
government that is what they were going to do. They
were trying to sell it, but now we are going to enshrine
it in the constitution. We have made sure that — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I think the member for
Morwell has forgotten that a Labor government sold our
trams, buses and trains and then leased them back and
refused to say anything to anyone. So it is a pity — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! I suggest to the member that he might at least
start on the bill.
Mr KOTSIRAS — I am just warming up! It is a
pity that the member for Morwell picks and chooses
what he wants to say. It is a pleasure to rise and speak
on the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary
Approval) Bill. The Snowy Mountains hydro scheme
began in 1949 and was 25 years in construction. It
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remains one of the world’s great engineering and social
achievements. The migrants who came here from
across the world after hardship and isolation managed
to establish a multicultural society. Here we had people
from many lands coming together and working
together. Many of them were not able to speak English,
yet they all got on well and we showed the rest of the
world how it is possible to live in harmony and to work
peacefully together. Many people came to Victoria after
the war, and despite all the hatred in Europe they
managed to work together to build this icon.

But when it decided to sell, what happened? The
Honourable Theo Theophanous said that the sale had
been forced on the government once the New South
Wales and federal governments had decided to sell their
shares. The Premier said he had no choice but to sell
because Victoria would have been stranded with 29 per
cent of a private company. On 3 June the Premier went
on to say that the decision for Victoria to sell its share
of the Snowy Hydro had been made reluctantly after
the federal and New South Wales governments had said
they would sell.

Many stories emerged from the migrants. I recently
read an article which said that the dietary needs of the
people who worked on the Snowy were very important,
especially to the Italians. I was told they found the
English-style cooking hard to swallow. They demanded
spaghetti, but the Australian-born cooks were not able
to provide them with it. Finally, an Italian contractor
employed to build houses set up his own kitchen, and
spaghetti was sent from Melbourne. I suppose that is
also part of the mix that we see today in our
multicultural society.

This argument does not stand up, unless the New South
Wales and commonwealth governments could
somehow float the company with two classes of shares
that discriminated against Victoria. Instead of the Labor
government saying, ‘It is a good idea. We are going to
sell it; we are going to get some money to do
something’, it blamed the federal and New South Wales
governments for their decision to sell.

The Snowy Hydro is a national icon which is full of
history, and it is a pity that this Labor government tried
to sell it. It is interesting to see what the Labor Party
said about the Snowy Hydro back in 1997. The
Honourable Theo Theophanous, a member for Jika Jika
in the other place and now the Minister for Energy
Industries, is reported as saying:

The opposition supports the legislation because it makes
sense to establish that body. The three governments have
agreed to its establishment. Notwithstanding Victoria’s share
is only 29 per cent compared with 58 per cent for New South
Wales, Victoria gets equal voting rights with New South
Wales and the commonwealth. I hope as a result of the
legislation the serious issues surrounding conservation and
water erosion which have come to light will be addressed by
the new body.

The opposition supports the bill and I will put some brief
comments on the record. In a real sense the Snowy Mountains
hydro-electric scheme is an Australian icon. It is a symbol of
the development of Australia and has an importance that
transcends economics. It was a bold and visionary
achievement and represented for the commonwealth what
Victoria achieved through the former State Electricity
Commission of Victoria. At the time it was a massive project
by world standards.

The government, when in opposition, said back then
that it was not possible for New South Wales and the
commonwealth to go it alone, yet now it is blaming
them because they decided to sell. And what happened
after the decision to not sell? On 3 June the Premier
was quoted in the Australian as saying:

The member for Geelong North, who is now the
member for Lara, is reported as saying:
This bill is of considerable importance to Victoria at a number
of levels and the opposition supports its passage. The status of
the Snowy Hydro scheme is that of an icon … The whole
vision of the Snowy was bold and innovative. Coming after
the war years it provided a sense of achievement that a young
country like Australia could plan and achieve such an
important engineering feat.

Why would a Labor government want to sell such a
public asset? What does it say about this government
and what it stands for? It shows that this government is
greedy and is more interested in buying votes than
looking after the interests of Victoria.

In 1997 the Honourable Theo Theophanous is reported
as saying:

Given the Prime Minister has said they are not selling, we
certainly won’t sell as well, and we will still guarantee that
money to schools.

A large number of schools were promised infrastructure
funding. Unfortunately it was not able to be delivered
because the deal fell through. But again, instead of
saying, ‘We believe in what we are doing’, this
government always seems to be blaming someone else.
It blames the commonwealth and New South Wales
governments rather than saying, ‘It was our decision;
we took it; it fell through and we have to live with it’.
If the government were serious about this, why would it
not support the amendments that have been put forward
by The Nationals, which we support? If it is serious
about not selling the Snowy Hydro, then it should
support the amendments, which will basically amend
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the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation Act 1997 to remove
the provisions that allow the state of Victoria to dispose
of or deal with its shares in the Snowy Hydro
Company. What the government might be doing is
looking at this and perhaps considering after the
election, should it be successful, again speaking to the
New South Wales and commonwealth governments in
an attempt to sell off the Snowy Hydro. There is no
other explanation.
If the government were serious, it would support The
Nationals amendments which the Independents are
supporting as well. It is a shame that the government
has shown no signs of whether it will support the
amendments. We on this side are not opposed to the
legislation, but we would like to see the government
take a further step. For those reasons I will be
supporting the amendments that The Nationals have
proposed.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — It is a great pleasure
to speak in support of the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation
(Parliamentary Approval) Bill. It is particularly good,
because this continues the great record of the Bracks
government in protecting this great asset and protecting
the Snowy River. If you go back and have a look at
what has happened over the last decade you can see it is
quite clear that this government is the only government
that has been able to achieve that.
We had the inquiry into the Snowy water flows in
1998, conducted by Mr Webster, and he recommended
that a flow of at least 15 per cent be restored to the
Snowy River despite the fact — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr HUDSON — He was a member of the New
South Wales upper house. But a scientific panel had
recommended that there should be a 28 per cent flow
returned to the Snowy River. What happened under the
Kennett government? Nothing, until the 1999 election.
The Labor Party was the only party that went to that
election with a commitment to restore a 28 per cent
flow to the Snowy River, whilst at the same time
protecting the rights of irrigators. Kennett had no
commitment whatsoever to restoring an environmental
flow. During the caretaker period he realised that this
would become a political issue and belatedly said, ‘I
will restore a 15 per cent flow’.
In that caretaker period I happened to meet with
officers from the Department of Premier and Cabinet,
and they had done no work on identifying savings to
restore that 15 per cent — no work, no discussions with
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New South Wales and certainly a lot less work than we
had undertaken at that time.
We all remember how, to try and capture the vote of the
Independent member for East Gippsland, the former
Premier came out — after Bob Carr, the New South
Wales Premier, had made a request for above-target
water from the Snowy scheme to be allocated in
advance to New South Wales irrigators — and said, ‘I
won’t agree to that unless Premier Carr agrees to a
28 per cent flow’. It was a late conversion by the former
Premier, in the process creating a crisis for irrigators in
New South Wales. It caused such a furore that that
position lasted for less than a week. We had Premier
Kennett finally backing down and saying that he would
not hold a gun to the head of the New South Wales
irrigators. The response of the member for Gippsland
East at the time was appropriate. I think he was quoted
as saying, ‘I don’t think I’d like the Premier selling my
house’. But he had sold everything else, and he would
have got around to selling this asset without any
protections.
Let us have a look at the facts. Snowy Hydro Ltd is
jointly owned by New South Wales, which has a 58 per
cent share, Victoria, which has a 29 per share, and the
commonwealth government, which has a 13 per cent
share. Each government has a one-third control of the
company under the shareholders agreement. One of the
outcomes we have been able to achieve as part of the
corporatisation process is the resolution of that water
licence — as I said, something that the Kennett
government was never able to achieve.
On 16 December 2005 the New South Wales
government announced that it would sell its 58 per cent
share of Snowy Hydro with or without Victoria’s
participation, and of course the commonwealth
government, despite John Howard now trying to
portray himself as a hero in saving Snowy Hydro,
quickly followed suit and said it would sell its 13 per
cent share on 7 February 2006. It was only following
these decisions that the Victorian government
reluctantly decided that it would have to sell its share in
Snowy Hydro. It did that because, with the
commonwealth and New South Wales agreeing to sell,
Victoria was in a very difficult position.
What would have happened is that Victoria’s holding in
Snowy Hydro would have been put into a shelf
company by the new private owner, so we would have
been completely excluded from any real decision
making by the new owner. We would have had no
control over not only the asset but also the outcome of
the privatisation. Snowy Hydro would have been sold,
and the question of water licences and water releases

SNOWY HYDRO CORPORATISATION (PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL) BILL
2460

ASSEMBLY

would not have been properly resolved. What the
Victorian government was able to do was move to
protect its interests in the face of that privatisation. We
reached an agreement with New South Wales that we
would provide an additional $60 million to increase
environmental flows from 21 per cent to 28 per cent. In
other words, we recognised that the question of that
remaining 7 per cent needed to be resolved as part of
that process.
We reached agreement with New South Wales and
Snowy Hydro that they would not decommission any
structure that would impact on the ability of the scheme
to release water from the Snowy Mountains, either for
irrigation or for environmental flows. We also reached
agreement with New South Wales regarding the future
verification and auditing of the Snowy scheme water
data. These were important protections, and the
Victorian government took a sensible negotiating
position.
The Nationals have come in here today and said that
they want to protect the scheme by moving an
amendment to the Constitution Act that would require a
three-fifths majority to approve any sale in the future.
The problem with the amendment being proposed by
The Nationals is that Snowy Hydro is not a water
authority, it is a hydro-electricity company. It is jointly
owned by the commonwealth, New South Wales and
Victoria, so not only is it not a water company, it is not
a water company here in Victoria. It is a Corporations
Act company and is therefore subject to commonwealth
legislation. There are a number of technical grounds on
which The Nationals amendment would fail in its
current form.
This bill guarantees that any future sale of Victoria’s
share in Snowy Hydro is subject to proper
parliamentary scrutiny, because any future sale will
have to be agreed to by both houses of Parliament. It
also requires that all the relevant documents attached to
the sale will have to be tabled in both houses for the
consideration of the Parliament, and they include all the
documents that deal with water flows, including
environmental flows and the supply of water
entitlement to irrigators.
Let me make an important point about this
parliamentary approval process. It is because of the
reforms that the government has brought into this
Parliament and entrenched in the constitution that the
upper house will be a proper house of review in relation
to any future proposed sale. For all bar 4 of its 150-odd
years, the upper house has been controlled by the
Liberal and National parties. It has been a rubber stamp
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for whatever legislation has been introduced into this
Parliament in the lower house.
Mr Savage interjected.
Mr HUDSON — If you would like to look at it that
way, as the member for Mildura properly points out, it
has been controlled in this term by the Labor Party.
What these reforms ensure is that in future it will be
unlikely that either of the major parties will control the
upper house, and this will ensure that any future sale of
Snowy Hydro will be subject to proper parliamentary
review and scrutiny, presumably including an
examination by a parliamentary committee. An
enormous safeguard has been built into the system that
did not exist before.
The other thing I want to comment on quickly is the
remark by the member for Gippsland East, who raised
the issue of the flows from Mowamba Weir under the
water licence. Under that licence for the first three years
the releases were to be from Mowamba whilst the
outlet was constructed on Jindabyne Dam. Personally I
would like to see the flows continue from Mowamba,
because I believe it provides us with connectivity to the
upper montane rivers. I believe it would be good for the
environment of the Mowamba River and would also be
good for the environmental flows down the Snowy. I
agree that the scientific panel should be convened to
look at those issues, but the outlet has been constructed
and the 28 per cent will flow from the Jindabyne.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I want to
comment on some of the issues that were raised by the
member for Bentleigh. He said that Snowy Hydro is not
a water company, but in fact Snowy Hydro is charged
with the management of water which is utilised both in
New South Wales and in Victoria, so it is definitely a
company that has the management of that water under
its own structure.
Secondly, he said there are technical grounds why The
Nationals amendments would founder. If there are any
technical problems — and you have to remember that
the member for Bentleigh is a member of the current
government — there would be no difficulty with the
government doing what it did by way of entrenching it
in legislation, as the member mentioned it did with the
upper house. It is a matter of ensuring, if that is the
desire of the government, to make sure it can happen.
As has been made quite clear today, if the government
was really fair dinkum about not wanting the sale of
Snowy Hydro to go ahead, it would endorse and accept
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the amendments of The Nationals. I cannot understand
why the member for Bentleigh is prepared to take a
stand on this. This would have been an ideal
opportunity for him to say that the government would
support the amendments proposed by The Nationals,
which would be second best to entrenching what is
proposed. If you really want something, you entrench it.
If you want to take the next step, you do as The
Nationals suggest and require a three-fifths majority. It
would then make it almost impossible, given the
situation in the upper house after the next election, for
any legislation to go through under that regime. I
suggest that the honourable member for Bentleigh,
although he speaks well in putting forward his
arguments, is failing in basic logic. The government
really needs to reassess its position on Snowy Hydro if
it wants to convince the opposition that it is fair dinkum
about not wanting to sell Snowy Hydro.
I am delighted to speak on the bill, because I was really
looking forward to speaking on the private member’s
bill. It was going to give those of us who really opposed
the sale the opportunity to get to our feet and have a go.
This is now our opportunity, because we no longer need
to fight the fight, and I am delighted to take this
opportunity.
If there is any doubt in the minds of members of the
Labor Party, and in particular in the mind of the
honourable member for Carrum, who suggested that
there was not a whisper from any members of the
Liberal Party in opposition to the sale of Snowy Hydro,
I point out that I made two relevant contributions to
debate in the Parliament. I will quote briefly from both
of those contributions. The first was on 1 March this
year:
The question we have to ask the Bracks government is: why
does it need the $700 million to $800 million from this sale
when it is already the highest taxing government in Victoria’s
history? Is the backlog of school maintenance and
construction so bad that this sale has to go ahead? This is a
one-off windfall which should not prop up government
expenditure on our schools which could easily be met by the
huge increase in land tax, stamp duty, speeding fines and
gaming taxes. If this government were looking to the future,
the funds gained from the Snowy scheme would go to
infrastructure.

What I meant there was ‘infrastructure in the water
industry’, because that is the area that so badly needs
these sorts of funds to ensure that the industry meets the
needs in the next 20, 30 or 50 years. That was my first
contribution.
My second contribution was on 31 May. It was well
prior to the Prime Minister’s announcement, and I was
totally unequivocal about this. I will quote from what I
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said in the house on 31 May. I asked the Premier to
withdraw from the sale of Snowy Hydro — it could not
have been clearer:
Neither the Victorian nor the New South Wales government
has helped to pay for the construction or the operating costs of
the scheme … maintenance and running costs have been paid
for by the consumers of electricity … both state governments
stand to receive massive windfall gains from the sale of
Snowy Hydro without having paid a cent towards its
construction and maintenance.
…
This Australian icon of engineering excellence, which took
the lives of 127 Australians during its construction, belongs to
the people of Australia.

And that is where it should stay. I am delighted to
repeat what I said prior to the announcement by the
Prime Minister: that this is one of the absolutely
essential products of Australian labour. I was delighted
to hear you, Acting Speaker, in your contribution to this
debate, say that this was one of the underlying reasons
why we ended up with such a strong multicultural
community. In my electorate we had migrants coming
into the Bonegilla Migrant Camp, and very many of
them worked on the Snowy Hydro scheme. Many
became engineers and many of them married and
started their lives in that region. That multicultural
aspect of the Snowy Hydro is one of the reasons why it
is seen to be one of the most important projects ever
undertaken in Australia.
The honourable member for Benalla suggested that we
need integrity in respect of Lake Mokoan, and he dealt
cleverly and clearly with the reasons why it is not being
treated with integrity by the government. But we
certainly did not get the integrity we should have in
respect of the decision by this state government over
Snowy Hydro. If I can just quote from the
second-reading speech:
The Snowy Hydro Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval)
Bill, however, ensures that any future sale of Victoria’s share
in Snowy Hydro Ltd is subject to parliamentary scrutiny.

If you read between the lines there, you realise that
what is being said in the second-reading speech is that
when Snowy Hydro came up for sale and this state
government agreed to the sale, there was absolutely no
parliamentary scrutiny. All that we wanted, all that we
asked for, all of the deeds and all of the details that we
wanted we were not able to get. There was no scrutiny.
It is ironic — in fact, it is worse than ironic — that in
the second-reading speech the government talks about
the scrutiny that will be available as a result of this,
because there was no scrutiny at all at that time.
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The opposition made tremendous efforts to try and
obtain all the details that are envisaged in this bill,
particularly the details of all the issues listed in the
explanatory memorandum. If you run through them,
you see they include relevant documents such as water
flows, a licence under part 5 of the New South Wales
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation Act, the Snowy Hydro
company’s constitution, the Snowy Water Inquiry
Outcomes Implementation Deed and the supply of
information between the Snowy Hydro Company and
the Murray-Darling Basin Commission.
All of these things are things the opposition asked for
when the debate was going on, but none of them were
provided. It is just unbelievable that the government
can now come in with this bill and say, ‘These are the
things that must be supplied’, when in fact, at the time
when we needed that information to make a reasonable
judgment about the sale of Snowy Hydro before, they
certainly were not available.
The main concern I have is that the current state
government, with its No Dams policy, would not allow
the Snowy scheme to be built today. If that major iconic
project were proposed today — a project which put
Australia on the map and which has produced one of
the biggest food bowls in the world right throughout the
New South Wales irrigation district and the Victorian
irrigation district — it would not be built because of the
government’s current No Dams policy. I deplore the
government’s current policy, because Snowy Hydro
and the whole of the Snowy scheme would not exist
were they contemplated today.
The other thing is that the Snowy scheme was built to
divert water inland, and it is one of the most successful
diversion schemes in the world. Snowy Hydro was
developed in order to pay for the scheme, not to allow
the scheme to be restricted. I think the lesson in this is
that we should never let the tail wag the dog. Despite
that, I would have to say that I am quite prepared to
support The Nationals.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — It is a pleasure to stand
up in this place and pay tribute to the Snowy Hydro
Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill and also
to indicate my support for amendments that have been
circulated by The Nationals, which would enshrine this
very important authority in the state constitution.
There are some significant issues relating to this
particular corporate authority that are important to
every Australian. When we look at privatisations across
Australia, we see that they have very little support from
the vast bulk of Australians. There are none that I can
think of, of the size of the Snowy corporatisation, that
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have been successful and have produced the sorts of
benefits that were put forward to justify those particular
sales, and the sale of Snowy Hydro is another that
certainly did not have the support of the vast majority
of Australians.
We need to look also at what the Snowy Hydro is. It is
a very complicated system of tunnels. It was built at a
cost of about $850 million, which at today’s value
would be about $27 billion. There are 7 power stations,
145 kilometres of tunnels and 16 dams, and the
company has energy assets in Victoria. It is a huge
operation and one that should remain in public hands.
The argument therefore is about it receiving more
capital investment return back from the major
shareholders so that it can reinvest in the important
maintenance of that operation.
The government of Victoria’s announcement that it was
selling its share ostensibly to pay for school upgrades or
rebuilding schools had no merit in the sense that I view
the schools in my electorate as being in very good
condition. There are issues in isolated cases, but overall
I would have to say the schools in the Mildura
electorate are very good. We should think more
positively about state assets and be more inclined to talk
up things rather than talk them down. The money we
spend on education in this state is a reflection on the
state of the schools. Therefore, I did not have a view on
selling a very important asset on the basis that we
needed to invest that money in schools. As I have said
before, we spent nearly $2 billion on the
Commonwealth Games; if schools were in need of
significant upgrades, that is where that money should
have come from.
There was huge opposition, as all members in this place
can attest, to the sale of the Snowy. A letter was
addressed to this Parliament signed by a large number
of people from across Australia, including some very
notable individuals. I acknowledge that the member for
Benambra has spoken here on a number of occasions
indicating his opposition. I know The Nationals have
asked some questions on the sale indicating their
opposition, and Senator Bill Heffernan probably had a
key role in Canberra in raising the possibility that the
sale was a huge mistake.
I note that among the names in the open letter, which I
think was incorporated into Hansard, there are no
Victorian federal MPs from The Nationals or the
Liberal Party. Maybe they were not given the
opportunity to sign it. The member for New England,
Tony Windsor, is there, as is Peter Andren, the member
of the House of Representatives for Calare, but there
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are no other names of members of the lower house of
the federal Parliament in the letter to this Parliament.
I continually hear that there was significant opposition
from members of the federal Liberal Party and the
federal Nationals, including Sussan Ley, the member
for Farrer, and John Forrest, the member for Mallee.
But when there was a vote in the house none of those
members were there supporting the members for Calare
and New England. That is a tragic shame. In fact, the
federal member for Gippsland, the Honourable Peter
McGauran, actually spoke in favour of the sale of
Snowy Hydro.
I am somewhat perplexed at the level of opposition we
have seen post the decision not to sell. I am not sure
that there is too much sincerity in some of those
statements. The people of Australia probably feel, in
some ways, similar to how I feel on that issue. The
federal member for Riverina, Kay Hull, a member of
The Nationals, also indicated some significant
opposition, but she neither supported the vote nor
signed the letter.
The member for Gippsland East mentioned an issue
that does not seem to have been picked up by others —
that is, that one of the reasons the federal government
may have decided to withdraw from the sale was its
free trade agreement with America. I have to support
that theory. In fact, the Age of 12 June reported that the
limitation of shareholdings — to I think 13 per cent —
may have been impossible under the free trade
agreement with the USA. The article, written by Rod
Myer, states in brief that the Australian free trade
agreement:
… in its provisions on investment, says nationals of both
countries must have the same rights to assets in the country of
the other, which makes limitations on foreign investments a
problem.

Further on it says:
Also, the FTA gives free rein to investments valued below
$800 million.
As 15 per cent of the Snowy sale would have amounted to
$450 million, that would put the restriction below the
threshold allowed for examination of shareholdings.

This was going to be a major problem. The federal
government saying that it would limit shareholdings to
below a certain percentage to prohibit foreign nationals
from owning large slabs of it would have been in
conflict with the United States free trade agreement
with Australia. That would have been a significant
problem politically for the federal government.
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The other puzzling aspect of this is that the state of
Victoria was told that because its shareholding was a
minority shareholding, it had to join New South Wales.
It was the first to put its hand up, and then there was the
federal government and then the state of Victoria.
Although we have a 29 per cent share and the federal
government has a 13 per cent share, when it withdrew
from the sale of its very small shareholding, everybody
else fell into line. I do not understand the reasoning
behind saying we had to sell our 29 per cent when the
federal government, which has only 13 per cent, pulled
out, and it all fell over like a pack of cards. I am really
glad that it did.
On reflection this is the first time when public support
has had an impact on both sides of politics, both state
and, especially, federal. For whatever reason the Prime
Minister decided to withdraw from the sale, I will give
him credit for the fact that he did. This has been a very
good outcome for every Australian because every
Australian has a share in the cost of building the Snowy
and a share in the fact that it continues to provide
$1 billion of assets to the governments which are
shareholders. I am sure that if they had an investment
that provided a $1 billion return every seven years,
members of this place would have to ask, ‘Why would
you sell it?’. It is fantastic. The Victorian share was
about $600 million; that is a very small return for
something that produces such a large asset return to
taxpayers. They are the owners — the taxpayers.
Governments of the day may be the guardians and
custodians, but they are not the owners. I know we are
reflecting on this in this house and everybody is coming
on board saying, ‘Yes, this is a good piece of
legislation’, but the principle has been overlooked in
this whole process. When we are custodians of things
we need to ask people, ‘Do you want us to sell this on
your behalf?’, and not say, ‘We are going to sell this
because we need to fund shortfalls in the New South
Wales state budget’, or manufacture reasons in this
state to upgrade schools. We need to make sure that the
people of Australia and the people of Victoria have
some say and give us support to do these things. I
commend the bill and I commend The Nationals
amendments, which I will support strongly.
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — It is certainly with
pleasure that I stand here in the chamber to speak in
support of the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation
(Parliamentary Approval) Bill. This takes us to another
level in terms of the whole Snowy Hydro debate. I
noted with interest the comments of a previous speaker
from the Liberal Party that if we had taken the position
we have taken this week on the proposal to not build
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any more dams, the Snowy scheme would have not
been built.
A number of issues centralise around this bill. Our
position is that we must look at what we have done in
the past and ensure that we can do better in the future.
There is no question that there has been environmental
damage through some of our past actions. It is clear that
even though we are all pretty proud of the Snowy
Hydro scheme overall, there have been issues around
returning flows to the Snowy and how best we have
utilised our water. It is quite silly to pretend that our
policy today would have affected something in the past,
because that was a different era, a different time, with a
different need.
I will start by making some comments about the Snowy
Hydro Ltd float. Not only did the federal Liberal Party
and The Nationals want the privatisation of Snowy
Hydro to occur, but the coalition had a long-held belief
that it should occur. In Hansard back in 1987 the
current leader, then in opposition, made it quite clear
that one of their top priorities was the privatisation of
the Snowy. The coalition was very strong on it back in
1987. We are not talking about a little time here; it has
been the long-term philosophical view of the coalition
to flog it off.
Certainly when the New South Wales government and
the federal government came up with a proposal
Victoria was in a very difficult situation. We could have
got locked into a minority position where we were not
in control of very real issues around water guarantees
for our irrigators. When this went to the federal
Parliament, did The Nationals MPs in Canberra stand
up for irrigators rights? Did they demand water
entitlements from the Snowy as a condition of any sale
as far as the federal government was concerned? Not on
your nelly! They just signed up and were happy to sell
out the irrigators right across Victoria who were gaining
from the Snowy scheme.
It was pretty disappointing that the federal Liberals and
the federal Nationals, who pretend to represent regional
Victoria, could not stand up for irrigators and demand
irrigation rights. But the farmers of Victoria were pretty
lucky they had a state Bracks government, which made
it quite clear that irrigators entitlements were absolutely
at the top of its priorities. We quite clearly said that we
would agree to go along with the sale that was being
forced on us by the federal Liberals, the federal
Nationals and the New South Wales government
only — —
Mr Walsh interjected.
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Mr MAXFIELD — I said ‘New South Wales’, to
respond to the interjection. What we are actually
finding out is that it is the Bracks government that has
come out of this with credibility, because we are the
ones who were standing up for water entitlements and
we are the ones who were looking after the irrigators.
Mr Smith — The only thing you’re standing up for
is the 600 million bucks. That’s all you’re standing up
for.
Mr MAXFIELD — I know I must speak through
the Chair, but I note that the member for Bass is
making some comments. I certainly did not see the
member for Bass stand up in this chamber and demand
that the irrigators be looked after. The member grew up
in the Kennett era, when the policy was, ‘Flog it off,
flog it off, flog it off’, and if you did not flog it off you
made sure you were going to flog it off. The only
reason the Kennett government did not completely flog
off our water assets across the state was that the voters
intervened in the 1999 election and said, ‘No more of
your flogging it off!’. It flogged off our power and it
flogged off our gas like there was no tomorrow. It could
not stop flogging things off. And of course in Canberra
it was again all about, ‘Flog it off, flog it off, flog it
off’.
I did not see any delegations of Liberals and Nationals
in this chamber going up to Canberra to insist on
irrigators entitlements and water rights or to call on the
commonwealth not to proceed. What we have here is in
fact gross and appalling hypocrisy. The member from
Swan Hill is here. I grant that he was not in Parliament
when all the flogging off was occurring. He was
certainly, obviously, a strong supporter of The
Nationals — —
Mr Smith — I don’t believe this!
Mr MAXFIELD — The member for Bass is here.
Of course he had blood all over his hands when it came
to flogging everything off. He could not wait to flog
them off, and if he ever got into power again I have got
no doubt our hospitals would be next, our nursing
homes would be next — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! The member should come back to the bill.
Mr MAXFIELD — Acting Speaker, I must admit I
have strayed a little bit. My beliefs and convictions are
quite strong!
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Let us consider the issue of water for our irrigators and
the Bracks government’s achievements in that regard.
Not only that, but saving the Snowy River is going to
go down as one of the Bracks government’s proudest
achievements. We are returning environmental flows to
the Snowy, and by cutting Melbourne’s water
consumption by 20 per cent we have been able to return
flows to rivers in my electorate. The Thomson River
now has additional flows, which of course is going to
help save and rebuild the Gippsland Lakes. A proposal
that can only be described as the greatest potential act
of environmental vandalism in this state’s history
would involve the building of dams to deny additional
water flows to the Gippsland Lakes. The proposal to
reduce the water flowing into the Gippsland Lakes by
putting in addition dams, which is supported by The
Nationals, would simply turn East Gippsland into an
absolute wasteland. Lakes Entrance would be
decimated for tourism, the fishing would collapse — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MAXFIELD — Because the Gippsland Lakes
would effectively be sewage ponds. Metung — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Plowman) —
Order! If the member gets back to the bill it might
reduce the interjections.
Mr MAXFIELD — Acting Speaker, you can
certainly see the embarrassment on the faces of our
political opponents, because they know their policy was
to flog everything off.
Mr Jenkins — They are hypocrites!
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irrigators and farmers and could assist with
environmental flows. That really is the history that we
are talking about here today. I support this bill and
recommend its speedy passage through the Parliament.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
make a contribution to the debate on this bill on behalf
of The Nationals. If anybody would like to know what
this bill is about, they should not read the Labor Party’s
contributions but instead read the opposition’s
contributions. The contributions we have heard from
Labor Party members have been all over the place.
They talked about hospitals and the health system —
everything else other than what this bill is about —
because they really do not understand it and do not
understand irrigators. The member for Narracan said
that the Labor government wants to protect irrigators. If
that is the case, he should vote for The Nationals
proposed amendments. I look forward to seeing his
name on the side that says he is supporting the
amendments.
We are told that this bill will ensure any future sale of
Victoria’s share in the Snowy Hydro will be subject to
parliamentary scrutiny. That does not mean the Bracks
government does not believe in selling it off; it just
means that if it wants to sell it off, it will bring it in for
scrutiny. We all know that the Bracks government has a
majority in both houses of Parliament, so at this stage,
even when this bill is passed, it will still be able to do
that; it will still be able to sell the Snowy Hydro
scheme. If the bill goes through both houses of
Parliament and the Bracks government wants to sell it,
it will still be able to go through. There will be no
protection at all under this bill.

Mr MAXFIELD — I must confess that the
hypocrisy is just stunning. The opposition has come
into this chamber for the debate on this bill pretending
that it has had a big conversion on the road to
Damascus. It has now suddenly discovered that it is
really a party of country socialists at heart. Suddenly it
has decided that it has seen the light and is opposed to
privatisation. What we are now waiting for is for the
opposition to issue its apology for what it did to this
state over seven, dark years.

The bill has been introduced because last year the
Labor government wanted to sell off its 29 per cent
share of the Snowy Hydro scheme and the New South
Wales Labor government wanted to sell its portion. To
his credit the Prime Minister, after listening to the
community, said he did not want the Snowy Hydro
system to be in private hands. He has shown leadership
and made a decision. To give the Prime Minister his
due, he listened to the people, changed his mind and
made the decision. There was a huge outcry, and the
Bracks government has had to listen to that huge
outcry.

What we are about in this bill is protecting the Snowy.
It is about protecting our irrigators and it is about
protecting water rights. I certainly welcome some of the
contributions from colleagues in the Liberal Party and
The Nationals in Canberra — including, for example,
their support for the decommissioning of Lake
Mokoan. They are aware of the enormous waste of
millions of litres of water there that could be used by

I support the amendments to be moved by the member
for Swan Hill on behalf of The Nationals, which, if
passed, will give the community confidence that any
government with a majority in the future will not be
able to sell the Snowy Hydro. It is a commitment to the
people of Victoria, who do not want to see it sold off,
that it will not be sold off by any future government.
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The amendments provide the commitment that a huge
proportion of members of Parliament, about 60 per cent
of members, would have to support a sale for it to
occur. In April 2003 the Bracks government amended
the Victorian constitution to prohibit the privatisation of
any water authority unless a three-fifths majority of
members in both houses supported it. That is what we
in The Nationals are asking for — that the same
conditions for the sale of the Snowy Hydro Corporation
be included in the constitution.
The Bracks government said it wanted to sell Snowy
Hydro and use the money it received — $600 million —
to maintain and modernise schools.
Mr Smith — There is a black hole.
Mrs POWELL — There is a black hole, as the
member for Bass has said. Realistically, maintaining
schools should be part of the government’s core
business. It should be in budgets that come before this
Parliament all the time. There were no lists showing the
schools that needed to be upgraded, so we had no idea
where that money was going to go. There was no
budget figure, so we did not even know which school
needed what amount of maintenance. The government
just said, ‘Here is $600 million, and we are going to
spend it’. I can guarantee that the government would
not have spent $600 million on schools.
The government said it did not want to sell Snowy
Hydro, but that money was already in the budget. That
$600 million had already been spent. The government
said it was reluctant, but it had made a decision a while
ago and the proceeds were included in the budget to
allow it to go ahead with that.
We in The Nationals and the Liberal Party understand
the importance of a secure water supply to irrigators.
This bill deals with water users in the Murray–Darling
Basin, and over the past six years we have had a
number of our irrigators going through some very tough
times because of the drought. We in the National and
Liberal parties understand the importance of water
supply and the security of water supply to our farms
and businesses in country Victoria. Over the time of the
drought there have been public rallies and meetings, but
not one Labor MP has been to any of them. There have
been members of The Nationals at those meetings;
there have been members of the Liberal Party at those
meetings; but there has not been one member of the
Labor government at any of those meetings. They are
not listening to country Victoria.
When I was a member of the upper house we were also
promised by the supposed minister for the Snowy, the
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Minister for Local Government in the other house,
Candy Broad, that any water for the Snowy would
come from savings. It never came from savings, it came
from irrigators and now also from the decommissioning
of Lake Mokoan. The people of Victoria do not trust
the Bracks government when it comes to water.
The government named the member for Gippsland East
in the second-reading speech, giving him credit for the
protection of the Snowy River and the irrigators
entitlements. The member for Gippsland East has
indicated that he will vote for The Nationals proposed
amendments, the member for Mildura has indicated he
will and the Liberal Party has indicated it will. If the
government is fair dinkum about looking after the
security of irrigators water rights, it will also support
The Nationals amendments.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Hospitals: waiting lists
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to
70-year-old Mrs Elaine Russell, a category 2 patient
who suffered a painful shoulder injury and has been
forced to wait on Labor’s waiting list at the Alfred for
more than 18 months. I ask: when will the Premier take
responsibility for Victoria’s waiting list crisis and get
Mrs Russell the treatment she deserves?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. If you look at the
achievements of this government over the last six and a
half years, you can see that we are treating some
250 000 extra patients every year. We have increased
funding to health more broadly and to the hospitals by
some 83 per cent. In our emergency departments we are
treating about 800 000 patients, and Victoria has been
acknowledged by the Productivity Commission and by
the federal government as the best-performing state in
Australia in terms of the health system.
My answer to the question of the Leader of the
Opposition is this: we will continue to invest in more
nurses, more teachers and, in the health system, more
doctors as well — —
Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is debating Mrs Russell’s condition with
statistics. When will the Premier help Mrs Russell?
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The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition knows that is an inappropriate way to
behave in the Parliament.
Mr BRACKS — My answer to the Leader of the
Opposition is this: we will continue to keep investing in
the health system in Victoria, increasing funding,
increasing the number of doctors and increasing the
number of nurses. What we will not do is what the
Liberal Party did when the opposition leader was its
president, and that is close hospitals, sack doctors and
sack nurses.

Sport: major events
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — My question is to the
Premier. I refer the Premier to the government’s
commitment to ensure that Victoria remains the major
events capital of Australia and ask him to update the
house on the most recent examples of the government
working to deliver on that commitment.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Mordialloc for her question. I am very pleased that the
benefits which accrue to the Victorian economy from
the Victorian Major Events Company calendar of
events and also the continual investment we have made
in major events in this state have led to some $1 billion
of new investment in Victoria each year. That is a
recurring amount which accumulates in the economy
each year.
I am very pleased that, as part of the recent Council of
Australian Governments (COAG) meeting, each state
and territory and the commonwealth together
reaffirmed the commitment to seek to support a
Football Federation Australia bid for World Cup soccer
in 2018. We do not underestimate the task involved; it
is going to be very difficult to secure that for Australia.
There is going to be enormous competition for that
event, but having every state and territory and the
commonwealth government together in agreeing to
back and support such a bid is a very important first
step that has been taken. I think that was an important
step by COAG. The work and preparation for that will
start now.
I can indicate, and I indicated this at COAG as well of
course, that if the 2018 World Cup is played in
Australia, we would fully expect on any objective
assessment that the actual final would be played at the
Melbourne Cricket Ground. There is no doubt about
that. If you left that objectively for independent
assessment, the 100 000-seat stadium with logistical
superiority and a proven track record would be the
place where that final would be played.
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I am also very pleased that next year one of the biggest
events on the major events calendar will occur between
17 March and 1 April, and that is the first of the
Formula One grands prix which we understand will be
announced very soon on the timetable. It will be the
first for the year. Not only that, but we will have
associated with that the FINA World Swimming
Championships. Those two events together will account
for some $250 million being accumulated in the
Victorian economy — the economic benefits from the
FINA World Swimming Championships and the
Formula One grand prix.
I will quote an article from the Herald Sun of 20 July
which carried the headline ‘Our sports feast’. The
article says:
The world’s fastest racing car drivers and swimmers … hit
town at the same time next year.

The leverage that is available for international visitors
to go to one event, to stay for another event and then
stay on and see what is great about Victoria is going to
be a magnificent boon for our city and our state, with
the added benefits that will occur for regional Victoria
from those visitations.
It goes without saying that there are not many other
places in the world which have the capacity to hold two
major international events very close together, as we
will between March and April next year. We are one of
the few places in the world that could hold those events
effectively, and it is really a great credit to the Victorian
major events committee and the stewardship we have
had in major events in this state.

Wind energy: Dollar
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Minister for Planning. Is the
government going to give planning approval for the
Dollar wind farm?
Mr HULLS (Minister for Planning) — That matter,
as the honourable member would know, is currently
being assessed, and a decision will be made based on
advice I receive from the department and indeed the
panel. I do not intend to pre-empt that process by giving
the honourable member an answer now, because the
fact is that it is going through a process.

Tertiary education and training: rural and
regional Victoria
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — My question is to
the Minister for Education and Training. I refer the
minister to the government’s commitment to increasing
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the level of participation in education and training in
rural and regional Victoria, and I ask the minister to
advise the house on recent news regarding regional
students staying on in education and training after
year 12.
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and
Training) — I thank the member for Seymour for his
question and indeed his great interest in education,
having been a paid educationalist previously but still
maintaining that strong commitment now that he is in
Parliament.
We have invested $6.3 billion extra since we came into
office, and that investment has been in education and
training. The On Track data I recently released
demonstrates that investment is definitely paying
dividends for all young people across Victoria. As I
have often mentioned in this house, we have the highest
number of young people completing year 12 or its
equivalent of any state around Australia, and we have
worked very hard to achieve that. What is very
interesting in the On Track data is that those benefits
are being shared right across Victoria, so this is not just
in metropolitan Melbourne but in regional and rural
Victoria as well.
More than 65 per cent of students from the year 12
class of 2005 from regional and rural Victoria are
studying at a university or TAFE or undertaking an
apprenticeship or traineeship — 65 per cent! That is
very good work. It means that we are building on the
education and skill base of country Victoria. We know
that that is a very important part of the national reform
agenda, and it is very much part of the educational and
training agenda in regional and rural Victoria.
The proportion of students doing an apprenticeship is
now 7.1 per cent of those year 12 students. That figure
has increased, which is very good news, because we are
getting young people taking up apprenticeship
opportunities in regional and rural Victoria and
hopefully moving into those skill areas in the future.
This is great news for country Victoria. Of the
remaining students 17.8 per cent are employed and
13.3 per cent have deferred their university or TAFE
place; so they have been offered a place, but they have
taken a year off. Only 3.9 per cent were looking for
work when the survey was undertaken, and that is
down from 6.5 per cent in 2003. That demonstrates the
strength of the economy in provincial Victoria, the jobs
that are available and the jobs growth we have had
under this government.
The survey again confirms that in rural and regional
Victoria our schools are a great place for students to
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study, and they are really providing students with
opportunities beyond education. Just one example — —
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Ms KOSKY — A survey sample? Every student
who completes year 12 is actually surveyed. We do the
On Track data, and we are the only state to ever do this.
We put a lot of funding into it; we follow up every
student who has completed year 12 to find out where
they are six months after they have finished year 12,
and we offer them support if they want it. The On
Track program is a great program, and now Queensland
and Western Australia have taken up what we are doing
and they are using the same person who provided the
services to us to develop this scheme. That was a very
good question that was asked.
There is one example I thought members of the house
might be interested in. At Kaniva College in the seat of
Lowan every student from the year 12 class of 2005 is
either employed or studying. Seven students are at
university, three students are at TAFE, one is doing an
apprenticeship, one is working full time and one has
deferred and is also working full time. That is a
fantastic outcome, and I know that the member for
Lowan would congratulate the schools in his electorate
for achieving that result — and it is a fantastic outcome
for the students and for the community. I could give
many more examples, but I know that I am limited by
time.
Our investment is paying dividends in rural and
regional Victoria. Compare this to the slash-and-burn
approach when the opposition was in government and
the figures for year 12 completions were going down;
they are now going up under this government.
Mr Cooper — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister has now been speaking for well over
4 minutes. I ask you to bring her to a conclusion on this
rambling.
The SPEAKER — Order! I understand the minister
was concluding her answer.
Ms KOSKY — In conclusion, I know that at a
recent Australian Education Union conference where I
was speaking a member for Gippsland Province at least
acknowledged the deplorable condition of and record
on education of his government — and then cried
crocodile tears.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Ms KOSKY — He did — on the record.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, to
conclude.
Ms KOSKY — I believe that you should be judged
on what you have done and not on what you say. This
government is absolutely prepared to be judged on what
we have done in education since 1999, because we will
continue our record in education, which will benefit all
Victorian families.

Hospitals: waiting lists
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — My question
without notice is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to
Mr Steve Thorneycroft, a category 2 patient suffering a
blocked femoral artery who may lose his leg if he does
not receive life-saving surgery, and I ask: will the
Premier explain to Mr Thorneycroft why he has been
forced to wait on the Frankston Hospital waiting list for
almost two years? When will the Premier take
responsibility?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Caulfield for her question. As the member and most
other members of this house would know, Frankston
Hospital is one of those hospitals we have rebuilt. We
have committed to several stages, and we have seen the
successful completion of those stages. That was in
order to address the problems which had occurred when
we came to government. There was underinvestment
and the closure of 12 hospitals in Victoria before we
came to government.
As I mentioned before, we have invested record
amounts in the health system in Victoria. More than
$2 billion has been invested in health in Victoria, we
have employed more than 6400 new nurses and we
have employed new doctors. And of course if you look
at the objective evidence — if you look at the
productivity report by the federal government — you
find that Victoria’s health system is performing better
than that of any other state in Australia. If you look at
the outcome as well — —
Mrs Shardey — On a point of order, Speaker, on
the issue of relevance, Mr Thorneycroft would like an
answer to the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Premier, to
continue.
Mr BRACKS — I am sure we are all waiting for
answers on and an apology for what the Liberals did to
the health system for seven years, when they cut
hospitals, they cut funding and they sacked nurses. We
will continue to invest as we have invested in the past.
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Schools: information and communications
technology
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — My question is to the
Minister for Education Services. Can the minister
please outline to the house how the government is
ensuring that students in regional Victoria have access
to the latest information and communications
technology?
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) — I
thank the member for Morwell for his question. This
morning I had the great pleasure of joining the member
for Pascoe Vale in visiting Westbreen Primary School
in her electorate and announcing that every Victorian
government school is going to be sharing in a
$12.5 million boost to information and communications
technology in our schools. Westbreen Primary School
is a fine example of how the Bracks government’s
investment in technology is inspiring schools to open
up a whole new world of learning for their students.
While all government schools in Victoria will be
sharing in this good news, we know that for students in
regional and rural Victoria there are significant benefits
from improving their access to the latest technology.
Schools in rural and regional Victoria will be sharing in
almost $5.5 million of this additional computer funding.
That will enable those schools to purchase around
5000 new computers for students in those schools.
When you look at what this builds on, it builds on the
hard work that we have done in this area over the past
six and a half years. If I can just talk about that.
Victorian students now enjoy one of the best
computer-to-student ratios of anywhere in the world.
Dr Napthine interjected.
Ms ALLAN — No, it did not. It is very, very
interesting — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
South-West Coast!
Ms ALLAN — It is a point I was going to come to
but I am happy to come to it a bit earlier because we
have reduced the computer-to-student ratio to one to
five — a very, very good ratio and one of the best in the
world. Then what have we done? We have halved the
rate; we have halved what it was under the Liberal and
National Party government in the mid-1990s. That is a
significant achievement.
Mr Perton interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The level of
conversation in the house is too high. I ask members to
be quiet to allow the minister to answer the question.
Ms ALLAN — We are going to miss you, Victor.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will address
her answer through the Chair or I will sit her down.
Ms ALLAN — We certainly have a much better
record than that of the previous Liberal and National
Party government that the member for Doncaster was a
member of!
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will return
to answering the question and not debate the matter.
Ms ALLAN — We have equipped our teachers with
their very own personal laptop computers. We have
wireless enabled every single government school in the
state. With the VicSmart rollout we have also
connected every single government school to
high-speed fibre optic broadband. It does not matter
whether it is the smallest school in the state or the
largest school in metropolitan Melbourne; every single
government school in Victoria is going to have access
to an unprecedented level of resources and they will be
placed at the fingertips of our students.
What does this mean for students in the classroom?
Recently the member for Morwell and I visited Grey
Street Primary School in Traralgon. It was so exciting
to see the students at that school using technology in the
classroom, designing highly sophisticated multimedia
presentations. For the member for Morwell and me this
is just one of the many examples we have seen of the
difference that this investment is making to student
learning. This investment is also equipping students
with the skills that they need to be part of the work
force of the future.
The Bracks government understands the importance of
technology in the classroom, and investing in
technology for students in regional Victoria is an
investment in the future of regional Victoria. It is just
another way that this government, the Bracks
government, is working very hard to make regional
Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a family.

Hospitals: waiting lists
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to
60-year-old Albert Riddoch, who is suffering from a
life-threatening hernia with associated medical
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complications and who has been waiting for more than
two and a half years for surgery at Geelong hospital.
Given Mr Riddoch’s urgent need for medical attention,
will the Premier be providing Mr Riddoch with spin or
with surgery?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. Can I reiterate that if
you look at the urgent elective surgery waiting times in
Victoria, in fact the average is seven days, with 100 per
cent seen in 30 days, which is the best in Australia. In
relation to individual cases, we of course will do
everything we can to deal with those individual cases. If
those matters are referred to their clinician, then those
assessments can be remade. What they do know and
what the public of Victoria knows is that we are
investing record amounts in health in the state.

Our Environment Our Future: rural and
regional Victoria
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — My question is to
the Minister for Environment. I refer the minister to the
government’s commitment to making regional Victoria
a great place to work, live and raise a family and ask the
minister to detail for the house how this week’s
environmental sustainability action statement will
deliver on this commitment to help Victorian farmers
and rural communities.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind the member for
Kew and the member for Mornington that I require
them to be quiet while questions are being asked by
members of the government.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster!
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
thank the member for Narracan for his question. Over
the last six years Victorians in rural and regional
Victoria have done a tremendous job in making
Victoria a more sustainable state. They have saved
water, they have become more efficient in irrigation
and they are involved in projects like the carbon tender
program, which is soaking up greenhouse gas
emissions.
This week’s environment action statement contains
many further initiatives that will bring benefits to
farmers and rural Victorians. New wind farms will
bring investment of around $2 billion to regional
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Victoria and provide around 2200 extra jobs. Some
farmers are going to directly benefit from wind farms.
Mr Ryan interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of The
Nationals!
Mr THWAITES — There will be payments to
farmers, who will be able to supplement their farm
income. Farmers will be able to receive around
$5000 per turbine. For example, there was a report in
the Age on Lawrence Gallagher, a farmer in the
Waubra region, who will have six turbines on his
properties and receive $7000 for each, which is an extra
$42 000 income. He is quoted as saying:
We see them as drought proofing our property …

Mr Helper interjected.
Mr THWAITES — They are. The environment
statement also — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for
Environment, without the assistance of the member for
Ripon.
Mr Ryan interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! Or the Leader of The
Nationals.
Mr THWAITES — The environment action
statement contains other measures which will help
farmers to help the environment and also to supplement
their farm income. For example, we have provided
another $2.7 million to extend bush tender across the
state. This initiative will help farmers invest in and
preserve native vegetation on their farms.
A further $14 million will be invested to develop new,
market-driven schemes for farmers to provide
ecosystem services. This means more money for
farmers who look after their land. For example, this
could enable a farmer to supplement his farm income
by protecting valuable native vegetation and habitats
for native animals. The farmer is then able to sell this
environmental benefit back to, for example, a housing
developer, who may need to clear native vegetation in a
different part of the state. What you get is a win for the
environment, you get support for development around
the state and you also get extra income for farmers.
There are many other initiatives of great benefit in the
statement. There is $8 million for Landcare, $4 million
for the healthy soil initiative, $4.4 million for the native
vegetation trust and $4 million for dairy manufacturers
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to implement cleaner production. Of course there is also
support for a biofuels industry in this state.
I must say that I was pleased to see the response of the
Victorian Farmers Federation to the statement in a
release headed ‘Sustainability action statement
welcomed by farmers’:
The VFF welcomes the $14 million investment into the
development of market-driven systems for ecosystem
services …

In it the VFF said amongst other things:
We believe market-driven services provide a means for the
community to contribute to the protection and enhancement
of the environment, rather than farmers bearing the load.

That is a strong endorsement from farmers for the
statement, just as we have had strong endorsement from
business and from environment groups. As usual, we
have the plans and we have the support, but once again
we are seeing that the opposition has no plan and no
solution.

Hospitals: waiting lists
Mr BAILLIEU (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to the
serious allegations made by Dr Peter Lazzari, the most
senior medical representative of Victoria’s public
hospitals, and the concerns of the Royal Australasian
College of Surgeons that more than 1500 Victorians
have died while on the waiting list, and I ask: when will
the Premier take responsibility for Victoria’s failing
health system and request the state coroner to
investigate these deaths?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. We are, I have to say,
still waiting for responsibility to be taken by the Liberal
Party in this state for the closing of Koroit, Macarthur,
Clunes, Elmore, Mortlake, Lismore, Beeac and so on.
Twelve country hospitals — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Cooper — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier has started his answer by debating the question.
I ask you to bring him back to the matter and to answer
the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order. I ask the Premier to return to answering the
question.
Mr BRACKS — I reject the allegations that are
made in the quoting of people in the Leader of the
Opposition’s question. I reject those allegations
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completely. We have been investing in the health
system at record levels. We have been objectively
assessed by both the Productivity Commission and the
federal government in the state of the hospitals report as
having the most effective health system and hospital
system in this country. That distinguishes us from what
went before us with the cuts that were made to the
health system. We have invested in record levels and
will continue to do it.

Rural and regional Victoria: economy
Mr HELPER (Ripon) — My question is to the
Minister for State and Regional Development. I refer
the minister to the Bracks government’s commitment to
govern responsibly and to grow the whole of the state,
and I ask him to advise the house on recent information
demonstrating how this has benefited regional Victoria.
Ms Asher interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the member for
Brighton to be quiet while questions are being asked.
Mr McIntosh interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Kew!
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I thank the member for Ripon for his
question. I am pleased to advise the house that I have
more good news today. More good news for provincial
Victoria! The Australian Bureau of Statistics regional
labour force figures were released today, and they show
that since the election of the Bracks government there
have been nearly 100 000 — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — Listen to this, you might learn
something! There have been 96 000 new jobs created in
regional Victoria. I want to put this in perspective: that
is 96 000 in the six and a half years the Bracks
government has been in office compared to 40 000 in
the seven years of the Kennett government. The good
news does not end there. Over the past year
employment in regional Victoria has grown — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I think we have heard
enough from the member for South-West Coast.
Mr BRUMBY — I think there will be a few saying
that on 25 November.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will return
to answering the question.
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Ms Asher interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — Did you say he will romp it in?
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members of the
opposition to cease interjecting, and I ask the minister
to stop responding to interjections and return to
answering the question.
Mr BRUMBY — You said he would romp it in.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will address
his response through the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY — Over the past year employment in
regional Victoria has grown faster than in Melbourne.
Victoria and Western Australia are the only two states
that have had a drop in the regional unemployment rate
over the last year, and in the last six years the growth in
regional Victorian employment has been 14.4 per cent,
which is above the national average for regional
growth. That comes on top of the regional building
approval figures, and I referred to them yesterday in the
Parliament.
If you look back over the last six years, you find that six
years ago regional Victorian building approvals
represented less than 5 per cent of total Australian
building approvals; they now represent around 7 per
cent. Our share of the national economy is growing. All
of this is because of good policies, it is because of hard
work, it is because of a commitment by the government
to grow the whole of the state. While that is all very
positive news for the state, there is a threat to that.
I noted last week at the Victorian Farmers Federation
conference that one of the speakers there released some
policies and circulated them to VFF members. I have
had a look at some of the policies that were circulated,
and if you do a cursory costing of them, you see that
they represent a reckless splurge in terms of promises.
They total billions of dollars over the next four years
and they would — —
Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, while I
welcome the promotion of these wonderful policies that
The Nationals have released, the minister is debating
the question, and I would ask you to have him return to
answering it.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister can
continue discussing alternative policies as long as he
relates them to Victorian government business.
Mr BRUMBY — Speaker, I said there was a threat,
but I had not mentioned The Nationals. There were
some policies — —
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Honourable members interjecting.
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As the minister has concluded his answer, question time
is now concluded.

Mr BRUMBY — It is — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, through
the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY — There are two threats actually,
Speaker: one is The Nationals, the other is the Liberal
Party. I have some of those policies here today. I will
table them in the house, because they were sent out to
farmers but do not appear on the web site, interestingly
enough. I understand that these policies of the Victorian
Nationals were written by the Honourable Julian
McGauran — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for State
and Regional Development must relate his comments to
Victorian government business.
Mr BRUMBY — Speaker, I will. I understand that
this was a parting gift to The Nationals, and we have a
passing shot. I will table this for the benefit of the
house. As I say, it poses a threat to the continued
prosperity of provincial Victoria. We have seen strong
growth under the Bracks government. It is a major
turnaround from the 1990s. We do not want these sorts
of policies getting in the way of good growth in the
future.
Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, I move:
That the policies which the minister has now tabled be
incorporated in Hansard.

The SPEAKER — Order! While leave can be
granted to incorporate documents, certain processes
have to be gone through beforehand.
Mr Ryan — I move, by leave, and subject to the
approval of Hansard:
That the policies which the minister has now tabled be
incorporated in Hansard.

Leave refused.
Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister has obviously misled the house. I have sought
leave for incorporation, which has now been refused. If
it is that the minister wants to give accurate information
to the house, he should surely agree with his own
course and have them incorporated. I ask you to rule
accordingly.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.

SNOWY HYDRO CORPORATISATION
(PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — It is with great pleasure
that I join the debate on the Snowy Hydro
Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill, which
we all know has great public support. The community’s
appetite for privatisation diminished long ago, and to
demonstrate that we need go no further than the
purpose of this bill, which is:
To amend the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation Act to prevent
the sale of shares in Snowy Hydro Limited held by the state
government without the approval of both Houses of
Parliament.

This is a good result that will ensure that both houses
have to approve of a sale in the future and that any sale
or disposal will require the approval of not only this
house but the New South Wales and commonwealth
parliaments. We are also proposing that, when
considering any future sale, the Victorian Parliament be
provided with copies of all relevant documents,
including any agreements that deal with the following:
water flows, which are absolutely crucial; the New South
Wales water licence and any changes to it; the
constitution of the company and any changes to that
constitution; the Snowy Water inquiry outcomes
implementation deed; the supply of data to the
Murray-Darling Basin Commission; the Murray–Darling
Basin agreement and any changes to that agreement; and
any other documents that the minister introducing the
proposal for the sale of Snowy Hydro sees fit.
By way of background this house will know, and the
community knows, that when the sale was proposed a
few months ago by the New South Wales and
commonwealth governments Victoria was reluctant to
participate in the float. If we had not agreed at the time,
we would have had no power to protect the rights of
irrigators, and the protection of the environment would
have been reduced, not strengthened. We know that
The Nationals federally — Peter McGauran, the
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, in
particular — and the Liberal Party supported this as
well.
Opposition members were completely silent at the time.
They were missing in action, and while they were
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hiding out the Bracks government secured extra
protections for our water rights from the New South
Wales Snowy scheme as part of the process. If at that
time we had stayed outside the sale process, Victoria
would have had no bargaining power to secure these
protections.
When did the Liberal Party and The Nationals in this
state — this courageous bunch — find their voices? I
recall that they found their voices on the issue on
1 June, when a number of matters were raised on the
adjournment. It was quite obvious. That night I started
thinking, ‘Something’s up’. The next day we heard the
shock announcement by the Prime Minister that the
commonwealth was withdrawing from the sale in
response to community pressure. The same courageous
bunch who in here had been silent throughout the era of
privatisation travesties that occurred under the Kennett
government — and I know about those in detail, having
been a public servant and a public sector union official
at the time — finally found their voices that night when
they got the tip from Canberra.
In the 1990s they were going to sell off our water
assets. They tried to sell them off but were stopped only
by the community, which in 1999 supported the
election of a Bracks government. The Liberals and
Nationals cannot be trusted. We know they sold off our
state’s electricity assets and resources and crippled the
Latrobe Valley economy, setting the scene for what we
see now — a crisis in skill shortages in electrical trades.
We know that the State Electricity Commission of
Victoria was responsible for training hundreds of
apprentices, so we have had a whole generation of no
apprentices in that important area. They also sold off
our gas assets and had no plan for gas extensions to
rural areas and the outer suburbs. The Liberal Party and
The Nationals were completely silent at that time, but
they now have the temerity to criticise our program. We
are getting out there and achieving benefits for our
community in those essential services.
This being an election year, Victorians should be very
cautious before even thinking about trusting this mob
again. They sound as though they have become
born-again public sector advocates, but we know they
are not. They are — —
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River, and we have been long-term advocates of the
Snowy. Ten billion litres of water has been returned to
the Thomson River, made possible by the fantastic
reduction in water consumption by Melburnians, who
respect water. Sixty-six billion litres of water is to be
returned to rivers as part of the central region
sustainable water strategy, including 20 billion litres for
the Yarra.
We have passed legislation to introduce the state’s most
significant water reform in 100 years by supporting
farmers, providing for long-term water planning and
giving the environment a legal right to water. We have
set aside $30 million to secure a pipeline for water
supplies to Bendigo; and there is funding of $42 million
for innovative water and sewerage infrastructure in
country towns. We have set aside $52 million for the
upgrade of the Eildon Dam wall and spillway. We have
improved irrigation infrastructure and the security of
the water supply in the Broken and Macalister irrigation
districts, with funding of $48 million. And $167 million
has also gone into the $501 million Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline project, which will also deliver significant
water savings for the benefit of irrigators and the
environment. We also have the action plan to improve
the health of the Yarra River.
The runs are on the board. We are firm advocates of
water, but it is important to be mindful that Snowy
Hydro is not actually a water authority; instead it is a
hydro-electric power company that does not have the
same powers and responsibilities of a water authority.
Snowy Hydro is also based in New South Wales, so it
would be inappropriate for this house to make any
recommendation for a constitutional change relating to
an asset that is in New South Wales. It is not in
Victoria, and it is not our asset.
The bill is the best way to ensure there are
environmental flows for the Snowy and Murray rivers
and also to ensure that irrigator entitlements receive
maximum protection in the event of any future proposal
to sell Snowy Hydro. This is a good bill, and it is a
good day for the environment. I commend the other
members who have spoken on the bill. I wish the bill a
safe passage and commend it to the house.
Debate interrupted.

Mr Seitz interjected.
Ms GREEN — No, they are not protectors of the
public sector at all.
I would like to talk about some of the Bracks
government’s achievements in the water portfolio. Over
38 billion litres of water has been returned to the Snowy

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! I wish to acknowledge in the gallery Mr Costas
Papacostas from the Parliament of Cyprus. Welcome!
Debate resumed.
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Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — When I was
preparing to speak on this bill I thought to myself that it
is very rare in this Parliament that we have anything to
do with water on which both environmentalists and
irrigators can come together as one in their support for
it. When it comes to this iconic project, the Snowy
Hydro, we have a situation where environmentalists are
all saying it is a fantastic result for the environment that
we are not selling off this incredible infrastructure
project, and the irrigators who stand to utilise the water
that comes from Snowy Hydro are applauding all levels
of government for not proceeding to privatise this asset
because they believe that in government hands the
appropriate allocations of water can continue.
It is an interesting first when it comes to water
policy — that you have both sides of the divide, if you
like, in furious agreement. Having said that, I have to
respond to my friend and colleague, with whom I share
parts of the Warrandyte area — the member for Yan
Yean — in correcting her recollection of what the
previous Kennett government was going to do about
the privatisation of water, because the hypocrisy of the
government today about water privatisation is amazing.
I sat around the cabinet table when a decision was made
by the Kennett government that we would never — I
repeat never — privatise water. We did that for a very
good reason.
We looked extensively at the record of what had
occurred in Great Britain, and whilst the Thatcher
government had exactly the same problem we had
when elected to power — a debt that was going to
bankrupt their economy; and we had a bankrupt
economy that people on the other side tend to forget
about — we drew a line in the sand and made a cabinet
decision that there would be no privatisation of water in
Victoria. Members can read about that decision in
18 years. The honourable member for Yan Yean yet
again has her facts wrong. We suggest she give up
thinking, because when she thinks she says things that
often are not true.
Yet what do we have here? A government that was
more than happy to privatise water. It was in fact so
determined to privatise water that it even budgeted for
the privatisation of the Snowy Hydro in the state
budget. Why was the Labor government prepared to do
so? The answer involves a fundamental problem with
Labor governments. Whenever they are elected to
power they, on the one hand, employ more teachers,
which is a laudable objective, although we would like
to think the literacy and numeracy outcomes would
improve as a result; but on the other hand they allow
the education building stock to fall apart, and hence the

need for a capital injection to pay for the repair and
replacement of building stock.
The education building stock has never been worse
according to Professor Brian Caldwell. We have
schools literally falling around teachers and students
heads. The only way that this government could do a
quick fix on maintenance after seven years of doing
nothing, and the whole reason for the bill being before
Parliament, is to build new schools. Many schools that
are in disrepair are in the electorate of the member for
Bass, where he has been advocating for many years for
improvements to his schools, but the only way this
government could do anything about a quick fix before
the election was to flog off this water asset — and that
was very much part and parcel of the state budget, as
we know.
Therefore, it is such hypocrisy when the government
says the opposition was going to be the bogeyman
when in government and privatise water; yet recently it
was okay for this government to do so. It is just another
amazing example in the litany of Labor Party policy
backflips.
The Prime Minister and his government have done the
right thing by the environment. They decided to stop
the two state governments from privatisation and said,
‘You are not to proceed down this philosophical
pathway; you are not to proceed into flogging off this
iconic asset; instead you are to stand up for the
environment’. It was great to see the Howard
government providing national leadership on
environmental initiatives by ensuring that the state
governments were not allowed to sell off their majority
interest in the Snowy Hydro.
The bill is very much a stop-gap measure. It is a small
bill and a bill of embarrassment because it tries to
reinvent the wheel. It tries to make up for the quick fix
that the government thought it would get away with.
After this bill has been pushed through both houses of
Parliament, the key question will be who will pay the
piper for the education facilities falling down in
Victoria. How will we now fill that $600 million black
hole? The honourable member for Yan Yean, because
she was so embarrassed by the legislation, went off on a
tangent to talk about the Yarra River. As she would
know from the public meeting that we attended together
in Warrandyte last week — and we shared a podium —
the 20-year plan to convert septic tanks into sewerage
has now just been reannounced as another 20-year plan
by the Minister for Environment. For the entire
18 years that I have been the member for the area, we
have been waiting for the 20-year plan to be
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implemented, and the government has just reannounced
a new 20-year plan; so we will wait another 20 years
for septic tanks to be converted onto the major
Melbourne sewerage line.

scam and all of those types of tricks employed by the
opposition’s federal colleagues in Canberra.

What an indictment of this government that we have
Third World sewage treatments only 20 kilometres
from the Melbourne central business district, with
E. coli on a daily basis flushing into our iconic Yarra
River — and it would have us believe that its
environment statement would fix that. There is not $1
for my electorate for sewage to be converted from
septic tanks, to stop it from leeching into the Yarra
River. The highest E. coli levels are recorded in areas
along the Yarra River, where septic tanks are flushing
E. coli into this wonderful waterway.

Mr SEITZ — He did not succeed this time so
members should not try to defend him. However, it has
given us the opportunity in Victoria to introduce
legislation to ensure that the future sale of shares in the
Snowy Hydro scheme will have to be approved by both
houses of Parliament, which is an important step in this
legislation. It gives us an opportunity to send a message
to Johnny Howard and to ensure he will stop playing
similar games with future governments or with his
successors in Canberra, which is quite an important
step.

For the member for Yan Yean to stand up here and say
the Yarra River will be looked after by her government
when she knows full well that we have had the
reannouncement of another 20-year wait for sewerage
to be connected to Warrandyte — which is within both
our electorates as North Warrandyte is in her electorate
and the area is still on septic tanks — means that the
environmental statement was all window-dressing, with
no genuine attempt to bring us up to First World
standards rather than Third World standards.

Let us look at the history of the Snowy Hydro scheme.
First of all, we were not talking about selling the water.
That was one of the misconceptions peddled around
everywhere. The hydro-electric scheme was being
sold — but it was the electricity generation part and not
the water. They did not have the right to sell the water.

When it comes to the Snowy Hydro corporatisation,
this is a win-win for both the environment and the
irrigators who rely upon it. It took the Howard federal
government to go into bat for both those groups; not the
Labor governments that were desperate for cash. They
wanted to take the money and run, and the hypocrisy of
now bringing in a piece of legislation that is all about
saying, ‘We got it wrong and we really were protecting
the environment all along’, is there for all Victorians to
see.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I support the Snowy Hydro
Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Bill. It came
about because of John Howard’s wedge politics. He
tried to make an agreement with New South Wales very
quickly over the sale of the Snowy Hydro scheme, and
then thought Victoria would finish up opposing it and
fighting with New South Wales. When Johnny Howard
found out that he did not succeed in that ploy of wedge
politics, he pulled the plug on it.
That is the reality and that is why we have the bill
before us. Let us not forget that this game was played
by two parties — New South Wales and Victoria. We
were dragged into reluctant participation after the
commonwealth and New South Wales governments
indicated that they would be selling their shares. That is
the reality of it. It is a bit like the children overboard

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr SEITZ — You have both systems. The building
of the hydro scheme was very dear to the people in my
electorate. Those people, who are now in their 60s and
70s, were the migrants who came here as young people
and worked up there building the scheme. Young men,
particularly young men from the Italian, Croatian and
Greek communities, went up there working. As a
young kid I did not understand why the men were
always away from home. They were living in the
camps up there tunnelling and building the scheme. The
men learnt and developed a lot of skills building the
hydro-electric scheme for the organisation up there, and
it was a shame that it was disbanded. At the time
decisions were made and acts were passed to disband
that whole complex of engineering and learning that we
had built up. The community and state governments
were looking to the federal government to start other
projects with the skills that had been developed on that
scheme.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr SEITZ — That did not happen, unfortunately. If
it had we would not be short of skilled people today.
However, we see the benefit of the training that took
place up there, particularly within the migrant
community, many of whose members then settled in the
suburbs of Melbourne and Sydney and turned their
skills to the building trade — whether it was
constructing multistorey or other buildings, building
roads or tunnelling for the sewerage system throughout
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Melbourne. They were the same people who had
acquired skills up on the Snowy Mountains scheme
when they were tunnelling, building and constructing it.
That is an important asset that has flowed on to our
society and our community. We do not have a
government enterprise now that can provide training
and development in these types of skills, which are
desperately needed.

Mr SEITZ — The government has secured extra
protection for our water rights from the New South
Wales Snowy scheme as part of the sale process.

We have a skill shortage. And what are we resorting to
now? The federal government is bringing guest workers
into this country. We have heard and read in the Age
about how guest workers have been exploited by being
brought out here. That is what we have got instead of
the real issue being addressed and funds provided to
train our own people in this country so that we are
self-reliant in developing and constructing further
projects that are needed in our state and our country
here in Australia. That is vitally important.

We have also proposed that when considering any
future sale the Victorian Parliament will be provided
with copies of relevant documents, including any
agreements that deal with water flows; the New South
Wales Snowy water licence and any changes to the
licence; the constitution of the company and any
changes to that constitution; the Snowy Water Inquiry
Outcomes Implementation Deed; the supply of data to
the Murray-Darling Basin Commission; the
Murray-Darling Basin Agreement and any changes to
that agreement; and any other documents as the
minister introducing the proposal for the sale of Snowy
Hydro sees fit.

If you ask anybody in the building industry, they will
tell you about the shortage of skills they face today. As
housing is booming, thanks to the good financial
management of the Bracks government and the
economic growth of Victoria, the building industry
constantly has hold-ups because of a shortage of skilled
personnel. That is the only thing that is stopping the
faster development of Victoria, particularly in my
growth area of Keilor, where a lot of new homes,
subdivisions and shopping centres are going ahead. All
the hold-up is about is simply having to wait for skilled
labour to carry out the work.
This bill not only offers protection from future sale but
also stops the rumour mongering at election times and
prevents the idea being put in people’s heads that Labor
might be selling the Snowy Hydro scheme. When this
bill is passed that part of it will be enshrined so that
threat cannot be used for scaremongering during
election times. The Liberal Party and The Nationals
were very quiet on the issue at the time Howard was
proposing to sell Snowy Hydro. Nobody opposed it,
and they all supported it.
Mr Smith interjected.
Mr SEITZ — Everybody kept quiet at the time;
now we are hearing all the noise being made. The
members of the Victorian opposition were missing.
They stayed quiet at the time this was raging. I did not
see any of their signatures on the letters to Johnny
Howard to stop the sale. None of the guys from the
opposition here signed it.
Mr Smith — Did you sign it, George?

Mr Smith — Did you sign it, George?
Mr SEITZ — At the time I did not have to, because
I had other means of talking about my issues on that.

The existing arrangements agreed at the time of the
corporatisation of the Snowy Mountains Hydro-Electric
Authority already provide significant protection for
Victoria’s water rights and interests. That is the
important part that we have to consider, because that is
a reality, no matter which side of the house you are on.
Water is the prime commodity in Australia, and in
Victoria particularly. If we are going to prosper and if
this state is to develop, whether it be in industry or in
agriculture or viticulture, we need water. It is a scarce
commodity, and it has taken the Bracks government to
realise that and instigate education of the community
and society on the scarcity of water and the need for us
to conserve and save water. It is not an endless
commodity, because we are living on a continent that
has a shortage of rainfall and a shortage of water. We
have long periods of drought. There are usually
7 to 14-year cycles. Once the drought cycle starts, we
can have droughts for seven years and then it will be
another seven years before any real rain starts building
up. That has been my experience since I have been
here.
Look at Lake Eppalock. After that was built it took so
many years to fill up. It took 10 years to fill up. A
forecaster said that it actually filled up before it was
expected to. It was anticipated that there would be a
wait of 14 years for it to fill up and be used. We have to
realise that it is important to the Australian way of life
to have water not only stored but for environmental
flows. This government initiated the move to have extra
water flows down the Snowy River, a step for which
credit is due to the Bracks government. Of course
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having extra flows coming down the Snowy was done
with the assistance and cooperation of other states. That
is an important issue that we need to consider for the
future.
Long after I am gone people in parliaments will once
again consider trying to sell off the Snowy Hydro for a
quick fix in somebody’s budget, but I do not believe
today’s society or future societies will allow the sale of
that icon of the Australian community. I am sure that in
10 or 20 years time the Snowy will be hailed and
recognised as the greatest achievement in Australia.
The Snowy Mountains scheme was developed in the
days when we did not have hydraulic machinery, when
blasting powder was used most of the time, as well as
hand drills and jackhammers, and people worked hard.
If you talk to the people from my electorate who
worked on that scheme, they will tell you that working
on that project was the greatest achievement they have
seen in their lifetime. I commend the bill to the house
and wish it a speedy passage.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! Before I call the member for Mornington, I
understand that last Tuesday the member for Keilor had
managed to serve 25 years in the Parliament.
Mr Seitz — I cannot hear you.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! I understand the member has served 25 years in
the Parliament.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I am not sure
whether that is a matter for celebration or for crying!
Nevertheless, we will take it as a celebratory matter.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr COOPER — The Leader of the House says that
it is a wonderful event, and my breath is taken away by
that remark as well. Nevertheless, I will move on to the
bill.
I will say right from the outset that, along with my
colleagues in the Liberal Party, I will not be opposing
the bill, and we will also be supporting the amendments
of The Nationals. I note that in his — for want of a
better word — speech the member for Keilor said that
this is all the fault of John Howard. You really have to
ask what planet he has been living on to say that. Here
we have a situation where Snowy Hydro Ltd is 50 per
cent owned by the New South Wales government,
29 per cent owned by the Victorian government and
13 per cent owned by the federal government, and
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suddenly the finger of blame for the decision to sell
Snowy Hydro is pointed at John Howard and the
federal government.
The reality is, as we all know, that the New South
Wales government took the initiative to sell Snowy
Hydro because it had — and still has — a huge black
hole in its budget and needed the money. That is why
they pushed it along — and they were aided, abetted
and enthusiastically supported by the Bracks
government. The Bracks government cannot now
rewrite history and say it was a reluctant suitor, that it
was reluctantly brought along because everybody else
was going to sell and therefore it just had to go along
with it all. You only have to go back to March in this
house and read the answer given by the Premier to a
question about Snowy Hydro that was asked by the
member for Yuroke. In a long and rambling answer the
Premier praised the actions that were being taken by the
three governments and said it was a fantastic initiative.
Among other things he said that in Victoria’s case all
the money would be reinvested both in the environment
and the Snowy River and in school buildings and
maintenance throughout the state.
Then we saw the budget produced in this house and the
Treasurer stated quite categorically that the
$600 million that was to be generated by the sale of
Snowy Hydro would be going into Victoria’s education
system. Only two days later the sale collapsed and the
budget of the Bracks government was left with a huge
black hole. No doubt the budget of the New South
Wales government was left with an even larger black
hole because it is in desperate financial trouble up in
New South Wales — but that is its problem. What we
are dealing with now is the backwash from all of that.
We have heard the Premier in this place talking about
what a fantastic deal it would have been. At a Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing the
Premier talked about what a fabulous deal it would
have been. He talked about the dividends that would
have flowed to Victoria from the sale. When questioned
about that by members of that committee, he said, ‘Go
and read the prospectus, because that is what the
prospectus will show you’. Since that time we on this
side of the house have been trying to get hold of that
prospectus. We have been asking the Premier to
produce the prospectus. The Treasurer has said they
were all pulped. I hope the Treasurer did not mean what
he said when he said all of the documents had been
pulped, because that would mean the government has
actually pulped its files on the Snowy Hydro deal.
We are assuming that, because of the way he has
answered the questions, the Premier has seen and read
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the prospectus and therefore has been telling the truth to
this house and to the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee about the contents of the prospectus. That is
why we would like to have a look at the prospectus.
The Premier has now been asked on several occasions
to produce that prospectus so that we, the media and the
rest of Victoria — those who are interested — can have
a look at the document.
So far the Premier has ducked, weaved, bobbed and
tried to avoid dealing with the question, let alone
dealing with the initiative of producing the prospectus.
We know exactly why he is bobbing and weaving on
this issue; and the media knows why he is bobbing and
weaving on this issue. It is because the document that
the Premier said we should look at and from which he
said he had quoted does not in fact exist and never has
existed. The Premier has misled this house and he has
misled the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee,
and he deserves to be brought to account on that matter.
We again in this debate pose the question to the
government, and in particular to the Premier of this
state: produce the prospectus, produce the document
that the Premier has quoted from, produce the evidence
the Premier has said will support the statements that he
had made. We want to see that document, and we
demand that the Premier produces it. If the Premier can
produce a copy of the prospectus, then I will apologise
to him for making the allegation that I have made today
that he has misled the house. I can tell members right
now that I do not think for one moment that I will be
called upon to make that apology because I know, the
media knows and anybody else who has taken any
modicum of interest in this issue knows that the
Premier has never seen this prospectus, has never been
able to quote from it because it has in fact never
existed — and he has misled the house.
I will talk for a few moments about the matters raised in
the debate by various speakers. I note that the member
for Yan Yean was obviously quoting from a script that
has been supplied to all backbenchers on the
government’s side when she made accusations about
the fact that the Kennett government would have
privatised water. The Kennett government was never
going to privatise water. The Kennett government made
a statement back in 1996 and 1997 that it would not be
privatising water, that it was not on its agenda and
never would be. Yet we still have the Labor Party
trying to rewrite history, still trying to produce the spin
and support the lie — and it is a lie — to make the
claim that the Kennett government had intended to
privatise water. It did not. It never had any such
intentions and it is simply irresponsible, wrong and
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untruthful for any member of the government side to be
making such claims.
I will also talk about what the government was
intending to put its money towards, which is school
maintenance and buildings throughout the state. I want
to remind the house, as other members on this side
have, that in 1992 when the Kennett government came
to office the Auditor-General exposed the fact that there
was a $670 million black hole in school maintenance in
Victoria. The Auditor-General’s figures in 1999 at the
time the Kennett government left office was that the
school maintenance backlog was $130 million. It had
been wound back by $540 million in seven years by the
Kennett government. In the seven years — Acting
Speaker, I know that you are really interested in this
and that is why you are paying me such close
attention — since the Bracks government came to
power, the black hole of school maintenance has gone
out from $130 million to $250 million.
So we are seeing again with this Labor government that
it will not spend money on school maintenance. It is
happy to leave schools to fall apart and then blame
somebody else. No doubt, if the member for Keilor has
his way, he will blame Prime Minister John Howard for
the school maintenance blow-out as well as for the
proposed sale of Snowy Hydro. Perhaps the member
for Ripon will too, because he is always happy to
perpetuate a lie and an untruth. While we support this
bill and the amendments, we have some questions for
this government, particularly for the Premier, and we
would like some answers to them.
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — I am pleased to
also speak on the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation
(Parliamentary Approval) Bill. It is amazing that every
time somebody from the other side of the house speaks
they get the story wrong yet again. Let us go over the
history of this process one more time, because it is very
clear.
The New South Wales state government, the largest
shareholder in Snowy Hydro Ltd, was clearly the
initiator of the concept of selling it. However, before
the state government agreed, it was clear that the
federal government had agreed with the New South
Wales government and that it was prepared to sell its
share as part of that. That was supported by the federal
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Peter
McGauran of The Nationals, it was supported by the
federal Treasurer, Peter Costello, and it was supported
by the Liberal Party nationally and The Nationals
nationally. At no stage did the state Nationals or
Liberals say, ‘No, this is the wrong thing’. At no stage
did they argue against it when the Bracks government
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determined that in the interests of the asset value of the
portion of the Snowy Hydro held by Victoria it would
be inappropriate to keep it while the rest of the Snowy
Hydro was sold. In terms of maintaining Victoria’s
asset value the state government agreed to the
privatisation, but it is very clear that at no time ahead of
that stage did the state promote the concept.
Clearly the government does not have a privatisation
agenda. We came to government in 1999 because the
people of Victoria saw that the former Liberal-National
coalition had sold off much off this state and said that
privatisations were not the way they wanted to go. We
do not want to see more of what happened with the sale
of the State Electricity Commission of Victoria and the
Gas and Fuel Corporation. As part of the Public First
movement at the time I stood with many other
Victorians in saying that we did not think there was any
sense in selling off our assets and then having to rent
them back from corporate companies for years to come.
We have also seen the rail network across the state
being sold off under the former government, and we
keep learning about the problems that has brought us.
When we have tried to plan rail upgrades across the
state the fact that the rail network is no longer solely in
the hands of the state government and in state control
has presented all sorts of challenges.
The people of Victoria have never been comfortable
with privatisations. Why was the sale of Snowy Hydro
stopped after the federal government had agreed to go
ahead? It was because Prime Minister John Howard
and the rest of the federal government saw the
opportunity to put the New South Wales government
into difficulty, and perhaps John Howard also
recognised that he was going to have trouble with his
own Senate, where the Queensland Nationals might
have thwarted it. The Victorian Nationals were
nowhere to be seen in opposing this, nor was the
Victorian Liberal Party.
This government is perfectly happy with the outcome.
As we know, the Bracks government has put the state
in a sound financial position, so neither the sale nor the
non-sale of the Snowy are of consequence to it. It is
simply a matter of protecting Victoria’s assets. We said
we were going to put the money from the Snowy Hydro
sale, if it had gone ahead, into schools. There has been
some great work done in school development. Money
has been put into schools across my electorate since
1999. I think of the brand-new Napoleons Primary
School, the completion of the Ballan Primary School,
the works that are happening to complete the Mount
Pleasant Primary School and the Creswick Primary
School, and the new school at Tilden. So many of the
schools across my electorate have seen great work

Thursday, 20 July 2006

being done, and the people are very pleased. They also
saw the opportunity for further funding to be put
towards upgrading our schools, which is very
important, as a result of this process. So perhaps some
good came out of it.
The state government has through this process
recognised the importance of the water issues
associated with the Snowy and has used its position to
ensure the environmental flows for the Snowy and the
allocation of water for the irrigation purposes of our
farmers are protected. This legislation is now a means
of ensuring that they are further enshrined. It will
ensure that any future sale of the Snowy Hydro will not
go ahead without the agreement of both houses, and
before any such discussion in these houses all the
relevant documentation on the water rights of irrigators,
environmental flows and the Murray-Darling Basin
Authority will come before the houses. We will ensure
that if both houses are ever to look at this issue again,
they will know that these issues were protected.
The state government is through this legislation
prescribing what the people of Victoria believe to be
the best way of going about this issue. As I said, if the
Snowy were ever to be sold in the future, it would have
to be agreed to by both houses of Parliament — that is,
the representatives of the people of Victoria — and
issues concerning water management would have to be
adhered to in the sale. That is the bottom line issue
which has caused so much emotion. Selling electrical
generation capacity is something that people across the
state have now been softened to accept, but water issues
are something that people hold as sacrosanct. We need
to ensure that there is no corporate authority controlling
water flows down the Murray or Snowy River into our
irrigation areas. As much as it can while recognising
that the New South Wales government and the federal
government have rights in regard to water planning
issues, the Victorian government must ensure that we
always get the best deal to protect the interests of the
people of Victoria. That is why the people of Victoria
believe state assets of such importance should remain in
state hands and be managed in that way. As we have
said time and again, if the other 75 per cent of the asset
had been sold off, the value of our 25 per cent would
have been lost to the people of Victoria.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr HOWARD — When you are the smallest
shareholder you have to work with the others while
making sure you get the best deal for your state. As a
25 per cent shareholder you know you are not the major
shareholder and you have to act accordingly. On all
points this government has a great record in trying to
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ensure future water supply for the people of this state.
We are the government which has financed the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline scheme. We are the
government which has supported so many other
projects to ensure the protection of the flows into the
Murray River, that we do not waste water in the future
and that we get the best value out of irrigation, and we
will continue to do that as a government.

amendments. It went out there with enormous song and
dance and said it was going to make certain that the
interests of Victorians in water-related assets in this
state were never going to be able to be sold and
privatised. Our interests would be enshrined in the
constitution, it said, which would guarantee therefore
that none of these nasty privatisation initiatives would
ever be undertaken. That is the essence of what it said.

Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — It is a
pleasure to join the debate on this bill. I will not do this
formally, but I must say that I think the name of this bill
should be amended to read ‘Snowy Hydro
Corporatisation (Parliamentary Approval) Labor Hoist
On Its Own Petard Bill’, because that is what has
happened here. I will come back to this in that context
in a moment.

What did Labor leave out? It left out the Snowy Hydro
interests. It left out a 28 per cent interest in this
magnificent facility; it decided to exclude it from the
constitutional amendment. It was out there swearing
blind it would never sell these assets — no way in the
world would it ever sell these assets. It went to the
public before the last election saying it would not sell
these assets. What happens? At the first opportunity and
the promise of making a quick quid that was
prospectively going to drop out of the sky in its favour
when New South Wales was doing what Labor parties
do best, and that is going broke, it tagged onto New
South Wales’s coat-tails. It said it would sell because
there was a quick $600 million plus available for the
Labor Party. But that was completely in the face of the
promise in relation to which it had sworn blind to the
people of Victoria that it would never undertake that
course of action. It got caught absolutely.

We have already seen once today what happens when
Labor’s bluff is called, and that is what the content of
this legislation is about. Only a little while ago during
question time a minister was happy to stand up — and
the government of the day basically controls what
happens during question time — wave The Nationals
environment policy in the air and try to score cheap
political points. He was happy to make comments and
do all of that, but when he was put to the jump and
asked to incorporate the policy into the most public
record in Victoria, Hansard, his response was, ‘Not on
your nelly!’. He made a quick backtrack; he would not
have a bar of it when his bluff was called. He was hoist
on his own petard, and we have the same situation
happening with this piece of legislation.
Let us look at some of these historical factors that the
Labor Party seems to delight in. The first is the former
government was never going to privatise water. How
do we know that to be the case? Because in an era when
there were a lot of privatisations undertaken, water was
never privatised. There was the capacity to do it, but it
was never done. Other things were being privatised, but
water was never privatised. Water was never part of the
privatisation program.
The second is that it is really interesting to hear Labor
rewriting history over the whole issue of privatisation
anyway. It privatised Qantas when it said it would
never do it; it privatised the Commonwealth Bank
when it said it would never do it. In the course of this
debate, because Labor thinks it is served by making a
cheap point, it runs this sort of line again. In fact it was
not the case at all. Historically the fact is that water was
never going to be part of the privatisation program of
the former government. Not satisfied with those facts,
this government decided to build on its own rhetoric
two or three years ago when it made constitutional

It not only broke the promise and agreed to sell — that
in itself is bad enough — but the notion of the nasty
privatisation issue is now readily accepted by the state
Labor government of Victoria as being appropriate in
all the circumstances of the future of Snowy Hydro. Is
it any wonder that country Victorians simply do not
trust this crew? Is it any wonder that they listen to the
ongoing rhetoric from the Labor Party about these
issues and no longer accept it?
I have heard the commentary as this debate has
unfolded about the fact that Snowy Hydro is not a fair
dinkum water authority in the sense of those that were
intended to be protected by the constitutional change
two or three years ago. This is different, it is said. What
a lot of hogwash! Our shareholding is a very substantial
asset owned by Victorians in a facility which
geographically happens to be located across the border
but nevertheless is held by Victorians in this state. What
difference does it make as to where the actual physical
asset itself is located? The crucial fact is that this is very
much a water-related asset owned by Victorians and
ought properly to be protected.
Our amendments, which have been circulated by the
member for Swan Hill, who in his inimitable fashion
spoke so ably to them and the bill itself, do no more
than what the Labor government did in the course of its
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amendments to the constitution two or three years ago.
It is the same sort of process. The amendments include
a change to the definition of ‘authority’ to bring into the
constitution the interests that are held in Snowy Hydro,
so those interests equate, if you like, to the water
authorities which are already referred to in the previous
legislation.
There is no problem with that. By virtue of the
amendments that have been circulated by the member
for Swan Hill, the apparent impediment that Labor
members keep talking about is removed in one fell
swoop; it is gone. It is not an issue any longer. We have
simply, by these amendments, equated these interests in
Snowy Hydro with the interests held in the water
authorities. Put that issue aside, and if you do, why
would it be that the Labor Party would not agree to
this? Why would it not do that? These amendments
have been drawn by parliamentary counsel on the basis
of achieving the result which we have stipulated — that
is, to provide constitutional protection for these
interests. Therefore we believe with a fair deal of
entitlement that they will work. They have been drawn
by parliamentary counsel to accommodate the needs we
have set out today. Why would a Labor government not
support them? Why would not every member of this
Parliament who is concerned about Victoria’s interests
in Snowy Hydro not support these amendments?
If Labor now decides it is going to reject these
amendments, what is the clear implication that people
are entitled to draw? I say in response to that rhetorical
question that the clear implication to be drawn is that at
first chance, whenever it gets the opportunity, it will go
down this road again. Nobody should be conned by the
notion that a simple majority vote in the two houses is
going to be sufficient to do what needs to be done to
protect Victoria’s interests. I am sure no-one is conned
by that. The Labor Party presently has the numbers in
both chambers. With the dynamics of politics these
days there is nothing at all to say that the same situation
will not apply next time around. That is a prospect. The
way to guarantee that there is no prospect of Victoria’s
interests being sold is to accept the amendments The
Nationals have circulated to enshrine this interest in the
constitution along with those other interests owned by
Victorians in our water assets and make certain
therefore that we require a three-fifths majority in both
houses before any such sale could occur. What is wrong
with the Labor Party supporting that and making sure
therefore that these assets are protected ever after?
I commend these amendments to the house. I expect
that Labor will support them, because as a matter of
sheer commonsense and appropriate legislative
construction they serve the purpose of protecting our
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interests in precisely the same way as other interests in
water assets in the state have been protected by this
government and in a manner which has been supported
by all members of this house. For that reason I urge
everybody to vote in favour of these amendments, and I
wish them a very speedy passage.
Mr SMITH (Bass) — I feel compelled today to get
up and speak on the Snowy Hydro Corporatisation
(Parliamentary Approval) Bill because since I have
been moved to the front bench I have also been
allocated time during which I have to sit at the table.
Having to sit and listen to some of the hypocrites on the
other side of the chamber and hear the things they have
said in trying to rewrite history, I felt that I had to get
up and say a few words and see if I can put history back
in the place where it should be.
I could not believe some of the things that the members
for Morwell, Narracan and Yan Yean, and more
recently the member for Ballarat East, had to say in
trying to rewrite history. Let me put it quite clearly: we
were never in a position where we were going to sell
off the water of the state of Victoria. I can remember
sitting through the debates that went on regarding
privatisation. I can remember the arguments that were
put forward by members of the Labor Party at the time
about how awful privatisation was. They said, ‘This is
awful, you cannot do this sort of stuff. You cannot sell
off electricity, public transport or gas’, or any of the
other things that were sold off. None of them ever
asked, ‘Why is all this privatisation coming about?’.
The truth of the matter was that it came about because
we as a government inherited a huge debt that had been
left by the Cain and Kirner governments. Billions of
dollars in debt had been left behind, and there was no
choice; there was no opportunity to do anything other
than actually sell off things.
Righto, my philosophy is that the private sector can do
it better — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Bass on the bill.
Mr SMITH — Yes. I am only repeating some of
the things these people have said.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
When I am in the chair the debate on the second
reading will be restricted to the bill.
Mr SMITH — Okay, you are in the chair, so that is
fine.
We are talking about the privatisation that these people
have tried to foist on the people of Victoria. They never
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came back to debate it; it was not going to be brought
before the house; there was not going to be any
discussion; there was going to be a prospectus. Was
there one issued or was there not? The Premier said
yes; the Treasurer said they had pulped it. One would
have to ask what was actually going on.
The one thing we do know about what was going on is
that we were not going to be part of the picture. This
Parliament was not going to be part of the story. The
sale of Snowy Hydro was not going to be brought back
here and it was not going to be discussed. It was just
going to be sold off because New South Wales had
financial problems and people on the other side of this
house were looking for $600 million to try and pay off
some of the maintenance backlog in education, so they
were happy. John Howard, God bless him, who only
had 13 per cent, made the decision that it was not going
to be sold off. He would not allow it to happen. All of a
sudden Victoria and New South Wales were in a
position where they had no choice other than to say,
‘We will not be part of the deal’.
This government has financial problems now, and this
is all part of what the $600 million was about — it was
about trying to pay off some of the maintenance
backlog in the schools. The government had spent it; it
was in its budget.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr SMITH — How many times is it mentioned in
the budget that you needed $600 million from the
Snowy Hydro sell-off to pay for maintenance in
schools?
An honourable member interjected.
Mr SMITH — It was said, and I am more than
happy to sit down with you and go through the budget
and point it out to you. Time and again it was said that
$600 million was going to go into schools. The
government allocated money in the budget to go to
schools out of the $600 million it did not get.
The truth of the matter is that we are in a position where
we are now debating a bill to protect an iconic asset of
Australia. That is what we are doing, and The Nationals
have come up with amendments that we support. We
do not have a hassle with supporting those
amendments. That is fine; let’s protect the asset.
Members on this side of the house, the Liberals and The
Nationals, never at any stage when in government
proposed selling off water. Not once did we propose
selling off water! The truth of the matter is that even
though electricity was sold off — and electricity is part
of this, because we are talking about hydro power — it
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was only a couple of days ago that we had the Treasurer
and the Premier standing up and saying, ‘We have the
cheapest power in Australia here in Victoria’. You have
to ask why. It is because it is in private hands and
because there is competition out in the marketplace that
prices have been kept down to where they should be —
the cheapest in Australia.
Mr Jenkins interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member for Morwell has had his opportunity to
contribute to the debate.
Mr SMITH — It was not much good when he did,
but he did have that opportunity. I can say that quite
honestly, and the member for Narracan was the same.
Let us just wind up this debate. It is nice to be the last
speaker on this bill, because we can get the last word in.
The truth of the matter is that we are happy to support
this legislation. It should never ever have been
proposed that Snowy Hydro be sold off. If there was
going to be discussion, it should have come back into
this house before there was even the thought of selling
it off, but members of the government did not have the
guts to do that, because they knew we would have
rejected it as hard as we could and it would have put the
public focus on them.
We are more than happy to support the legislation and
the amendments that have been proposed by the
member for Swan Hill. We will protect this icon, which
is more than this government was going to do. It was
going to sell it off under the cover of darkness.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SMITH — You were going to get rid of one of
our icons, and that was going to be an absolute
disgrace!
In conclusion, it is nice to get an opportunity to stand
up, to have a go at the hypocrites on the other side of
the chamber and to support this piece of legislation.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr BATCHELOR
(Minister for Transport).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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TRANSPORT (TAXI-CAB
ACCREDITATION AND OTHER
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This bill is major step in the government’s ongoing
commitment to improve Victoria’s taxi services.
Taxi industry accreditation
Taxi services play a vital role in Victoria’s social and
economic life. There are some 32 million taxi trips per
year in Victoria. Taxis are a major part of the general
mix of public transport within metropolitan Melbourne
and perform a unique role in regional Victoria. They
take people to and from business meetings as well as
our major events. They ferry people to and from the
airport for business trips or holidays. They enable
people to travel home from social functions in a way
that is safe for themselves and other road users. For
people with disabilities and the elderly, taxis offer a
level of mobility and access not always readily
available elsewhere. Tourists and visitors to our state
are also particularly dependent on taxi services and
their perception of Victoria and enjoyment of their stay
can be significantly affected by the quality of service
they receive.
Victorians therefore deserve and expect safe, reliable
and efficient taxi services. They need to have
confidence in the professionalism of the taxi industry to
provide a level of service that meets this expectation.
The government recognises this and is determined to
increase the professionalism of the industry and help it
improve service levels. The government believes that a
modern, performance-based approach to regulation is
crucial and that taxi industry accreditation is a key
means of achieving this.
In 2002 the government announced a reform program
for the taxi and hire car industries, containing
17 initiatives. Since then the government has been
progressively introducing these initiatives. For taxis,
they have included:
600 new ‘green top’ peak service taxicab licences to
be issued over six years to ensure more taxis are
available at night; 300 of these are in place and a
further 100 are being issued during the second half
of 2006;
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a new training course for drivers;
a new charter to explain the rights and obligations of
taxi passengers and drivers; and
new regulations to ensure greater transparency in the
trading of taxi licences by requiring brokers to be
licensed by the Bendigo Stock Exchange and for
licence trades to be reported to that exchange
(Transport (Taxi-cab Licences — Market and
Trading) Regulations 2005).
The last remaining major item of the reform program is
taxi industry accreditation.
The government’s recently announced blueprint for
shaping Victoria’s transport system, Meeting Our
Transport Challenges, emphasises the importance of
Victoria’s taxi industry ‘in supporting the livability of
Melbourne and provincial Victoria’. It reiterates the
need to:
… establish a new accreditation regime for the taxi industry
that will include strict standards and accountability measures
to ensure taxi services meet the expectations of the Victorian
travelling public. (page 62)

The major purpose of this bill is to introduce such a taxi
accreditation regime into the Transport Act 1983. In
developing the proposal there has been very substantial
stakeholder consultation through the National
Competition Reforms Implementation (Taxi) Working
Party, ably chaired by my colleague the honourable
member for Brunswick.
The current regulatory framework of the taxi industry
in the Transport Act has remained fundamentally
unchanged for well over 20 years. During this time
there have been major changes in the taxi industry
itself, in public transport at large and in regulatory
theory and practice. The existing taxi regulation has not
kept pace with all these changes. As a result it is
outdated, overly prescriptive and inadequate at a time
when there is an increasing focus on safety and service
issues. It fails to identify clearly the key parties or
individuals who are involved in providing the service
and fails to make them accountable for their role.
Accordingly, it is currently unclear who has
responsibility for the various elements of taxi service
provision. A prime example of this is the almost total
silence in the existing legislation about the role of taxi
depots. In practice, depots have a pivotal part to play in
service delivery: all taxi operators are required to be
affiliated with a depot; depots receive bookings from
the public; depots dispatch drivers and are able to
discipline them; depots receive and handle customer
complaints. Yet there are no specific accountabilities or
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responsibilities on depots at all in the Transport Act.
Hence, despite the importance of depots, there is no
means for the regulator systematically to monitor and,
where required, intervene in the performance of depots
to help ensure the adequate delivery of taxi services.
Driver disciplinary proceedings are an example of
where the absence of any regulatory control over depots
has led to particular concerns. Depots are in a position
to withhold bookings from a driver for a period in
situations where the depot alleges misbehaviour or
contravention of depot rules by the driver. During this
period of suspension the driver, and taxi operator, suffer
a significant and irretrievable reduction in earning
opportunities. In these cases the depot typically holds a
subsequent hearing into the driver’s alleged
misbehaviour. Nevertheless, the rules and conduct of
these proceedings are entirely under the control of the
depot. The government considers that it is reasonable
that all depots meet basic standards of natural justice for
disciplinary hearings. For example, drivers should be
able to have a representative with them should they so
wish. To make this requirement, however, requires
depots being recognised in the legislation and the
power to impose standards on them.
The bill will address these inadequacies in the current
legislation by introducing modern regulation to the
industry. In regulating the operation of taxi services
there will be a clear distinction between:
regulation of the number of taxis; and
regulation of business and service standards and of
the probity and professionalism of persons providing
services.
Existing taxi licences will, of course, be retained but
their role would be restricted purely to defining the
scope of operation for individual taxis and the
economic regulation of the supply of taxi licences.
Operation of a taxi would still require a taxi with a
taxicab licence; hence it is expected that the value of
existing, tradeable taxicab licences will not be
materially affected by these reforms.
On the other hand, current provisions relating to the
suitability of licence-holders and operators and to the
provision of customer service will be transferred to the
new accreditation scheme where they will be clarified
and, where necessary, strengthened. Thus, there will not
be a duplication of existing regulation but instead, in
line with best practice, there will be a clear separation
of regulation based on need and purpose. In this context
I note that taxi industry accreditation schemes already
exist in New South Wales, Queensland, South Australia
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and the Australian Capital Territory. Each of these
jurisdictions also has a taxicab licence scheme to
regulate taxi licence numbers.
The accreditation scheme will explicitly identify the
activities associated with the key roles involved in the
delivery of taxi services. These key roles are:
taxicab licence holders;
taxicab licence operators; and
providers of taxicab network services.
Providers of taxi network services are taxi depots as
well as secondary networks — these are less formal
arrangements among some operators and drivers for the
receipt and dispatch of taxi bookings. It should be noted
that taxicab drivers will be covered under the separate
passenger vehicle driver accreditation scheme.
A person who wants to undertake one of these industry
roles will be required to be accredited to perform the
activities associated with that role. The accreditation
will reflect their role in the taxi industry ‘chain of
responsibility’ for the delivery of safe, reliable and
efficient taxi services. For example, persons who
currently operate taxi depots would require
accreditation to undertake such activities as:
receiving and dispatching bookings for hiring taxis;
providing a central communications system for taxis;
and
maintaining a system for receiving and handling
customer complaints relating to the hiring of taxis.
It will be an offence to undertake these activities
without the appropriate accreditation.
The government wants to send a clear message about
the need for increased professionalism in the taxi
industry and about who it considers fit and proper to
participate in it. The bill sets firm standards in the
interests of protecting the public from systematic
criminal activity, violence and fraud in the industry. For
example, persons with the worst criminal history,
involving crimes such as murder, rape and terrorism,
predatorial sexual offences against children and serious
fraud and drug offences, will be automatically excluded
from accreditation as taxi operators or providers of
taxicab network services, subject to appeal to VCAT.
The bill makes provision for the setting of business and
service standards. Where business and service standards
are made, accredited persons will be required to
demonstrate ongoing compliance with the standards
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appropriate to the activities they are accredited to
perform in the industry. The bill lists a range of matters
about which business and service standards can be
made. They include:
safety of taxicab drivers, customers and members of
the public;
compliance with applicable legislation;
business capability;
information and records management;
financial viability;
education and training;
customer service, including, for example, availability
and performance of wheelchair-accessible taxis; and
complaint handling processes.
The intention is that standards would be largely
performance based and specifically targeted in order to
avoid unnecessary regulatory burden.
The bill provides for the business and service standards
to be made by the minister by gazette notice. This will
enable the minister to respond with appropriate speed to
industry issues as they arise. At the same time it is
recognised that there must be adequate consultation
with relevant agencies, industry and the general public.
Hence, the bill will require the minister to make any
proposed standards available for public comment for a
period of at least 28 days and to consider all comments
provided in that time before making a final
determination.
A suitable range of disciplinary actions needs to be
available to the regulator if there is to be an effective
and proportionate response to problems with industry
participants. Under current legislation, non-criminal
sanctions are limited to suspension or revocation of a
taxicab licence. This provides no flexibility to the
regulator. The bill contains a graduated hierarchy of
disciplinary actions. These range from reprimands and
imposition of conditions on accreditation, through
directions to undertake particular training, to suspension
and cancellation of accreditation. There is also
provision for improvement notices in particular
circumstances.
The cost of the accreditation scheme is expected to be
modest and the major benefits of the scheme are
expected to include:
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Higher quality customer service — taxi operators,
depots, and secondary networks will be required to
keep records of, and report on, service standards. It is
expected that, through benchmarking, those
standards will improve over time. By enabling
particular standards to be made, customer service in
specific areas will be able to be monitored and
improved. An example of this would be standards
about the availability and responsiveness of
wheelchair-accessible taxis.
Improved compliance — by clarifying the major
obligations and the taxi industry chain of
responsibility, consolidating requirements, and
through promotion of accreditation requirements it is
expected that the industry will better understand its
obligations and hence compliance with existing and
new requirements should increase.
Better future planning for the taxi industry —
accreditation will require the industry to collect and
provide service quality and other data; this
information will allow better informed decisions to
be made on matters such as taxicab licence numbers,
fares and future service requirements.
Improved treatment of taxicab drivers — by
ensuring depots and secondary networks are
accredited, taxicab drivers will benefit from
improved review and disciplinary procedures, which
should provide for fairer and better treatment for
drivers, and in turn should further promote better
services for customers.
Other measures
Graduated penalties
The bill will also enable the graduated penalty scheme
for ticket and transport offences to be modified to
provide for Victoria Police to return to issuing ticket
and transport infringement notices ‘on the spot’.
Once appropriate regulations are made, ticket and
transport infringement notices issued by Victoria Police
will be issued at a single penalty level.
Amendments to Transport Legislation (Further
Amendment) Act 2006
The bill also makes minor amendments to the Transport
Legislation (Further Amendment) Act 2006 and to
provisions of the Transport Act inserted by that
amending act.
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Conclusion
This bill represents both a completion of the
major 2002 round of taxi reforms and the beginning of
further industry improvement and reform. The
government will continue to introduce improvements
designed to deliver better taxi services to Victorians. A
number of these initiatives are outlined in the Meeting
Our Transport Challenges statement. A further
example is the government’s recently announced
package of measures to address the financial hardship
faced by many taxi operators in provincial Victoria and
to ensure that regional communities continue to enjoy
the benefit of a local taxi service.
At the same time the government will work towards a
new legislative framework for the regulation of taxi
services as part of a broader review of the Transport
Act and associated transport legislation. This would
build on the modern performance and process-based
approach to accreditation contained in this bill.
Discussions have been held with the taxi and hire car
industries in recent years about these possible future
legislative improvements. The industry has indicated
broad support for these directions. These discussions
will continue.
This bill is the most significant legislative change to
taxi regulation in the last 20 years. It demonstrates the
government’s ongoing determination to pursue best
practice reform to further improve public transport
service safety and quality.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr SMITH (Bass).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.

OWNERS CORPORATIONS BILL
Second reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

In 1988, when the Subdivision Act was passed to
govern the operations of bodies corporate, there were
approximately 35 000 bodies corporate in Victoria in
which 200 000 people lived and worked. Most were
small suburban apartment blocks of between two and
six units. Even a brief examination of the changing
number and range of bodies corporate reveals that there
has been a profound social transformation in the way
Victorians live and work over the past two decades.
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Today there are more than 65 000 bodies corporate in
Victoria, incorporating over 480 000 lots. It is estimated
that at least 1 million people, or approximately 20 per
cent of all Victorians, own, live or work in bodies
corporate. We have seen the rise of large multistorey
apartment developments. While bodies corporate with
less than five lots account for around 30 per cent of the
total number of bodies corporate, those consisting of
more than 100 lots now represent a quarter of all lots in
Victoria. These different sets of numbers indicate two
significant developments since 1988. Firstly, there has
been an enormous increase in the number of Victorians
living and working in bodies corporate. Secondly, the
average body corporate is growing in size, with more
lots per body corporate.
In 1988, a much larger proportion of bodies corporate
were under five lots, and were self-managed. A
one-size-fits-all approach was adopted under the
Subdivision Act and regulations, with the relatively
minimal regulatory framework encouraging informal
dispute resolution. However, the days when ‘body
corporate’ only meant granny flats or small blocks of
four or five flats are long gone.
Increasingly, bodies corporate are complex entities.
Growing numbers of high-rise apartment buildings
present a new set of policy challenges. These
challenges increase when we consider the mix of uses
for bodies corporate, which can relate to common
property owned by residential, commercial, or
industrial interests. Apart from the flats, units and
apartments that first come to mind with the words
‘body corporate’, office blocks, hotels, retirement
villages and farms can all belong to a body corporate.
This range gives some idea of why the existing
regulatory regime, built for a different, simpler era, is
no longer appropriate to contemporary needs. The
primary challenge for the government in reforming the
law in this area is to keep regulation to the minimum
necessary to guide and support the operations of bodies
corporate, while at the same time keeping pace with the
increasingly complex and sophisticated body corporate
environment.
It is against this background that the former Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Mr John Lenders, a member for
Waverley Province, announced a review of body
corporate law in September 2003. The review process,
ably led by a member for Koonung Province, Ms Helen
Buckingham, included the release of an issues paper in
October 2003 and a future directions paper in
March 2004. Over 200 public submissions were
received in response to these papers. The release of an
exposure draft of the new legislation in December 2005
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to accompany the final report of the body corporate
review resulted in approximately 100 further
submissions.
This process, which has proceeded in tandem with a
significant number of stakeholder consultation
meetings, has been immensely helpful in identifying the
major issues affecting bodies corporate. The main
themes emerging from the review process are the need
for better access to dispute resolution, clearer rights,
duties and responsibilities of members and the body
corporate, and sufficient powers and flexibility to
enable bodies corporate and body corporate committees
to operate effectively. Most submissions also
highlighted the need for improved financial
management and protection of body corporate funds,
long-term maintenance planning and the promotion of
more professional standards in the body corporate
management industry.
Before looking at how the bill tackles these issues, I
want to explain why the term ‘body corporate’ is
changed to ‘owners corporation’ in the bill. The new
term emphasises that the body set up to manage
common property and services is the lot owners body,
and something closely aligned with the interests of the
lot owners. It is also consistent with the usage of the
term ‘owners corporation’ in other jurisdictions such as
New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory.
It also clears up the existing confusion whereby the
term ‘body corporate’ can refer to both a legal entity
created by subdivision and a company created under the
corporations legislation. To avoid unnecessary
administrative costs, transitional arrangements will
ensure that registration and the use of the body
corporate name and seal will not be affected by this
change. Consistent with the changes introduced by this
bill, I will use the term ‘owners corporation’ to describe
these bodies from now on.
As I have noted, public submissions have stressed the
need for increased governance of account management
and financial planning. In looking at this issue, it
became apparent that the type of governance necessary
will often depend on the size of the owners corporation.
Generally, larger organisations are likely to manage
greater sums of money, are more likely to be
professionally managed and are less able to conduct
their affairs informally.
Under the current legislation, there are no differences in
the requirements for a two-lot subdivision and a
multistorey high-rise. This bill recognises the problems
inherent in such a ‘one size fits all’ approach. It
exempts two-lot owners corporations from many of the
requirements that apply to other owners corporations.
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This approach acknowledges that many parts of the bill
are inappropriate where there are only two owners and
reduces the regulatory burden on such owners. The bill
also draws a distinction between the duties imposed on
prescribed, that is, larger owners corporations, and the
duties imposed on non-prescribed owners corporations.
The threshold for prescribing an owners corporation
will be set out in the regulations. Prescribed owners
corporations will be required to prepare financial
statements in accordance with prescribed standards, get
financial statements audited, establish a maintenance
plan and a maintenance fund and obtain five-year
valuations of common property for insurance purposes.
One issue that is critical to all owners corporations,
whether large or small, is the need for a comprehensive
dispute-resolution system. Under the current legislative
scheme, there is no formal complaint-handling system.
Dispute resolution options are limited to services
available for resolving neighbourhood disputes, or, if a
dispute relates to the act, regulations or rules, applying
for a formal order from the Magistrates Court. These
options are too limited for the diverse range of disputes
and parties operating in today’s complex owners
corporation environment.
The new scheme will remedy this deficiency by setting
out a three-tier approach to dispute resolution. The
policy behind this approach is to encourage a sense of
personal responsibility in the parties for resolving
disputes, sometimes with the assistance of government
dispute resolution services, rather than relying on direct
state intervention or punitive sanctions to resolve all
owners corporation issues.
The first tier is a requirement that the owners
corporation must have an internal dispute resolution
process, with a default process set out in the model
rules which will be drafted with the regulations. The
bill also establishes a formal, fair and transparent
complaint-handling process which may apply when the
informal process fails.
The second tier is the option of conciliation or
mediation processes offered by Consumer Affairs
Victoria. These processes will be available to parties
who are not satisfied with the result of the internal
process.
Finally, the bill provides the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal with powers to resolve a broad
range of disputes, including the power to impose a civil
penalty for breaches of the rules. The parties may only
apply to VCAT if the dispute resolution process has
been exhausted.
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In keeping with this scheme, the process for collection
of owners corporation fees from lot owners is clearly
set out in the bill, so that all parties will know where
they stand. There will be a mandatory 28-day notice
upon failure to pay fees. A second and final 28-day
notice is discretionary, but the owners corporation
cannot go to VCAT unless this final notice is given.
The dispute resolution process will be supplemented by
increased measures for education, information and
advice. Public education will be a crucial component of
the new system, and Consumer Affairs Victoria will
provide specialist information services to assist owners
corporation members in understanding their dispute
resolution options. These services will include
telephone advice, and print and web-based information
in the form of information sheets.
Another issue that was frequently raised in submissions
was the regulation of owners corporation managers.
Approximately 1000 people are employed full time in
the management of owners corporations, a number that
has risen sharply in recent years. Under the present
legislative framework, managers must have
professional indemnity insurance, must report to the
annual general meeting and can be removed at a
general meeting.
This bill will introduce much needed additional
professional and performance standards through
light-handed regulation rather than a full licensing
system. The bill recognises that with 65 000 owners
corporations, it is owners corporations themselves that
will be best placed to ensure that managers provide the
services they require.
Paid managers will be required to register with the
Business Licensing Authority. They will not be able to
be registered if they are insolvent or do not have
professional indemnity insurance. It will be an offence
to act as a professional manager without being
registered, or for a manager to supply false or
misleading information to the BLA.
A public register will also enable lot owners and
members of the public to have access to information
about registered managers, and allow CAV and the
Business Licensing Authority to disseminate
information to managers and to owners corporations
that are managed by registered managers, including
details of any orders made against managers. The bill
imposes a duty on managers to act honestly and in good
faith, to exercise due care and diligence, and not to
make improper use of their position. Managers must
also return financial records to the owners corporation
within 28 days of termination of their services as
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manager. The bill also clearly states the process for
appointment of managers.
The bill imposes specific performance standards on
property developers. The current legislative framework
is silent on the role of the developer in establishing the
owners corporation. Feedback received during the
public consultation phase included cases where
developers had awarded themselves irrevocable
proxies, or entered into long-term service contracts with
subsidiary or related companies that are not cost
competitive. These practices cannot be allowed to
continue. The bill therefore imposes duties on
developers for a period of five years following
registration of the plan of subdivision. These duties
require developers exercising a majority vote to act
honestly and in good faith, to exercise due care and
diligence, and to act in the interests of the owners
corporation.
More specifically, developers will be required to pursue
contractual remedies against builders for any defects in
the common property, and will be prohibited from
requiring owners to provide proxies or powers of
attorney as a condition of purchase. At the initial
meeting of the owners corporation, developers will be
obligated to table any contracts or leases entered into,
any maintenance plan, and any relevant accounts or
records.
As these provisions acknowledge, the provision of
accurate and up-to-date information in a timely fashion
is crucial for lot owners and purchasers. The current
legislative framework includes minimal record-keeping
requirements, and records are not available to
purchasers.
The bill will require that records be made available for
inspection by purchasers and that copies must be
provided for a reasonable fee. The bill also introduces
the concept of an owners corporation register of
important current information. This can be accessed by
lot owners, mortgagees and lot purchasers. Unlike the
current situation, the owners corporation certificate
must now be provided within 10 business days of an
application and in addition must also be attached to the
vendor’s statement required by section 32 of the Sale of
Land Act 1962, ensuring that potential purchasers can
obtain details of fees and other important matters before
committing themselves. The bill also introduces
provision for those persons whose details are recorded
to apply to VCAT to restrict access to personal
information in exceptional circumstances.
Under the existing regulations, there is only limited
guidance on committees. Committee powers are not
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defined. The duties of committees and the procedure by
which they must operate are also not clear, and no
performance standards are imposed.
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CORONERS AND HUMAN TISSUE ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading

This bill will clarify that the committee may do all the
things that the owners corporation can do by ordinary
resolution, except those that the owners corporation
itself resolves can only be decided at a general meeting.
It also clarifies committee procedures and how
committee meetings are called. The bill requires
committee members to act honestly and in good faith
and not to make improper use of their position.
Accountability is also built into the bill by the
requirement that the committee must report on its
activities to the annual general meeting. This provision
is reinforced by a requirement that the agenda for the
annual general meeting must include an insurance
update, consideration of the owners corporation budget
and any delegations, and a complaints handling report.
The current regulatory scheme for bodies corporate is
not serving Victorians well. The regulatory scheme is
sparse and limited in the guidance it provides to bodies
corporate and lot owners. Parts of it are not clear or
appear contradictory, and in many areas little guidance
is provided to individuals trying to run these
community organisations we call bodies corporate.
At a minimum this bill will fix this situation. It provides
much more detail on the roles and responsibilities of the
participants in the owners corporation, the office
bearers and the lot owners. It provides clearer
procedures and clarifies provisions that in the previous
act and regulations were unclear or contradictory.
In addition, this bill also provides for a range of new
features to assist in the smooth running of owners
corporations. It provides for more types of decisions by
ballot, it allows owners corporations to establish
maintenance plans and maintenance funds, and it
provides for much better access to key information
needed to run and participate in an owners corporation.
This new regulatory scheme should benefit everyone
living in an owners corporation.
I commend this bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr KOTSIRAS
(Bulleen).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This bill makes a range of amendments to the Coroners
Act 1985 and the Human Tissue Act 1982. The aim of
the majority of these amendments is to ensure that the
legislation reflects accepted medical practice in the
important fields of human tissue retrieval and autopsies.
As such, this bill will not introduce a new regime
governing these fields but rather clarify how these
practices are governed by the legislation.
I now turn to the specific amendments.
Part 9 of the Coroners Act 1985 establishes the
Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine (VIFM). The
bulk of the amendments to this act relate to that part.
VIFM runs the Donor Tissue Bank of Victoria
(DTBV), which is currently the only tissue bank in
Victoria that retrieves tissue from donors accessed
through a coronial system. The DTBV is also the only
multi-tissue bank in Australia, retrieving heart valves,
skin, corneas and musculoskeletal tissue (i.e., bones and
tendons).
The DTBV works closely with bereaved families on the
sensitive issue of tissue donation. Within 24 hours of a
body arriving at the coronial services centre as part of a
coronial investigation into the cause and circumstances
of the death, a family may be approached by DTBV’s
transplant and family liaison coordinators to discuss
tissue donation.
The DTBV adheres to strict protocols in the selection of
donors, in consent procedures and in the processing of
the tissue to ensure that no infectious or toxic agents are
transmitted to recipients. In 15 years of operation the
DTBV has provided over 10 000 tissue allografts to
recipients and to date it has had no reported case of
infection arising from their transplantation. This figure
represents the people whose lives have either been
saved, or whose quality of life has been improved, as a
direct result of the work of the DTBV and its parent
body, VIFM.
It is against this backdrop that I introduce the first set of
amendments to the Coroners Act 1985.
In recognition of the variety of invaluable work that
VIFM and the DTBV is engaged in, the bill clarifies
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that VIFM, and therefore the DTBV, has the following
additional objects and functions:
to receive tissue lawfully taken from living persons
and to process, store and supply the tissue for
transplantation to living persons or for use for other
therapeutic, medical or scientific purposes;
to remove tissue or receive tissue taken in
accordance with the Human Tissue Act 1982 from
deceased persons and to process, store and supply
the tissue for transplantation to living persons or for
use for therapeutic, medical or scientific purposes;
and
to receive, process, store and supply tissue taken (in
accordance with comparable corresponding laws)
from interstate or overseas for transplantation to
living persons or for use for other therapeutic,
medical or scientific purposes.
These amendments will provide VIFM with a solid
legislative basis for continuing its critical role in saving
and enhancing lives through tissue transplantation.
The bill also makes an amendment to section 27 of the
act which sets out the circumstances in which an
autopsy may be conducted under the act. Again, in the
interests of clarification, the bill spells out that mortuary
technicians (including forensic technicians) or scientists
under the general supervision of the pathologist or
doctor who is responsible for the performance of the
autopsy may assist in tissue removal.
A similar amendment is also made to the Human Tissue
Act 1982. That act, amongst other things, governs the
performance of non-coronial autopsies which are
performed at hospitals to gain a better appreciation of
the health of the person prior to their death.
These amendments ensure that the legislation matches
the accepted current medical practice both Australia
wide and internationally — whereby pathologists and
other medical practitioners conduct autopsies but are
assisted by technicians who are trained in tissue
retrieval. Once removed, the tissue is examined by the
medical practitioner who is conducting the autopsy.
Another aspect of the Human Tissue Act 1982 is its
regulation of the donation of tissue. To protect the
interests of living persons and out of respect for a
deceased person, it sets out detailed criteria for when
tissue can be removed for the purposes of transplant
into another person, or for other medical or scientific
purposes, such as medical research.
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Part 5 of the act governs when tissue may be removed
from a deceased person. The act allows tissue to be
removed with the consent of the person given prior to
their death, and if the views of the deceased are not
known, with the consent of the senior available next of
kin of the deceased. The family of the deceased play an
important role in decisions about tissue donation, and
are actively consulted by tissue donation practitioners.
This may be to ensure that they can give consent, or to
discuss whether the deceased objected to such a
donation, or to ascertain any other information that may
be needed to determine whether the donation should, or
should not, proceed.
There can be a number of practitioners involved,
depending upon the tissue that is being considered for
donation, and the circumstances of the deceased’s
death. For example, in the case of a person who has
died in hospital and whose organs may be suitable for
transplant, the family is approached by either hospital
staff or separate organ donation coordinators. If a
person may be eligible to donate corneas then the next
of kin may be contacted by eye donor coordinators. If
the deceased is located at VIFM, the institute’s
coordinators will generally consult the family.
Tissue donation and transplant is a highly complex
area. For this reason there is a high degree of
specialisation in the performance of tasks, to ensure that
each person has the required expertise. The
communications with the next of kin to obtain consent
to proceed are likely to be carried out by a transplant or
donation coordinator. Not surprisingly, that person may
not be the one who performs the actual removal of
tissue, where this is authorised under the act.
Similarly, in the case of a deceased person located at a
hospital, the act requires a designated officer to check
that the various requirements of the act have been met
before the donation can proceed. However, it may be a
donor coordinator who speaks to the family.
The bill amends the act to recognise this division of
labour within health and donation services. If the
person who authorises the removal has not been
involved in all stages personally, they must be satisfied
that all that is required has been done. Ultimate
responsibility is still, however, vested in the one person,
to ensure that the safeguards in the act are adhered to.
The establishment of specialist tissue and organ
donation services (including banking and transplant
facilities) also means that a number of health
professionals may be involved in ascertaining whether
any particular tissue would be suitable for donation,
where that tissue has been removed from the body of a
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deceased person, or is about to be so removed, in
accordance with the act. This assessment of suitability
is a vital part of transplant procedures. It ensures that
there is no unacceptable risk of harm to the recipient of
tissue, such as transmission of a disease from the tissue.
For instance, a person may have died in an accident and
initially appear suitable as a donor, but on examination
it becomes clear that they had a form of cancer that
renders their tissue unfit for removal for transplant into
another person. This will only be known if the donation
coordinator can have timely access to relevant medical
information. The bill clarifies that such
communications are authorised.
This is consistent with the objects of the Health
Records Act 2001, which is to balance the public
interest in protecting privacy with the legitimate use of
that information, which includes promoting high
quality in health services and ensuring patient safety.
To reflect this balance, use and disclosure of relevant
information is limited to persons who need to know it,
such as health service providers and organ and tissue
donation and banking staff. In addition, the use and
disclosure of the information would only be authorised
to the extent necessary for the purposes of those
provisions of the act that relate to the removal of tissue
from deceased persons, including assessing whether the
tissue would be suitable for transplantation.
The high degree of specialisation that exists across the
health sector generally is also evident in the practice of
who performs the removal of tissue from a deceased
person, where the statutory criteria for removal are met.
In the case of whole organs such as heart, lung and
kidneys that are removed in hospitals for transplant into
another person, the removal is performed by specially
trained medical practitioners.
However, there are other kinds of tissue which can be
removed quite safely and effectively by trained
technicians rather than medical practitioners, and this is
of invaluable service to the community. The act
currently allows eye and skin tissue to be removed by
persons prescribed in regulations. This includes
specified classes of person who work at VIFM. The bill
will enable other tissue to be removed by prescribed
persons, in recognition of the role that trained
technicians can play, such as VIFM technicians who
remove musculoskeletal tissue and cardiac tissue.
As I have already indicated, the primary purpose of the
act is the protection of donors, and it contains numerous
safeguards to prevent harm arising from the
inappropriate removal of tissue from a potential donor.
The provisions are drafted with this in mind.
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Amendment of the act is required to clarify the scope of
its operation. For instance, tissue can be removed from
a living person for their own benefit. This might be
when a blood sample is taken from a patient to test for
the presence of a disease that a medical practitioner
considers the patient may have, or where a cancer
tumour is removed from a patient to save their life.
These removals are for therapeutic purposes and are
carried out with the consent of the patient, or in a
medical emergency.
The act provides that such procedures are not subject to
the act, as the statutory criteria regarding donation for
transplant are not necessary in this quite different
context. This explicit exclusion is confined to
procedures carried out by a medical practitioner.
However, other health service providers may also be
involved in the removal of some kinds of tissue.
Dentists remove teeth. Nurses take blood samples.
Podiatrists remove some skin and nails. The health
sector has generally understood that the act does not
apply in such cases, where the removal is for the benefit
of the patient and not for the purposes of donation. One
of the changes to the act in this bill is to clearly reflect
this understanding; it allows providers to remove tissue
as is suitable to their particular situation. Common law
governing health care will of course continue to apply
to these removals, such as the law of negligence, public
health laws and the statutory regimes that govern the
conduct of practitioners.
In conclusion, this bill will improve the operation of
these two important acts and ensure that they reflect
and require sound medical and forensic practice.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr McINTOSH
(Kew).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.

MINERAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
(SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this bill is to amend the Mineral
Resources Development Act 1990 to further support the
sustainable development of the minerals industry in
Victoria. The Bracks government is committed to
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sustainable development across Victoria, and the
introduction of this bill demonstrates implementation of
that commitment specifically in the context of the
mineral resources sector.
The bill will amend the title of the Mineral Resources
Development Act 1990 to explicitly mention
‘sustainable development’, thereby creating the Mineral
Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990. The
new title aligns with the current purpose and objectives
of the act, and is complemented by the introduction of
sustainable development principles which will guide
decision making under the legislation.
The sustainable development focus is further evidenced
by the following amendments which I will now speak
about in more detail.
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inquiry demonstrated an absence of dialogue with the
community in some circumstances. It is the notion of an
‘absence of dialogue’ that we are seeking to address
with the introduction of the duty and community
engagement plans.
As has been noted, for the many progressive mining
companies operating in Victoria, the introduction of this
duty validates the excellent work they have been doing
in the arena of community engagement.
The duty will encourage companies to engage with
their communities across the life cycle of a mine from
exploration to rehabilitation, including the operational
phase of a mine. It will complement existing
consultation mechanisms required under other
legislation such as planning and environment
legislation.

Duty to consult and community engagement plans
Genuine community engagement is an essential
component of sustainable development. However, there
is no provision in the act to specifically foster increased
engagement between miners and the communities they
work in and with. This situation will change as a result
of this bill.
The bill introduces a duty to consult, which will
recognise local communities as key stakeholders in the
act. Community engagement plans are being introduced
to document the commitments a licensee will make to
consult with its community.
These measures are being introduced in direct response
to concerns expressed by community members living
close to mining operations. The government has
listened closely to these concerns, and is determined to
send a signal that community engagement cannot end
once all necessary approvals and consents have been
achieved.
In introducing these amendments, it is acknowledged
that government cannot legislate as to the quality of
community engagement that is undertaken by mining
companies. How a licensee chooses to engage with its
community is a matter for it to evaluate, and the nature
of mines and their communities varies greatly.
However, the benefits of meaningful consultation are
already being felt by progressive mining companies and
we would encourage all miners in Victoria to embrace
these reforms and engage effectively with their
communities.
In its report, the inquiry into sections 45 and 46
observed that despite the prevailing view within the
minerals industry that it must have a social licence to
operate, submissions from community members to the

Licensees undertaking mining will be required to
develop a community engagement plan. For
exploration, it is proposed that a community
engagement plan may be required as part of the work
plan, but would not be mandatory. This approach is
proposed, as there are a much greater variety of
exploration operations ranging from low-level
short-term work through to large-scale operations.
The community engagement plan will form part of a
licensee’s work plan. Broad requirements for
community engagement plans will be provided under
regulations. It is also proposed that the government will
develop supporting guidance to provide practical
assistance to companies about models of community
engagement.
Once developed, a company’s community engagement
plan is a manifestation of its commitment to
engagement. ‘Community’ will not be defined by this
bill. Rather, it is anticipated that companies will define
their community as part of their community
engagement plan. These plans are expected to be
tailored and flexible, ranging from a minimal plan
where there is little community, through to a detailed
plan for larger scale, longer term operations that are
close to significant communities.
Amendments in response to the inquiry into
sections 45 and 46
This bill provides the government’s legislative response
to the report and recommendations of the inquiry into
sections 45 and 46 of the act. Known colloquially as the
‘100-metre rule’, these sections ensure that licensees
cannot undertake works within 100 metres of certain
natural and man-made features without the requisite
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consent under section 45 or authorisation from the
minister under section 46.
Uncertainty about the operation of section 45 stemmed
from a decision made by the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) in 2004. The findings
in this decision contrasted with the common
understanding and practice within industry and
government, leading to questions about the validity of
existing consents and uncertainty for industry and
community stakeholders about the operation of
section 45. Subsequently, an independent inquiry was
conducted which examined the issues surrounding
sections 45 and 46 in more detail. The inquiry produced
a substantial report containing recommendations for
legislative change to the act.
The bill confirms the validity of established approved
mining and exploration operations that were reliant on
consents under section 45. The need to legislate to
resolve the significant uncertainty surrounding the
validity of such consents was a key recommendation of
the inquiry.
The bill also seeks to provide greater clarity for all
parties about future consents provided under section 45
for new works. In doing so, the development of this bill
has been guided by the inquiry’s report and its
recommendations. Many of the recommendations have
been adopted, although some of the approaches have
been modified in the development of these
amendments, primarily to make them more practicable.
Licensees will continue to be required to obtain consent
for new works within 100 metres of dwelling houses,
Aboriginal heritage areas and relics, and cultural
heritage sites, places and objects. However, other items
currently listed in section 45 will be repealed. Some of
these items reflect historical legislation and are now
more effectively and comprehensively safeguarded
through modern planning and environment protection
frameworks. Other items will be further safeguarded
through other mechanisms introduced into the act by
this bill.
Gardens, orchards, farm buildings and water sources
that are directly associated with a dwelling house will
be effectively safeguarded through amendments that
will also ensure more clear and certain measurement of
the 100-metre zone in relation to dwelling houses. For
small allotments of 0.4 hectares or less, the 100 metres
will be measured from the title boundary. For houses on
large allotments, the 100 metres will be measured from
a surrounding buffer of 25 metres to be measured from
the eaves of the house. In practice, these requirements
will mean that all gardens, buildings and water sources
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on small allotments or within the 25-metre buffer for
large allotments will be safeguarded. The basis for
measuring the 100 metres will also be clear to all
parties.
The bill will remove the limited, historical, poorly
defined public places and buildings from section 45 and
introduce an explicit power for the minister to place a
condition on a licence to protect a significant
community facility if required. This new power will
operate similarly to the current general power that
minister has to protect the environment, enabling a
condition to be set if the minister considers it necessary
for the protection of the community facility. This
approach provides greater flexibility as it will enable
the minister to set risk and performance based
conditions directly on a licence, and it is not limited to
the items previously listed under section 45 or to
100 metres. Safeguarding community facilities will be
undertaken on a case-by-case basis through the
minister’s condition-setting power which will operate
independent of section 45.
Amendments will clarify that new section 45 consents,
once provided by the owner of a dwelling house, bind
subsequent owners and occupiers, and cannot be
withdrawn. This is needed to provide security for
investors. Conditions on such consent can be provided,
but only with respect to variations for distance or depth.
A process for recording new consents under section 45
is established as a result of this bill. Consents will need
to be in writing and recorded on the mining register.
Amendments are also being made to streamline consent
powers with consent required from owners of dwelling
houses only. Responsibility for consents affecting
cultural heritage places and objects protected by the
Heritage Act 1995 will lie with the executive director of
Heritage Victoria as a result of this bill.
The package of amendments reinforce that section 45
provides for a ‘one-off’ consent to be granted or refused
at the time a mine is being first established. However, a
new consent under section 45 will be required if a
licensee wants to vary mining works that are within the
100-metre zone, and the variation is significant enough
to trigger a new planning permit or for works near
items under section 45(1)(a)(xiii) a planning permit or
an environment effects statement (EES) is required. For
significant variations to exploration works within the
100-metre zone, the department head will have the
capacity to direct the licensee to obtain fresh consent
under section 45.
A definition of ‘dwelling house’ is being included for
the purpose of sections 45 and 46. A new definition of
‘works’ will also be included to clarify the scope of
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future new works that will trigger section 45. The
definition covers key exploration and mining activities,
but does not include low impact exploration. However,
amendments are being made to clarify that low impact
exploration still requires all necessary consents and
other authorities, including consent from private
landowners irrespective, of whether the low impact
exploration is conducted under a mining licence or an
exploration licence.
Amendments to strengthen environmental
considerations
The bill will strengthen environmental considerations
under the act by making improvements to rehabilitation
provisions and clarifying powers to establish
environmental offsets.
There has been some uncertainty regarding the extent to
which the full range of environmental offsets can be
implemented under existing licence condition powers.
The bill resolves this uncertainty by establishing a clear
head of power for an environmental offset to be set as a
condition of licence. This will ensure that the full range
of offsets can be implemented and enforced, including
offsets that may be outside the licence boundary. In
turn, this increases the level of flexibility open to
government and licensees in implementing government
offset policies such as the Native Vegetation
Framework.
The minister will be able to set a condition specifically
for environmental offsets including requiring works
outside the licence area boundary. This will
significantly enhance the options for licensees to pursue
innovative solutions which may be less expensive than
traditional approaches and generate net environmental
and community benefits. The condition setting power
will enable the impacts from the mining activity to be
offset. It cannot extend to impacts from down stream
processing, such as potential impacts from the use of
mined materials as this is outside the scope of the act.
Offset requirements will be determined by reference to
established government policies, guidelines and
standards. The licensee will not be permitted to
commence works under the licence until any required
environmental offset has been provided or a contract
for its future provision agreed in satisfaction of the
licence condition. Compliance with environmental
offset conditions will be ensured through the usual
enforcement mechanisms under the act.
Rehabilitation of land is an integral part of the mineral
resources development framework. The bill strengthens
rehabilitation components by enabling the minister to
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require a licensee to undertake an assessment of its
rehabilitation liability. To provide assurance as to the
independence and quality of such assessments,
provision is also being made for the minister to require
that an assessment of rehabilitation liability be certified
by an environmental auditor appointed under
section 53S of the Environment Protection Act 1970.
Consequential amendments are being made to the
Environment Protection Act 1970 as a result of this bill
to enable auditors to undertake these functions.
These amendments will strengthen the information base
in relation to rehabilitation liability across the state. The
introduction of third party auditing will enable
independent and credible information to be provided to
aid the minister in making decisions in relation to
rehabilitation bonds. Provision is also made to enable
the minister to require a licensee to engage an auditor to
certify that land has been rehabilitated, prior to the
minister making a decision whether to return a bond
under section 82.
The approvals process for rehabilitation bonds will be
streamlined by removing the requirement to consult
with councils in relation to bonds for exploration on
private land. This will enable the minister to
expeditiously increase the level of a bond for
exploration above the standard bond amount in
circumstances where more intensive exploration is
proposed.
Amendments to enhance coal allocation
The minerals allocation framework will be enhanced by
amendments that introduce two new processes to
enable direct allocation of coal that is subject to an
exemption under section 7 of the act. As a result,
government will have greater flexibility to allocate
valuable coal reserves in the Latrobe Valley.
The government is the steward of large quantities of
coal in the Latrobe Valley. The majority of this coal is
subject to an exemption under the act, which effectively
quarantines it from exploration and mining licence
applications. This exemption is in place due to the
strategic value of this coal as a resource for energy,
particularly electricity generation.
The process for minerals allocation under the act aims
to maximise competition, thereby maximising resource
value while ensuring transparency and accountability in
the allocation process is maintained.
For Latrobe Valley coal the allocation process
commences with the minister revoking or ‘lifting’ the
exemption over the particular area of coal. Once the
exemption is lifted, the minister may call for
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applications for licences over the area or run a tender
process to determine which companies should have
access to the coal.
The absence of a process to enable direct allocation in
certain circumstances has proved to be a limitation.
Typically an exhaustive process of negotiation and
government consideration is conducted before a
decision is made to allocate a major project access to
coal. Despite this, the act does not enable direct
allocation in any circumstances. This is inefficient and
creates investor uncertainty.
The bill introduces a new division into the act to enable
direct allocation of coal in specified circumstances. The
minister will be able to allocate coal to successful
tenderers under a prior competitive process that is
equivalent to a tender under section 27 of the act and in
circumstances where access to coal is required to
implement the requirements of the tender.
The Governor in Council will be able to directly
allocate coal in circumstances of state interest. Such
circumstances are likely to be rare, and a potential
applicant will be required to put a case to government
articulating the value to the state of its proposed project,
including but not limited to the proposed coal
allocation. The case put by an applicant will be
considered in the context of economic, social and
environmental considerations, including whether the
case is compelling enough to outweigh the potential
benefits of allocating the coal through a tender process.
An applicant’s financial and engineering capabilities
will be assessed as well as their access to critical
technologies.
These new processes will still be subject to the open
and transparent processes under the act, including
public advertising of applications, notification of
relevant authorities and the opportunity for third party
objections to be lodged. An applicant will still need to
demonstrate that it is a fit and proper person, intends to
comply with the act, has a genuine intention to do
work, has an appropriate work program and is likely to
be able to finance the proposed work and associated
rehabilitation. A licence granted under either process
will still be subject to all the requirements of the act,
including gaining all other necessary approvals such as
planning and work plan approvals, obtaining necessary
consents and negotiating compensation agreements,
undertaking rehabilitation and paying royalties.
Summary of other amendments
A number of additional amendments are introduced by
this bill. These amendments accord with the sustainable
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development theme of this bill as together they provide
a package of amendments that will enhance certainty,
consistency, transparency and accountability under the
act.
The bill introduces amendments to the act which will
enable statutory codes of practice to be made by the
minister. Unlike regulations the failure to comply with
a code would not of itself create an offence. Rather
codes are being introduced to provide greater
understanding about the act and may be developed to
communicate best practice, consolidate requirements
for particular sectors or articulate how licensees or
other approval holders can comply with particular
obligations under the act.
Amendments are also being introduced to enable the
minister to establish advisory panels to consider and
advise on matters relating to mining and exploration
and the administration of the act. A new part is being
introduced into the act which covers appointment of
panels and procedures including public hearings,
receiving of submissions and reporting.
The mining warden will be required to provide an
annual report of his or her activities to the minister.
This mechanism will ensure that the key dispute
resolution and investigative functions undertaken by the
mining warden are documented on an annual basis,
increasing transparency and accountability.
Inspectors powers under the act are being amended and
updated. New divisions are being introduced into the
act to set out comprehensive inspectors powers
including powers of entry, powers to apply for search
warrants and powers to give directions. The
amendments also place obligations on inspectors in
exercising such powers. Amendments are also being
made to notice powers to enable better enforcement of
illegal mining activities and other potential
contraventions of the act. As a result of these
amendments, inspectors will be better placed to
encourage improved performance and deter poor
performance.
Finally, a series of miscellaneous amendments are also
being made to improve the regulatory framework for
mineral resources development, including correcting
drafting errors and anomalies.
The amendments introduced by this bill will integrate
sustainable development considerations into the act,
result in improvements that strengthen social and
environmental aspects, and ensure that the regulatory
framework continues to be credible and robust. This bill
is a tangible expression of the Bracks government’s
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ongoing commitment to the sustainable development of
Victoria’s mineral resources.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.

VICTORIAN RENEWABLE ENERGY BILL
Second reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Large reductions in greenhouse gas emissions are
expected to be necessary by the middle of the century
to mitigate the impacts of climate change. Sustainable
growth in a strong local renewable energy industry will
support the achievement of significant cuts in
greenhouse gas emissions.
Victoria will lead Australia in the development of a
renewable energy industry with the introduction of the
Victorian renewable energy target (VRET) scheme
established by this bill.
This bill plays a key part in delivering the government’s
commitment to increase the share of Victoria’s
electricity consumption from renewable sources to
10 per cent and to facilitate 1000 megawatts in wind
power generation.
The bill establishes a requirement for electricity
retailers to purchase an additional 3274 gigawatt hours
of renewable energy by 2016. We have chosen that
year after careful consideration of its impacts on
electricity prices and the need for a long-term flow of
work for the renewable energy industry.
We are taking this step to fill a void left by the
commonwealth’s failure to extend the mandatory
renewable energy target (MRET) scheme. The Howard
government has failed to do so despite the sensible
recommendations of its own Tambling review.
The Victorian renewable energy target scheme is
responsible and balanced. It provides the renewable
energy industry with the certainty of steady but not
excessive growth over a 10-year period which will limit
increases in retail electricity prices and avoid creating
large losses for existing generators.
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In addition to the VRET scheme, we will continue to
work towards our ambitious 10 per cent renewable
energy target as early as 2010, through a range of
complementary measures to promote renewable energy
in Victoria.
These include further promotion of voluntary green
power purchases by households and businesses in
Victoria, solar power on houses, technology support
and energy smart zones.
These additional measures could add to our renewable
energy capacity, taking the level of renewable energy as
high as 12 per cent by 2016.
Almost 70 per cent of Victoria’s greenhouse gas
emissions are from the stationary energy sector. In
December 2004 the government released its
Greenhouse Challenge for Energy position paper.
The Greenhouse Challenge for Energy proposed a
comprehensive policy framework to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions from the stationary (non-transport)
energy sector while continuing to ensure that Victorians
have access to a secure, efficient and affordable supply
of energy.
To prepare for a carbon-constrained future, the
government recognised that it would need to pursue a
range of policy initiatives including support for the
introduction of a national emissions trading scheme, a
renewable energy strategy, an energy efficiency
strategy and the energy technology innovation strategy.
The government also supported the expansion of the
MRET. However, with the commonwealth’s failure to
extend the MRET scheme the government decided to
introduce a state-based market scheme.
It is premature to support a single strategy to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions at this stage — there is no
silver bullet to address climate change — rather all of
these initiatives must work together as part of a sound
energy policy.
The government’s decisions on the design of a
state-based market scheme are contained within the bill.
The government’s approach is in line with the views of
the International Energy Agency, which released a
report in February 2006 urging governments not to
leave such developments to the market. Rather, the
International Energy Agency called on governments to
improve market deployment strategies for renewable
energy technologies, ensuring continued improvements
in their cost competitiveness.
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The bill provides investment certainty and ensures that
a number of major investments in regional Victoria will
proceed. VRET will trigger up to $2 billion of new
investment in renewable energy projects over the next
10 years.

(c) to encourage regional investment and
employment;

VRET will result in greenhouse gas abatement of
27 million tonnes over its full life, or an average of
1.13 million tonnes per year. This is equivalent to
taking all of Victoria’s 3 million cars off the road for
two years.

(e) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Extensive analysis has been conducted to demonstrate
that the government’s target is able to be met in a
cost-effective manner and offers real economic benefits
to regional Victoria. These are benefits which go
beyond simply the achievement of greenhouse gas
reductions.
VRET will create up to 2200 new jobs in the renewable
energy industry and up to $2 billion in capital
investment, mostly in provincial Victoria. VRET will
cost the average Victorian household less than $1 per
month (starting in 2008) and will only increase an
average household electricity bill by $8 for the year.
The Bracks government has recently announced cuts in
average power prices for households and small
businesses of between $33 and $57 over the next two
years.
The government will invest $1.5 million to establish the
scheme.
I now turn to the features of the bill.
This bill implements a commitment to introduce a
mandatory target (3274 gigawatt hours by 2016) for the
uptake of new renewable energy. This will result in
over 5000 gigawatt hours from renewable energy in
total by 2016.
The bill provides for a market-based measure to
promote the development of renewable energy
generation through the establishment of a scheme for
the creation of renewable energy certificates by
generators, and the surrender of these certificates by
relevant entities. Relevant entities are sellers of
electricity and wholesale purchasers of electricity.
The objects of the bill are as follows:
(a) to encourage additional generation of
electricity from renewable energy sources;
(b) to encourage investment in the generation of
renewable energy and the development of
renewable energy technologies;

(d) to contribute to the diversity of Victoria’s
energy supplies; and

The bill provides for the VRET scheme to come into
operation on 1 January 2007.
Part 2 of the bill provides for the creation of renewable
energy certificates. Renewable energy certificates can
only be created by an accredited power station in
respect of electricity generated prior to 1 January 2031.
An accredited power station under the bill can be
situated either in Victoria or in another state or territory
in which an approved interstate renewable energy
regime applies. An interstate renewable energy regime
can be approved if amongst other things, the approval
would complement, and not detract from, the
achievement of the purpose and objects of this bill and
the approval would not impose unreasonable costs on
purchasers of electricity in Victoria.
Under the bill a power station is eligible for
accreditation if the power it generates is from an
eligible renewable energy source.
Eligible renewable energy sources include, for
example, hydro, wave, wind, solar, biomass and
geothermal.
Renewable energy certificates may be created for
electricity generated from new renewable energy
generating units that commence commercial operation
from 1 January 2007. An individual generator may
create certificates for 15 years from the time it starts
commercial operation.
Certificates will be electronic and will be traceable to
the point of origin by the unique identification code
allocated to each certificate.
An audited electricity generation return must be lodged
each year detailing the amount of electricity generated
by the power station during the previous year, the
number of certificates created during that year and other
information specified by the rules.
The bill also provides for the creation of certificates by
small generation units installed on or after 1 January
2007. A small generating unit is a device that generates
electricity from an eligible renewable energy source but
is specified by the rules to be small. It is intended that
the compliance regime for small units will be simpler
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than for larger units to reduce the costs associated with
this scheme. The key difference will be that a certain
number of certificates will be deemed for the life of a
small generating unit whereas certificates will only be
created by larger units after electricity has been
generated.
Small generating units will include, for example, wind
generators with a rating of no more than 10 kilowatts
and which generate no more than 25 megawatt hours of
electricity each year.
Once created, certificates may be registered by the
scheme administrator, which is to be the Essential
Services Commission. Certificates that have been
registered may be transferred. A certificate may be
surrendered, in which case the certificate ceases to be
valid. The commission must update its register to show
the transfer and surrender of certificates.
I will now focus on the obligations imposed by the bill
on relevant entities, covered by part 3, acquisition of
electricity and part 4, renewable energy shortfall.
A relevant entity is a retailer or wholesale purchaser of
electricity acquired for use in Victoria.
The renewable power percentage is the mechanism
used to determine a relevant entity’s renewable energy
requirement. It is therefore also the basis for
determining how many certificates are required to be
surrendered to meet each relevant entity’s renewable
energy requirement. The renewable power percentage
will increase as the interim targets increase.
The bill provides that a relevant entity must surrender
sufficient certificates to cover their renewable energy
requirement in each year.
A relevant entity that does not surrender enough
certificates in a year is liable to pay a penalty.
The penalty payable by a relevant entity for a year is
based on the number of certificates that have not been
surrendered and the penalty rate for that year.
The shortfall penalty rate has been set at a level to
support compliance and at the same time impose
reasonable limits on the costs faced by businesses.
Part 5 of the bill establishes requirements to record and
report liabilities incurred under the bill and the
surrendering of certificates to meet those liabilities. For
example, the bill provides that a relevant entity must
lodge a statement for a year on or before 30 April in the
following year.
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The remainder of the bill covers the following:
part 6 deals with the civil enforcement regime;
part 7 establishes an internal merits review process;
parts 8 and 9 address the administration of the VRET
scheme, its registers and publication of key annual
data and an annual report on the operation of the
VRET scheme;
part 10 provides for the VRET scheme’s information
gathering powers;
part 11 deals with the appointment and inspection
powers of authorised officers;
part 12 deals with confidentiality; and
part 13 deals with a range of matters including the
fixing and charging of fees.
Part 8 of the bill provides that the commission will be
required to administer the scheme. Part 14 provides for
consequential amendments to the Essential Services
Commission Act 2001 to empower the commission to
administer the scheme.
The bill provides for the development of rules for
carrying out or giving effect to the bill. The rules must
be prepared according to the consultation requirements
of the Charter of Consultation and Regulatory Practice
published under the Essential Services Commission Act
2001.
The bill provides for a review of the operation of the
VRET scheme by the end of 2011. The review will
assess whether it is working effectively and achieving
its objects. The matters to be considered in the review
include whether the targets and the penalty rate under
the VRET scheme are appropriate considering the
interests of existing generators, the renewable energy
industry and Victorian energy consumers.
This is a significant day in the history of the Victorian
Parliament. We have a proud history of reform which is
continued in this bill. This bill is the first legislation of
its kind developed in any state or territory in Australia
and one of only a few worldwide.
Having drawn on detailed analysis and substantial
stakeholder input, the government has developed a
carefully tailored scheme that balances the interests of
the renewable energy industry, existing generators and
Victorian energy consumers. Because the VRET
scheme is a market-based scheme it will meet the
government’s renewable energy targets at the lowest
cost.
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The target of 10 per cent renewables by 2016 (or an
additional 3274 gigawatt hours of new renewables) is
achievable and goes a long way towards preparing
Victoria for a carbon-constrained future. It builds on
Victoria’s national — and international — leadership
position in sound energy policy.
With the passage of the bill, further development of the
Victorian renewable energy industry will encourage
regional investment and employment. Additionally it
will produce significant reductions in greenhouse gases
for years to come.
If not us, who? If not now, when? Today is the day for
Victoria to assume its rightful place in leading the
nation towards a sustainable energy future.
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rivers and streams. They extend over a variety of public
land, including national parks, state forest and public
land water frontages.
The heritage river areas contain significant nature
conservation, recreation, scenic or cultural heritage
attributes, and are located across the state. The diverse
nature of these areas is illustrated by:
the limestone cliffs of the Glenelg heritage river and
the river red gums and terminal lakes of the
Wimmera;
the cool temperate rainforests of the Aire and the dry
forests of the Lerderderg;

I commend the bill to the house.

the floodplain meanders along the Goulburn, Ovens
and Yarra;

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).

the steep valleys of the Howqua, Big, Mitta Mitta,
Aberfeldy and Thomson;

Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.

the spectacular gorges of the Mitchell, Snowy and
Genoa;

HERITAGE RIVERS (FURTHER
PROTECTION) BILL
Second reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The Heritage Rivers (Further Amendment) Bill amends
the Heritage Rivers Act 1992 to prevent the
construction in all heritage river areas of new and
extended impoundments, barriers and structures that
impede the passage of water fauna. It also amends the
provisions in the act relating to management plans and
makes some other, minor amendments.
The bill continues the Bracks government’s significant
water reforms — reforms that are being undertaken in
the long-term interests of the community, water users
and the environment. In particular, the bill reinforces
the government’s commitment to protecting and
improving the environmental health of our rivers.
Heritage river areas
Victoria’s 18 heritage river areas are designated under
the Heritage Rivers Act, which arose out of the former
Land Conservation Council’s Rivers and Streams
Special Investigation. They comprise public land along
stretches of various rivers totalling approximately 2000
kilometres of Victoria’s 56 000 kilometres of named

the rugged and remote terrain of the Upper Buchan
and Suggan Buggan; and
the estuary of the Bemm.
Importantly, the Mitchell River is the largest river
without a dam in south-eastern Australia.
Further protecting our heritage rivers
The Heritage Rivers Act requires the relevant managing
authorities to protect the significant attributes of the
heritage river areas. It also emphasises the importance
of free-flowing streams by requiring the managing
authorities to take all reasonable steps to ensure that the
areas are maintained without further interference to
their free-flowing state, except as provided for in the
act.
The act currently prohibits new impoundments, barriers
and structures that impede the passage of water fauna in
14 of the 18 heritage river areas, except with the
approval of the Governor in Council. New
impoundments, barriers and impeding structures may
be permitted in the Wimmera, Lerderderg, Yarra and
Big heritage river areas, some subject to certain
conditions being met.
The bill gives further protection to Victoria’s heritage
rivers by prohibiting new and extended impoundments,
barriers and impeding structures in all heritage river
areas. Any new impoundment would therefore require
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an amendment to the act, which is appropriate given the
status of these areas.
The bill reflects the government’s view that new
in-stream reservoirs are not a sustainable water
management solution — new dams are not the answer.
It also implements Labor’s 1999 election policy to
prohibit the damming of rivers protected under the
Heritage Rivers Act, including the Mitchell River.
The added protection afforded our heritage river areas
highlights the importance of some of Victoria’s most
significant streams and is consistent with the
commitments in the Victorian River Health strategy to
protect rivers of highest community value and maintain
the condition of ecologically healthy rivers.
It also reinforces the government’s commitment in Our
Water Our Future to significantly improving the
environmental health of our rivers. This commitment
includes improving environmental flows in rivers such
as the Wimmera, Glenelg, Werribee, Thomson,
Macalister, Snowy and Murray.
Flowing from these commitments has been a wide
range of government initiatives to improve the
environmental health of our rivers, including heritage
rivers. These include:
legislating to establish the environmental water
reserve;
making a major investment in major water
infrastructure projects, including the Wimmera–
Mallee pipeline so that savings can be directed to
improving the health of the Wimmera and Glenelg
rivers;
investing in protecting and restoring riparian land
across the state, including along the Goulburn River;
increasing environmental flows in the Thomson
River from water savings in Melbourne;
delivering water savings to the Snowy River and
introducing legislation to prevent the sale of
Victoria’s share in Snowy Hydro so that
environmental flows are protected in the future; and
developing regional river health strategies across the
state to deliver river health objectives.
Management plans
The Heritage Rivers Act requires a management plan to
be prepared for each heritage river area and each of the
26 natural catchment areas that are also protected under
the act.
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The bill takes the opportunity to update the
management plan provisions in the act. The
amendments continue to acknowledge the importance
of management planning for these areas. However, they
recognise that, since the act was proclaimed, other plans
or strategies prepared in relation to public land have
also addressed the management of these areas, and will
continue to do so. It is not efficient to duplicate this
work.
In particular, various management plans prepared since
1992 for national and state parks and state forest have
recognised heritage river and natural catchment areas.
Also, catchment management authorities have been
created since 1992 and have a charter to take an
integrated approach to the protection and management
of catchments. In recent times, as caretakers of river
health, they have been preparing regional river health
strategies to establish regional priorities for river
protection and restoration, including heritage river
areas. In essence, waterway planning and management
have improved dramatically since heritage river
management plans were originally proposed. Total
catchment management is a more comprehensive way
to manage the values of our rivers.
However, the proposed amendments allow the minister
to take these other plans and strategies into account
when deciding whether to require a management plan
to be prepared under the Heritage Rivers Act. The
minister may decide that a plan is required if he or she
considers that the management requirements for these
areas are not adequately addressed in other plans and
strategies. The minister can specify that such a plan
should be prepared for one or more parts of a heritage
river area or should deal with a particular aspect of
management that is not covered in other plans or
strategies. The amendments, therefore, effectively
allow gaps to be filled if any are identified.
The Department of Sustainability and Environment will
assess existing plans and strategies that cover heritage
river and natural catchment areas to identify what plans
may be required under the act. However, it is envisaged
that only a relatively few plans, if any, will be needed.
In summary, the amendments will make the
management planning process for these areas more
efficient but ensure that, overall, there are no gaps. The
provisions in the act regarding public consultation and
notification of plans in the Government Gazette are
retained, and the tabling and disallowance procedures
relating to any plan prepared under the act are updated.
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Conclusion
The Bracks government is proud of its water reforms.
In the context of this bill it is particularly proud of those
that place a greater emphasis on improving the
environmental health of our rivers. That the reforms are
occurring at a time of significantly reduced rainfall
draws attention to the importance of water to our future
and to the finite nature of the resource — a resource
which both the community and the environment must
share.
The increased protection afforded by this bill to our
heritage rivers recognises the value of not further
impairing their free-flowing state. In doing so, it will
help to ensure a more environmentally sustainable
future for some of our most precious rivers.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.

CATCHMENT AND LAND PROTECTION
(FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Weeds and pest animals pose a significant threat to
primary production and biodiversity in Victoria. They
reduce farm and forest productivity, with the direct cost
of weeds to Victorian agriculture estimated at more
than $900 million per year. Weeds displace native
species and contribute to land and water degradation.
Invasive species are recognised internationally as the
second most significant threat to natural ecosystems.
The Victorian government works hard to reduce the
impact of weeds by anticipating potential weed
problems, responding to existing weed problems and
assisting landowners to meet their responsibilities with
regard to weed and pest animal control. This work
requires the support of a strong legislative framework
under which weed and pest animal control can be
regulated.
In Victoria, this is provided for under the Catchment
and Land Protection Act 1994. This act forms a
fundamental part of the legislative framework for land
management in Victoria and contains the provisions
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which govern responsibility and control for all noxious
weeds and pest animals. The act places responsibility
on landowners to eradicate or prevent the growth and
spread of certain types of noxious weeds and to
eradicate or prevent the spread of established pest
animals on their properties.
The government works cooperatively with community
groups such as Landcare to implement control
programs for weeds and pest animals. However, where
some land-holders continue to fail to meet their
responsibilities, it is necessary to enforce the
requirements of the act. This enforcement action not
only ensures that weed and pest animal problems are in
fact addressed, it also ensures that the cooperative
efforts of the rest of the community and the government
are not in vain.
However, a significant deficiency in the act has been in
the ability to enforce requirements for landowners to
take measures to control pest plants and animals on
their properties in a timely manner. To that end the
Catchment and Land Protection (Further Amendment)
Bill seeks to amend the act to introduce new
enforcement mechanisms, including the issuing of
infringement notices, and improve existing enforcement
mechanisms that will enhance the management and
eradication of weeds and pest animals in Victoria.
These provisions relating to enforcement will work in
conjunction with and complement extension work in
the relevant area.
The bill will improve existing provisions under the act
enabling the issue of a land management notice.
Currently, a land management notice is the principal
instrument under the act for requiring land-holders to
meet their obligations for weed or pest animal control.
Such a notice is issued to a landowner who has failed to
comply with his or her duties for pest control. The main
existing offence under the act is failure to comply with
a land management notice.
However, provisions relating to land management
notices require the investment of significant time and
resources in order to access the ability to establish and
enforce land management notice requirements.
Currently, where there is more than one landowner, the
secretary must attempt to reach agreement with each
landowner on the carrying out of a program to deal with
the issues of concern before issuing a land management
notice. This can take a significant amount of time
where landowners are not involved directly in the
management of the land or are overseas or interstate.
Therefore, the bill will amend the act to replace the
requirement to reach agreement with each landowner
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with a requirement to serve the land management notice
on each landowner. Provisions relating to land
management notices will also require that a landowner
advise the secretary of the work carried out in response
to a land management notice, where previously the
landowner only needed to advise that the notice had
been complied with. An infringement notice may be
issued where this requirement is not complied with.

The act is also to be amended to improve warrant
provisions. Currently authorised officers may be
required to enter land and clear weeds where the
owner fails to do so. This may take several days or
weeks to complete. However, a warrant for this
activity can only be issued for one day. The act is to
be amended to allow a court to issue warrants for
longer periods.

Where a land management notice is subsequently
issued and not complied with, significant time must be
invested in attempting to gain compliance before a
prosecution in the Magistrates Court can be achieved.
Therefore, two new statutory notices are to be
introduced whereby landowners in specified
geographical areas and specific properties can be
required to undertake weed or pest control activities.
Where these notices and related requirements are not
complied with, an infringement notice may be issued,
thus enabling enforcement action to be taken at an
earlier stage.

The act is also to be amended to allow an authorised
officer to seize specified items under a warrant
which an officer can search for under the warrant.

Activities targeting the eradication or control of weeds
and pest animals are normally undertaken within a
targeted geographical area to enable the efficient use of
resources and to involve the local community. This bill
will provide that the minister may declare an area to be
a ‘priority area’ by way of a statutory notice that will
require each landowner within the area to undertake
control measures on his or her property. In addition to
this, the bill will provide that the secretary may issue
similar notices to individual landowners to target
specific properties with a pest problem.
A landowner will be required under the amended act to
advise the secretary in writing as to what control
measures have been carried out in response to a notice.
Where this requirement is not met or the land-holder
has not undertaken the required control measures, an
infringement notice imposing a penalty may be issued.
In creating these new notice provisions and amending
existing notice provisions, the bill provides a suite of
enforceable provisions that support and complement
existing weed and pest animal control activity by
communities and government. It also streamlines
compliance and enforcement processes to ensure
resources are used efficiently.
The act is also to be amended to further support
compliance activities under the act.
The act is to be amended to allow authorised officers
to gain access to municipally-held ratepayer
information for name and address details of
landowners.

The bill makes further amendments directed at issues
relating specifically to noxious weeds. Noxious weeds
are declared under the act within a range of categories
according to the appropriate way of dealing with the
weed. However, limitations on how weeds are declared
are proving to be an impediment to weed management
at both the state level and national level, insofar as
Victoria contributes to the national program for weed
management. Therefore an amendment is to be made to
clarify and improve these provisions to enhance our
response to weed problems.
The bill also introduces a prohibition on the possession
of noxious weeds for the purposes of display without a
permit authorising the display. This will target the
display of noxious weeds as part of garden and
landscaping displays which may encourage people to
propagate weeds. Planting and propagating noxious
weeds will also be made an offence under the act.
Finally, the bill will make a minor amendment to the
act to allow authorised officers to take samples of plant
materials from land, in addition to an officer’s existing
power to take samples of soil, stone or other similar
material.
This bill represents an opportunity to significantly
improve the control and eradication of weeds and pest
animals in Victoria. With the creation of enforceable
requirements and the overall improvement of the act as
it relates to weeds and pest animals, this bill will ensure
that the problem of weeds and pest animals are properly
addressed for the benefit of the agriculture sector and
the environment.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.
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ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

I am very pleased to present the Environment
Protection (Amendment) Bill to the house today. This
bill represents an important step in achieving the
government’s environmental sustainability vision.
Successful modern societies are those that can develop
a vibrant and dynamic economy which is capable of
delivering the social aims of the community.
A key to developing a vibrant and dynamic economy is
to identify and harness new forms of productivity.
The Bracks government believes that, in the early
stages of this 21st century, environmental resource
efficiency represents a new form of productivity.
In short, as a global community, we need to work out
how to use less energy, less water and fewer materials
to produce more of the goods and services for the
lifestyles that we all aspire to.
If this new productivity can be harnessed, the
environment will be transformed from being considered
as a business cost into an enormous business
opportunity — one of the biggest business
opportunities available in world markets.
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needs to meet today’s challenges and to make some key
reforms to the way in which we plan and implement
our waste management needs in metropolitan
Melbourne.
The Environment Protection Authority is 35 years old
this year.
It has achieved a lot and it is about to achieve a lot
more.
The Environment Protection Authority’s sole
purpose — to protect and improve the Victorian
environment — remains unchanged.
But what will change with the passage of this bill and a
set of associated reforms is some of the ways in which
the Environment Protection Authority achieves its
purpose.
This government is encouraging Victorian businesses to
harness the economic opportunities presented by the
world’s use of environmental resources.
This bill will ensure that Victoria will have an
environmental regulatory system and an environmental
regulator which are better equipped to support this
business innovation.
The government is therefore pleased to announce that it
is directing the Environment Protection Authority to
operate in a new, smarter and enhanced framework.
This framework is designed to deliver stronger
environmental outcomes and better business outcomes.

And Victoria is well positioned to be at the forefront of
this emerging global trend.

It will help deliver the government’s commitments to
cutting business red tape, supporting business
innovation and achieving environmental sustainability.

The Bracks government has already taken many steps
to ensure Victoria is at the forefront of environmental
sustainability policies.

Under this framework, the Environment Protection
Authority will operate in three broad ways.

Last year, the government presented its vision for an
environmentally sustainable future in our framework,
Our Environment, Our Future. Recently, we released a
major action statement to ensure the next phase of
delivery of this pivotal environmental sustainability
framework.
With the introduction of this bill, we are now taking
another major step.
This bill will amend the Environment Protection Act to
help deliver the government’s aspirations for a
sustainable state by ensuring that the Environment
Protection Authority is equipped with the tools that it

First, it will continue to use traditional regulatory means
where these are needed and appropriate. It will set tight
controls, hold polluters to account and, unreservedly
and without fear, be the community’s environmental
watchdog wherever and whenever this is needed.
Second, as far as possible it will find an economic basis
for administering its regulations.
This second arm of the framework represents the key
innovation in this bill.
The government believes there is a strong nexus
between environmental outcomes and economic
outcomes. The Environment Protection Authority will
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be asked to find, and help businesses pursue, this nexus
wherever it can.
This represents a new way of regulating. Most people
believe that regulation must add to business costs. The
direction from the Bracks government to the
Environment Protection Authority is to find ways to
develop and implement regulatory approaches that
improve the environment and, where possible, improve
profits and business outcomes.
This second arm of the new framework for the
Environment Protection Authority is critical. This
government is encouraging Victorian businesses to lead
the world in innovation in environmental sustainability.
In doing so, we are asking businesses to uncover the
many coincidences between environmental outcomes
and economic outcomes. Therefore, we will support
Victorian businesses by requiring the statutory authority
that regulates them on environmental issues to do
likewise.
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In describing in more detail the features of this bill, I
will address each reform in turn, commencing with the
establishment of ‘environment and resource efficiency
plans’ for large users of environmental resources.
Protecting our environmental resources
It is well understood that high levels of energy and
water use can place significant stresses on ecosystems
and adversely impact environmental health. High levels
of consumption can also lead to the discharge of wastes
into the environment and unnecessary cost to the
economy and society.
In order to prevent this waste and protect our
environmental resources for future generations, this bill
provides for the establishment of a new environment
and resource efficiency plans scheme to deliver
significant gains in environmental resource use
efficiency.

The government will require the Environment
Protection Authority to be innovative and world leading
as a regulator.

The government will build on the success of EPA’s
industry greenhouse program by introducing
environment and resource efficiency plans for the
state’s 250 biggest energy and water users.

The Environment Protection Authority will be
equipped to help ensure that Victoria becomes one of
the first places in the world where the environment
routinely becomes a business opportunity rather than a
business cost.

These companies will be required to explore energy,
water and waste reduction opportunities. Only those
resource efficiency actions which have a three-year or
better payback period must be implemented as part of
an environment and resource efficiency plan.

Third, the Environment Protection Authority will also
continue to work in partnership with businesses and the
broader community to deliver environmental
improvements.

The scheme will not apply to broadacre agricultural
primary production, including irrigated primary
production, as a significant amount of work is already
being undertaken to encourage resource efficiency in
this area.

This bill strengthens the Environment Protection
Authority’s capacity to pursue all three arms of this
new framework.
The bill also makes some key reforms to waste
management in Victoria that will keep this state at the
forefront of resource efficiency. These reforms will
deliver:
a strengthened partnership between state and local
governments to address the challenges of increasing
resource efficiency in metropolitan Melbourne;
a mechanism to reduce avoidable litter by
controlling the distribution of plastic shopping bags;
a stronger framework for the management of
hazardous wastes to reduce the generation of these
unwanted materials.

Organisations which are already taking the initiative to
reduce their environmental resource consumption will
have these actions recognised. This scheme will
facilitate voluntary action, and recognise and support
businesses taking action through existing programs
such as the water efficiency programs delivered by
water retailers. However, all large environmental
resource consumers will be required to register with
Environment Protection Authority and to report on their
achievements.
To ensure a fair and equitable system, the scheme
provides for offences for those firms that are major
environmental resource consumers who do not
participate through the development and
implementation of a plan for environmental resource
efficiency. This is an important safeguard that
underpins the efforts of those pursuing resource
efficiency.
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This action plan scheme has been tried and tested in
Victoria before. The government’s greenhouse industry
program, which required high energy users to prepare
and implement action plans, is estimated to deliver
annual reductions of 1.1 million tonnes of carbon
dioxide equivalent, and reduced energy bills for
Victorian businesses by $34 million per annum. This
demonstrates the large-scale improvements in
environmental resource use efficiency which are
possible.
In addition, there will be a voluntary program for other
large users through industry associations and targeted
programs for key areas such as smaller commercial and
industry resource users.
Improving waste management
In 2004, this government established the Towards Zero
Waste Working Party to support the implementation of
Victoria’s Sustainability in Action — Towards Zero
Waste strategy. The working party comprised
metropolitan local governments, regional waste
management groups, the Municipal Association of
Victoria, the Victorian Local Governance Association
and state agencies.
The working party recognised that, while the
metropolitan regional waste management groups have
served Victorian communities well in the scaling up of
waste management to regional multi-council efforts, the
current arrangements are inadequate to meet the
challenges of delivering Towards Zero Waste.
The working party recommended:
the establishment of a single metropolitan waste
management group to replace the northern,
south-eastern, eastern and western metropolitan
regional waste management groups;
a new metropolitan-wide strategic waste planning
framework;
a metropolitan local governments waste forum;
a framework for procurement of waste management
and resource recovery services.
These reforms have the broad support of the
metropolitan councils, local government peak bodies
and the waste management industry.
This bill delivers on these reforms.
The Metropolitan Waste Management Group will be a
statutory body corporate with an eight-member board.
Half of the board members will be nominated
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representatives of the 30 metropolitan councils while
the other half will be skills-based nominees of the
Minister for Environment.
As the successor body to the four metropolitan regional
waste management groups, the new Metropolitan
Waste Management Group will be funded through the
landfill levy distributions currently allocated to the four
metropolitan regional waste management groups.
The Metropolitan Waste Management Group represents
a unique partnership between the Victorian government
and the 30 metropolitan councils. A key function of the
new group will be assisting councils in the procurement
of multi-council regional waste services. Procurement
directions and/or guidelines, to be issued by the
Treasurer, will ensure that the councils are fully
engaged in the processes and that risks are fully
identified, quantified and assigned so that the interests
of all parties — councils, contractors and the Victorian
government — are properly protected.
The metropolitan local governments waste forum will
serve as a conduit between the individual councils and
the new Metropolitan Waste Management Group. It
also provides a mechanism for the 30 councils to
determine their four members on the board of the
Metropolitan Waste Management Group. These
members of the board will therefore have a clear line of
accountability to their constituents, the metropolitan
councils, through the forum. It is understood that
councils may prefer that their representatives on both
the forum and the board are sitting councillors. In
recognising this, the bill provides that the rules for such
council representation and other matters are to be
determined by the councils themselves through the
forum. The bill does not impose any particular model
on local government but provides councils with the
flexibility to determine their own representation.
The bill also establishes a new strategic planning
framework for solid waste management and resource
recovery for metropolitan Melbourne. This strategic
planning will complement Melbourne 2030 to provide
clear direction for the facilities and services that will be
required to manage waste and achieve the resource
efficiency goals of Towards Zero Waste. The planning
framework established by the bill requires a
consultative and transparent process that engages key
stakeholders including local government and industry.
The continued engagement of metropolitan councils in
these new arrangements is essential. While the
Metropolitan Waste Management Group will provide a
capacity for the planning and establishment of
broad-based waste management and resource recovery
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services, it is important to acknowledge and recognise
that each of the 30 metropolitan councils will continue
to be responsible for the provision of waste
management to their local communities. For example,
councils will remain responsible for considering the
options available for the disposal of waste that they
collect. While the new Metropolitan Waste
Management Group will have a key role in establishing
new options and alternatives available to councils, it
will be the responsibility of councils to determine the
option that best meets their needs and circumstances.
The bill’s proposed reforms to metropolitan waste
management arrangements represent an agreed way
forward by metropolitan local governments and state
agencies for delivering this government’s Towards
Zero Waste strategy.
Reducing plastic bag waste
In the Sustainable State, this government established a
commitment to reduce the impact of plastic shopping
bags in Victoria’s streets, beaches, landfills, creeks and
waterways. Plastic bag waste can threaten wildlife,
cause drains to block and overflow, and create amenity
problems. For these reasons, plastic bag litter continues
to be a prominent community issue.
In 2003, environment ministers around Australia agreed
to the objective of phasing out lightweight plastic
shopping bags by the end of 2008. In 2003, ministers
also endorsed the voluntary code of practice for the
management of plastic carry bags, which committed
large retailers such as supermarkets to a 50 per cent
reduction in plastic bags distributed by the end of 2005.
This bill introduces into the Environment Protection
Act 1970 a head of power to create regulations to
establish controls over the ‘free’ distribution of plastic
bags by Victorian retailers. Under the regulations,
retailers would be required to charge a minimum
prescribed fee (such as a minimum of 10 cents) per
plastic bag. Appropriate exemptions will apply, for
example, where a bag is required for health and safety
reasons such as bait bags or bags for fresh foods. This,
and other exemptions, along with the detail of the
requirements will be outlined in regulations to be
developed following public consultation.
Importantly, government does not intend to make
regulations immediately, but this head of power
clarifies the capacity to regulate in the future if plastic
bag consumption is not further reduced through
voluntary action.
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Reducing red tape
The Environment Protection Authority receives strong
feedback about the value of the works approval and
licensing system, which is seen to provide business
investment certainty, and assurance to the broader
community and business that consistent standards are
enforced.
To further improve the effectiveness of the current
Environment Protection Authority licensing system,
this bill institutes two significant changes in the way in
which licences are governed.
Firstly, the Environment Protection Authority will be
empowered to accept applications for the amalgamation
of existing separate licences for premises controlled by
the same licensee into a single ‘corporate licence’.
This approach will assist the Environment Protection
Authority to streamline licence development,
monitoring and management processes for
multipremises operators. This will benefit many
businesses with more than one licence, by enabling the
integration of environmental issues into the broader
corporate group, rather than on a site-by-site basis. This
reform will also be supported by internal administrative
improvements to the way the Environment Protection
Authority manages licences.
Secondly, the bill clarifies and standardises annual
reporting requirements across licensed firms. Currently,
many licensees have between 5 and 10 components to
their annual environmental reporting. These reports are
often submitted to the Environment Protection
Authority separately and generally in a hard copy.
This bill addresses this inefficiency by requiring
licensees to report annually by way of a ‘performance
statement’ signed by a representative of the licensee.
Where a licensee’s performance does not meet licence
conditions, a summary of failings and actions taken or
proposed to address that failure will accompany the
statement.
The proposed amendment makes it an offence for a
licensee to fail to submit a performance statement by
the required date, or to provide false or misleading
information to the Environment Protection Authority,
or to conceal information from the Environment
Protection Authority.
A provision in relation to self-incrimination will
prevent information in a performance statement being
used as evidence in proceedings for an offence (except
for the offence of providing false or misleading
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information or concealing information). This will
encourage frank disclosure by licensees.
These changes, which have come about through
consultation with current licensees, are designed to
create administrative savings and reduce compliance
complexity.
Finally, this bill also improves the clarity around the
requirements for scheduled premises by removing the
antiquated schedules 1 to 6, and replacing them with a
single definition of ‘scheduled premises’.
Preventing pollution
The primary focus of existing enforcement sanctions
under the Environment Protection Act 1970 is on
punishing the offender and deterring through
punishment future breaches of the act. While it is
critical to environment protection, this enforcement
approach does not require systemic changes to be made
which will help prevent similar breaches in the future.
To address this shortcoming, this bill introduces a
capacity for the Environment Protection Authority to
enter into a voluntary enforceable undertaking with an
offender in relation to a breach of the act or regulations
made under the act. An enforceable undertaking is a
voluntary, negotiated, written set of promises given by
an offender as a part of a settlement for contravention
of an act.
Should an offender fail to comply with an undertaking,
the authority will be empowered to seek a court order
for compliance. Failure to comply with such a court
order may result in the commencement of proceedings
for contempt of court.
This enforcement model has been adopted by the
Australian Securities and Investments Commission,
Consumer Affairs Victoria, the Victorian WorkCover
Authority, and most recently in NSW environment
legislation.
To ensure transparency in the use of this enforcement
mechanism, the use of enforceable undertakings will be
governed by publicly available guidelines made under
the act, and all undertakings will be made available to
the public.
Cleaning up contaminated land
Contamination of land and ground water can pose a risk
to the environment, impact on human health and
impede site redevelopment.
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In some cases, corporate structures prevent the clean-up
of sites which have been polluted in the chase for
corporate profits. Corporate structures should not be
used to quarantine liability for polluting behaviour, and
it is important that the law makes it clear to parent
companies that they can not escape responsibility for
polluting activity that a subsidiary company has been
allowed or encouraged to undertake.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

SNOWY HYDRO CORPORATISATION
(PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
This bill empowers the Environment Protection
Authority to order a parent company to accept
responsibility for clean up where their subsidiary is
liable for clean up measures under section 62A of the
Environment Protection Act 1970.
This change will clarify community expectations that
companies operate in a way which protects the
environment. It will also reduce the risk that Victorian
taxpayers can be left with a hefty bill if a subsidiary
company does not have the funds to pay for the clean
up of a contaminated site.
The bill limits the exercise of this power to corporations
which meet a specific test of control in relation to the
polluting conduct. Further, a corporation will not be
made accountable where they can reasonably satisfy the
Environment Protection Authority that they took all
reasonable steps to prevent the polluting conduct.
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This significant reform is modelled on provisions in the
Corporations Act 2001 which attaches liability to parent
companies for the insolvent trading of a subsidiary. It
also ensures that the polluter pays for the rehabilitation
of contaminated land in Victoria.

deliver significant outcomes through avoiding the
generation of these wastes which continue to cause
significant community concern.

Further, this bill also clarifies the nature of clean up
notices by making it clear that they are issued for the
purposes of clean up as well as ongoing management of
a site. The conditions which the Environment
Protection Authority may specify in a notice will
remain unchanged.

This bill also makes a small number of additional
amendments which are designed to improve the
operation and effectiveness of the Environment
Protection Act 1970.

Achieving reductions in hazardous waste
Prescribed industrial waste is produced in the
manufacture of goods and services that Victorians use
on a daily basis. These wastes are potentially
hazardous, and need to be managed appropriately.
Reducing the generation and disposal of prescribed
industrial waste is a high priority for this government
and the community.
In order to ensure that the levy for disposal of these
wastes appropriately reflects the level of community
concern about potential health and environmental
impacts, this bill provides for the changes to the
existing ‘one size fits all’ prescribed industrial waste
landfill levy. From 1 July 2007, different levies will
apply to wastes of different hazard levels being
deposited to landfill.
Specifically:
Disposal of category B, or higher hazard, prescribed
industrial wastes and high-level contaminated soils
to landfill will attract a levy of $130 per tonne.
Disposal of category C, or lower hazard, prescribed
industrial wastes and low-level contaminated soils to
landfill will attract a levy of $50 per tonne.
The current landfill levy of $30 per tonne for
asbestos waste will remain unchanged to encourage
safe handling and disposal of asbestos.
No levy will apply to the deposit of wastes to the
long-term containment facility when it is built.
The waste categories will be defined through changes
to the Environment Protection (Prescribed Wastes)
Regulations 1998.
Importantly, revenue from these levy increases will be
re-invested by the Environment Protection Authority in
partnership with industry to assist the elimination of the
production of prescribed industrial wastes. This will
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Other amendments

The defence that a director had no knowledge of a
contravention by his or her corporation is being
repealed. This will bring the available defences for a
director or person concerned in management into line
with community expectations about how directors of
corporations should discharge their duties.
The offence under section 27A(2) of the act of
‘dumping’ industrial waste is being amended to make it
clear to a court that the acts of ‘depositing’ or
‘discarding’ waste at an unlicensed site are also clearly
captured by the offence provision.
The ability to issue a single pollution abatement notice
to more than one premise is being clarified to enable
effective enforcement of the waste management policy
(used packaging materials) and future product
stewardship policies.
A technical amendment is being made to create a head
of power to make regulations with respect to a national
environment protection measure.
In order to avoid overlapping consultation processes,
the Minister for Environment will be empowered to
certify that the public consultation and impact
assessment process for making a policy under
section 16 or 16A or for a national environment
protection measure has effectively met the same
requirements as the sustainability covenant consultation
processes as set out in section 49AE of the act. When
the minister has made such a certification, the Governor
in Council will then be able to declare that an industry
has the potential to have a significant impact upon the
environment under section 49AD.
Finally, the bill introduces a capacity to enable consent
for an indictable matter to be heard summarily to be
given in a defendant’s absence. This will increase the
chances of successfully and efficiently prosecuting a
charge under the Environment Protection Act 1970
against a person who has fled the Victorian jurisdiction.
The bill before you today makes a significant number
of changes to the state’s most important piece of
environment protection legislation, and makes
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considerable progress in achieving this government’s
vision of a sustainable state.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr McINTOSH
(Kew).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 3 August.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment).

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

North Balwyn Primary School: maintenance
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I have a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Education Services. The
matter I wish to raise concerns the condition of the
facilities at the North Balwyn Primary School and the
paltry sum the school has recently received to address
all its maintenance requirements. The action I seek
from the minister is to immediately allocate the
necessary resources to permit North Balwyn Primary to
carry out all items of maintenance in accordance with
the agreed schedule.
North Balwyn Primary School is a great school with a
tremendous teaching staff and a wonderful school
community, which participates in every aspect of
school life. It is a high-performing school, delivering
high-quality education. However, all is not perfect.
Some of the school’s facilities have fallen into a state of
disrepair and pose a risk to teachers, staff and
particularly students.
I have visited North Balwyn primary several times over
recent months and had the opportunity to discuss its
maintenance issues with teachers, staff and parents.
They were able to show me, first hand, some of their
concerns. For example, I saw a corridor where the
carpet was torn and badly curling at the seams, and the
curls need to be held down by masking tape merely to
prevent people from tripping over them. The masking
tape has to be replaced regularly, given the high level of
human traffic in the corridors.
While the school has a rule against running or
skylarking in the corridor, quite obviously, the state of
the carpet poses an inherent risk of injury, particularly
to young kids. I do not need to remind the minister that
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this should be reason enough to allocate the necessary
resources; but I also remind the minister that she has a
duty under occupational health and safety to ensure that
the North Balwyn Primary School is a safe workplace
not only for staff but also for kids.
The minister is the person who has the ultimate
decision-making responsibility for health and safety at
North Balwyn primary. This duty is owed not only to
the school staff but all members of the public coming
into that workplace, and most obviously school-aged
children. Regrettably North Balwyn primary is just one
example of the many government schools in my
electorate that have received less than adequate funding
for their maintenance issues and concerns in the most
recent round of funding.
I ask the Minister for Education Services to provide the
necessary school maintenance funding specifically to
North Balwyn primary and generally to all government
schools in my electorate, and to live up to her
responsibilities under the Occupational Health and
Safely Act.

Health: dialysis services
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I raise with
the Minister for Health the issue of dialysis services and
seek the minister’s action to increase dialysis services
for residents of the eastern and south-eastern suburbs.
One in three Australians is at risk of developing kidney
disease. Kidney Health Australia statistics show that
each year about 1900 Australians start dialysis or have
a renal transplant, and nearly 500 of those are
Victorians. The number of Victorians needing dialysis
is increasing by around 6 per cent per year. Dialysis
services are available throughout metropolitan
Melbourne, and the closest service to my electorate and
my constituents is at the Peter James Centre in
Burwood East.
I have visited the dialysis centre at the Peter James
Centre, which offers a great service with 12 chairs
currently providing haemodialysis for patients. When I
visited the centre last year not only did I run into a
constituent of mine, I also met up with a former
colleague of mine who had worked with me at the
Royal Melbourne Hospital dialysis centre when I was a
nurse there. She is now a senior nurse at the Peter
James Centre.
Unfortunately more and more Victorians are presenting
with renal disease and many present with chronic renal
disease which has reached the point where there is no
treatment available. It is a silent disease. It is a disease
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which can progress with very few symptoms. I can well
remember people presenting to the Royal Melbourne
with virtually end-stage renal failure who had been well
and fit and in some cases were young people who had
no idea that they had renal disease. It is silent until it
reaches the end stage, when there is only a small
percentage of function left in the kidneys. At that stage
there is no treatment available.
With a lot of kidney diseases there is nothing you can
do to prevent them, and there is not necessarily any
treatment, but there are causes of renal disease that are
lifestyle related. Risk factors that increase the likelihood
of adults getting chronic renal disease include high
blood pressure, diabetes, smoking and obesity. High
blood pressure affects one in four Australians and
diabetes affects 7.6 per cent of Australians over
25 years of age. The top two causes of chronic renal
disease are hypertension and diabetes. In fact, 30 per
cent of new cases of renal disease are caused by
diabetes. The risk factors can be reduced by altering our
lifestyle, particularly with smoking. We need more
people to reduce their smoking and increase their
activity.
I ask the minister to respond by increasing the number
of services in the eastern suburbs to meet the needs of
those who unfortunately end up on dialysis.
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Currently the Campaspe irrigators are investigating a
short pipeline, a 2.5-kilometre pipeline, that would
transfer a maximum of 50 megalitres a day from the
Goulburn system to the Campaspe system to provide
greater security for Campaspe irrigators. Of course the
irrigators would have to purchase that water on the
open market, but they are currently investigating this
pipeline proposal. Given that the government has
committed to provide $30 million towards the Bendigo
pipeline for urban users, I seek a commitment from the
minister that the government will consider providing a
similar proportion of the cost of the Campaspe
irrigators pipeline, which is estimated to cost $3 million
to $5 million.
The government in other forums is only too happy to
talk about the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of the state of Victoria, and in particular the
contribution of irrigated agriculture and the dairying
industry specifically, which provides the largest exports
from the port of Melbourne. These are irrigators and
dairy farmers who provide all those additional jobs in
processing, transport, sales and shipping.
I ask that the minister give very serious consideration to
providing funding to assist Campaspe irrigators,
through Goulburn-Murray Water, to construct this
pipeline, which will make their irrigation entitlements
far more secure than they currently are.

Water: Campaspe pipeline
Cycling: Diamond Creek–Hurstbridge path
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I wish to raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Water. It
concerns providing funding for a pipeline proposal to
transfer water from the Goulburn irrigation system to
the Campaspe irrigation district.
As the minister will be very well aware, the
government announced that it would provide
$30 million to assist in the construction of a pipeline
from Colbinabbin to Lake Eppalock to better secure a
water supply for Bendigo’s urban and industrial users.
He will also be aware of the difficulties experienced
over recent years by Campaspe irrigators, who have
had their water allocations very severely restricted and
have been suffering a great deal of hardship. Those
irrigators were considering a pipeline proposal well
prior to Coliban Water and the government announcing
the Bendigo pipeline proposal. They hoped when that
proposal was announced that there might have been
some benefit in it for them. Unfortunately there is
nothing in it for them, and the pumping costs of about
$100 a megalitre are prohibitive from their point of
view.

Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — Tonight I raise a matter
for the Minister for Transport. I ask him to support
funding for the construction of a bicycle path between
Diamond Creek and Hurstbridge. Government support
for cycling has been unparalleled. I do not think there
has ever been a government that has put so much
funding and commitment into the needs of cyclists in
this state.
Recently we saw with the announcement of the
transport and livability statement that $71.8 million
would be put into cycle paths over the next 10 years to
extend Victoria’s network of bicycle and pedestrian
paths. We also saw in this year’s budget the
announcement of a new state park along the Merri
Creek parklands. This will provide 17 kilometres of a
new bike path between Craigieburn and the
metropolitan ring-road bike path. Also, following the
completion of the Greensborough bypass bridge over
the Plenty Gorge, there are cycle paths on that bridge
for the first time. That is an indication of the support
that cyclists have been given.
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There is great community support for the bike path
along the rail line between Diamond Creek and
Hurstbridge. I am pleased to say that the Minister for
Transport and the Department of Infrastructure have
supported the council’s developing a feasibility study
for this bike path, provided it does not have any
additional crossings which would pose a danger to
people using the path, and also that there would be
allowance along the rail line for future duplication that
might be necessary.
Earlier this week I was pleased to receive a petition of
1483 signatures from NillumBUG — the Nillumbik
Bicycle User Group — and I thank Kahn and Julie
Franke and Lisa Bendtsen for coordinating that petition.
Mr Perton interjected.
Ms GREEN — No, Warwick Gleeson was not
there.
That petition shows real community support for this
project. I was also pleased to join a large community
cycling effort a few months ago which was supervised
by the police and organised by the Nillumbik Bicycle
User Group. Hundreds of families rode from Diamond
Creek to Hurstbridge along the road, showing their
support for a bicycle path. The local community has
spoken and said it is really supportive of this. I would
like to thank the Peter Brock Foundation for its work in
this regard. Hurstbridge Primary School has raised
$500 towards it. I commend the council for its work on
the feasibility study, and I hope that by the end of the
year that study will be developed and the council will
be in a position to seek funding.
The area has bred some great local cyclists. I wish
Cadel Evan, the young Arthurs Creek man who is
currently sitting fifth in the Tour de France, all the best,
and also Dellys Starr for her work under difficult
circumstances and placing very well at the
Commonwealth Games this year.

Disability services: Greensborough
accommodation
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I rise to ask the
Minister for Community Services to immediately
intervene to help the family of an intellectually
handicapped man in the care of the Department of
Human Services. Mr Shaun Low, who is severely
autistic, is currently living in a community residential
housing unit in Greensborough. He is sharing with
three other men, one of whom severely assaulted him
three years ago.
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The unit is due to be closed shortly by the department,
and the four men are all to be transferred to separate
accommodation. However, the Lows, who live in my
electorate, believe the department has not been able to
find accommodation that provides a safe environment
for their son. They are concerned that he will have a
reduced level of care and access to transportation at the
new facility. Despite this, the departmental staff have
told them they will be enforcing the relocation, even
though independent advice is against it. His parents
believe such drastic measures could be detrimental to
Shaun’s behavioural management.
This action comes on top of years of frustration,
emotional stress and anger suffered by the family over
the manner in which DHS has managed this unit. They
allege they have had to endure deception, delays and
incompetence and faced several attempts to threaten
their right to act as guardian for their own son, all
initiated by DHS staff. They say DHS has not been able
to address the issue effectively to ensure competing
rights and needs are sorted out in line with its own
policies and within the general principles of fairness,
equity and justice that would apply to other citizens in
Victoria facing a similar domestic situation. The family
alleges these problems include mismanagement, lies,
discrimination and victimisation.
In light of this situation I ask the minister to
immediately investigate the circumstances surrounding
this transfer and to ensure that the family’s concerns are
fully met. I ask that the independent review of the
facility Mr Low is living in be released to the family.

Consumer affairs: share scams
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — I rise tonight to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Consumer Affairs in the other place. I ask the minister
to take action to urgently investigate serial share scam
activities and to ensure consumers are made aware of
the risks associated with these activities. I call on the
minister to raise this issue with the federal government
at the next opportunity.
One of the most prolific serial share scammers of recent
times is a man called David Tweed. David Tweed has
scammed millions of dollars from investors all over
Australia, some of whom have been residents of my
electorate of Forest Hill. I am sure all members of this
place are aware of how this despicable person operates.
He is the director of several companies including the
Country Estate and Agency Company, the National
Exchange Corporation, the Australian and New
Zealand Exchange, the National Share Purchasing
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Corporation Pty Ltd and the Direct Share Purchasing
Corporation Pty Ltd.
Mr Tweed’s investment strategy involves targeting the
share ownership of less sophisticated share owners, and
in most cases they are the elderly. Mr Tweed makes his
money by obtaining a list of a company’s shareholders
and then writing to those shareholders offering to buy
their shares for a fraction of their true market value.
Some have estimated that he has made in excess of
$30 million from these kind of offers in the past decade
alone. One example that I personally have heard of is
that when AMP shares were trading at around $13 per
share Mr Tweed offered shareholders $2.50 per shares.
Of course the majority of the people who took up this
offer were the elderly who had little or no
understanding of how the share market works.
Mr Tweed has ripped off thousands of investors for
millions of dollars. Some of Australia’s biggest
companies, such as AMP and the Commonwealth
Bank, are now seeking urgent action to stop his
activities but the federal government is clearly ignoring
this issue. Although it has taken some small steps to
limit Mr Tweed’s activities, such as ordering him to
include the last trading price of the shares in the letters
he sends to his potential victims, this is clearly not
enough to put a stop to his underhand practices.
The federal Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer
and member for Aston, Chris Pearce, was recently
quoted in the Herald Sun as not being convinced
anything should be done to stop Mr Tweed. This is
completely unacceptable, and obviously out of touch
with the opinion of the general public. The federal
government needs to take steps to ensure that David
Tweed can no longer operate such a deceptive scheme,
as it is hurting some of the most vulnerable people in
our community. Once again I ask that the minister take
action to warn consumers about avoiding share
scammers such as David Tweed.

Maroondah Hospital: funding
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I raise a
matter for the urgent attention of and prompt action by
the Minister for Health. I call on the minister to rectify
the appalling problems associated with inadequate
staffing and bed shortages at Maroondah Hospital.
Although this hospital is literally on the border of my
electorate, and used to be wholly within my electorate,
it is the closest emergency hospital service to the
Warrandyte constituency and is obviously incredibly
important to my constituents who require access to the
health services the hospital provides.
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However, it is of great concern that one of my
constituents — or any other individual in need of
medical care — can expect to be waiting for
unacceptably long periods before being attended to. In a
recent case a 79-year-old female East Ringwood
constituent, who wishes to remain anonymous, was left
on an emergency trolley in a corridor at Maroondah
Hospital for almost two days. This horrendous situation
was reported to me by Heidi Victoria, the Liberal
candidate for Bayswater. The daughter of this elderly
widow made the complaint directly to Ms Victoria. The
daughter was disgusted by the treatment her mother
received and the state of our public hospitals in general.
Here was a 79-year-old very frail lady who obviously
was very unwell and in need of appropriate and timely
medical attention. I want to make it absolutely clear that
I make no criticism of the medical staff at Maroondah
Hospital, who are obviously working under very
difficult circumstances. I have been informed that they
were in fact very helpful and courteous. However, their
hands are tied by this government’s insufficient funding
allocation that forces situations like this to occur.
Mr Andrews — They have got record funding —
more funding than ever before!
Mr HONEYWOOD — I take up the interjection
‘more funding than ever before’. Of course in real
terms, or in inflation terms, we can argue the nuances,
but at the end of the day we cannot have 79-year-olds
on trolley beds in a corridor for two days.
Whether it be drastically increasing waiting lists, the
slashing of health services in regional Victoria, critical
staffing shortages, equipment shortages or, in the case I
raise today, two-day waiting times in emergency
departments, this government is not meeting its own
commitments — the commitments it gave to the people
of Victoria in the 1999 election and subsequently. It
said it would raise the high jump bar, but clearly it is
going under the high jump bar when it comes to its own
health service delivery.
The residents of my electorate and, of course, all
Victorians have a right to receive medical care in a
timely manner when it is required. They also surely
have the right to receive that care in a dignified manner.
In this case my elderly constituent did not receive
medical attention in the way she deserved and that lapse
in responsibility falls squarely on the shoulders of the
Bracks government.
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Clayton Road, Oakleigh East: pedestrian
crossing
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I raise a matter for the
Minister for Transport. I ask him to take action to fund
a pedestrian crossing in Clayton Road, Oakleigh East,
between Dandenong Road and Ferntree Gully Road.
The need for a pedestrian crossing in Clayton Road was
initially raised with me by Mr Arthur Clark, an older
member of the community who lives in Highland
Avenue, Oakleigh East. He felt particularly that a
pedestrian crossing should be available around the
Strelden and Bayview avenue area of Clayton Road. I
would like to place on record my thanks to Mr Clark for
bringing this matter to my attention and starting the
work needed to ensure a pedestrian crossing could be
provided in this area.
There are a few reasons for the pedestrian crossing.
There are many older people in that area and they
prefer to catch a bus in Clayton Road. We encourage
people to take public transport as much as possible.
That bus could take them to Clayton for shopping or
visits to the hospital or doctor, or simply to connect
with other forms of public transport and keep them
mobile. Certainly getting on and off the bus and
attempting to cross Clayton Road is quite a dangerous
exercise. Also, on one side of Clayton Road in this area
is a community hall, the Monash Community Inn, a
park, tennis courts and playground area, and for many
of the families who live on Highland Avenue on the
Oakleigh East side crossing that road is a dangerous
exercise.
There has been a return of families to that area in
Oakleigh East, and a survey that I conducted last year
in the electorate clearly showed that the younger
families in that area are seeking a pedestrian crossing as
a safe way to get their children across Clayton Road to
use the quite good recreation facilities on the other side
of the road.
Each year since I have been elected I have held seniors
morning teas in my electorate and for one of them in
that area I use the Monash Community Inn. The need
for a pedestrian crossing in Clayton Road around that
area has been raised with me regularly. I thank
Mr Clark and VicRoads for the discussions they have
had with me over a period of time. We had to work
through the issues of how you would put a signalised
crossing in that area. I have been informed that the
proposal has been scoped, that it is needed and that
VicRoads has proposed it as a project that desperately
requires funding. I urge the Minister for Transport to
ensure that the funding for this much-needed pedestrian
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crossing in Clayton Road near Bayview Avenue
happens as quickly as possible.

EastLink: noise barriers
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — The matter I raise is for
the Minister for Transport and I ask him to take
immediate action. The action I seek is for him to
instruct Theiss John Holland to rebuild the EastLink
mounds back where they should be. At present these
huge mounds on which the tollway sits are within
6 metres of the back fences of people’s properties in
Wantirna South. The interesting point is that the
residents received a map in March 2004 which clearly
shows that the distance from the back fence to the
bottom of the mound should be 30 metres and the
distance to the noise wall should be 37 metres.
They sent me a picture and I went out and had a look.
Unfortunately the distance from the back fence to the
earth mound was only 6 metres. What they were told in
March 2004 about the mound and what was going to be
on the map is significantly different from what has
actually happened. As I mentioned, the noise wall is
supposed to be 37 metres away from the back fence,
and of course that is now around about 15 metres.
The other interesting part of this problem is that there is
no curve or kink in the road; the freeway or tollway is
dead straight. For some reason Thiess John Holland has
put a huge curve in the mounds. When we asked Thiess
John Holland why there was this large, sweeping band,
they said it was so it appeared more artistic for the
drivers driving along the freeway, so that as they looked
across they could see a big curve in the noise wall. But
it is something different from what the residents were
told.
When I also rang the publicity people on this matter
they said the problem was that it was actually topsoil,
which was going to be moved once the vegetation was
planted. As I explained to the people in the publicity
department, it is actually rock-solid clay. As these
photos demonstrate it clearly is clay. When you walk
up to the top, your boots get covered in clay. This is a
permanent landmark.
We are asking for the minister to take immediate action
and ask Thiess John Holland to deliver what they
promised the residents back in 2004 with the plan, to
make sure that this curve or kink in the mounds is taken
out and that it is aligned with the rest of the tollway. I
think the residents deserve much more than has been
handed out to them.
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Rail: Laburnum station
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — The matter I raise
this evening is also for the attention of the Minister for
Transport. It relates to the government’s recent
announcement on the grade separation at
Middleborough Road, a tremendous project which the
government has allocated $54 million for and which
will substantially relieve transport and traffic
congestion in the eastern suburbs.
I am asking the minister to consider a novel suggestion
which has been put to me by way of commemorating
this important project. It will involve the construction of
a very large temporary station about 400 metres east of
Box Hill for several weeks in early 2007 while the
excavation of the rail line, which is going to be dropped
below Middleborough Road, proceeds. It will be
necessary to establish a new terminus at Box Hill where
passengers can be transported by bus further east to
Blackburn and vice versa.
The suggestion has been made that because of the
significance of the project and the significance of this
temporary station — which will exist only for several
weeks before it is dismantled — the station should
actually be given a name rather than just existing
without a name. A public competition could be run,
perhaps involving nearby schools to give the children a
chance to suggest a name for the station.
I am always surprised by the great enthusiasm amongst
railway buffs and enthusiasts. I think the station being
constructed where it will be, and the role it will play in
this important project, will be looked back on with great
interest in years to come. I ask the minister to consider
running a competition involving local schoolchildren,
giving them the opportunity to suggest a name for this
station which is going to be part of a fantastic project.

Responses
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and
Training) — The member for Kew raised a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Education Services in
relation to North Balwyn Primary School and
maintenance issues at the school. Clearly there has been
a lot of additional money through the last budget that
has gone into maintenance, but I will bring that to her
attention.
The member from Mount Waverley raised a matter for
attention of the Minister for Health in relation to
increasing dialysis services in the region. I assure her
that I will bring that to the attention of the Minister for
Health.
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The member for Rodney raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Water in relation to a
proposal for a pipeline between Colbinabbin and Lake
Eppalock, and I know that he will pay attention to that.
The member for Yan Yean raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport in relation to
cycling improvements and cycling paths, and I will
bring that to his attention. I know he is passionate about
it.
The member for Doncaster raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Community Services in
relation to an autistic man in his electorate, and I will
bring that matter to the attention of the minister.
The member for Forest Hill raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Consumer Affairs in
another place about share scamming, and I will
certainly bring that to her attention.
The member for Warrandyte raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Health in relation to
services at Maroondah Hospital, and I will bring that to
the attention of the minister.
The member for Oakleigh raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport — who is very
popular this evening! — about a pedestrian crossing,
and I know he will pay attention to that matter.
The member for Scoresby also raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport in relation to
mounds and EastLink, and I know that he will burrow
into that issue and provide a response.
The member for Mitcham raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport, again, about
traffic congestion in his electorate, and I know the
minister will respond to that matter.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The house is now adjourned.
House adjourned 6.36 p.m. until Tuesday, 8 August.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 18 July 2006
Environment: weed management strategy
976.

Mr WALSH to ask the Minister for Environment —
(1)
(2)

Does the Government report annually on progress with implementation of its Weed Management
Strategy; if so, are these reports published and if not, why not.
Did the Government undertake a review of the Weed Management Strategy by June 2005 as
originally proposed; if so, what was the result of this review and will it be made available to
members of Parliament.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Annual reporting on the implementation of the Weed Management Strategy occurs through the annual reports of
the Victorian Catchment Management Council, DSE, Parks Victoria and in some cases Catchment Management
Authorities.
Many of the actions of the Weed Management Strategy are being progressed through the current initiative —
Tackling Weeds on Private Land. Reporting on this initiative occurs through annual achievement reports.
The Catchment Management Council also produces a “Health of Our Catchments” report card that monitors
progress on weed management over a five-year time frame.
Annual reporting on operational delivery occurs through the Regional Catchment Investment Plan reporting
process.
All of the above reports except for the operational delivery reports are available to the public through the relevant
web sites.
The regional weed action plans are an effective tool to set priorities. They are the regional expression of the Weed
Management Strategy.
Evaluations of the regional pest plans and the Victorian Pest Management Framework are being completed.

Environment: recharge zones
978.

Mr WALSH to ask the Minister for Environment with reference to critical salinity recharge zones
within all catchments across Victoria —
(1)
(2)
(3)

Has the Government identified all recharge zones.
Is there a central register of recharge zones; if so can the register be accessed by the public.
Which of the critical recharge zones identified by the Government have been revegetated in the
last five years.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
– Critical salinity recharge zones are identified in regional salinity management plans.
– Catchment Management Authorities work with their communities to prepare salinity management plans. These
plans are strongly informed by the mapping of both recharge and discharge zones.
– Through this planning and mapping work, Victoria now has recharge and discharge zones mapped for all parts
of the State where salinity is an issue. These are available through the Victorian Government web site.
– In addition, a number of recently published salinity management plans show these critical salinity management
areas and are available to the public from Catchment Management Authorities.
– In recent years much has been learned about the underlying causes of salinity. For instance, it is now clear that
revegetation is not the only approach to salinity management. Other critical approaches include protection and
enhancement of existing vegetation, perennial pasture establishment, property management planning, education,
salt interception schemes, diversion schemes and productive use of saline land. Together these form the
comprehensive approach currently used to manage salinity across Victoria.
– Singling out revegetation in specific recharge zones does not give a complete picture of the joint efforts of the
community, government and industry to manage salinity.
– The Government continues to work to improve the knowledge base and to address the impacts of salinity
through investing $152 Million over 7 years into the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality. This
commitment has leveraged a further $152 million from the Commonwealth government, giving a total of $304
million over 7 years.
– Some of the outcomes of this investment are: over 26,000 hectares of revegetation, over 15,000 hectares of
perennial pasture establishment, and over 18,000 hectares of vegetation protected. Associated with this has been
the development of over 1200 farm plans per year.

Gaming: minister’s private office
1017(t).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Gaming — what furniture items, including moveable
furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods were purchased for the Minister’s private office in 2004–05
and what was the total cost of all such items purchased.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, the answer is nil.

Victorian communities: minister’s private office
1017(an). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Victorian Communities — what furniture items, including
moveable furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods were purchased for the Minister’s private office
in 2004–05 and what was the total cost of all such items purchased.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Accounts for the purchase of furniture items, including moveable furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods for
my office are not managed by the Department for Victorian Communities and therefore the answer is nil.
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Environment: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(n).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment — what was the total amount spent by all
Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on entertainment
expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Government and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation provided hosting
opportunities for Ministers and senior departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games.
The entertainment expenses form part of the whole-of-Games budget.

Local government: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(q).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment for the Minister for Local Government —
what was the total amount spent by all Government departments for invited guests and those who were
hosting guests on entertainment expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation jointly provided hosting
opportunities for Ministers and senior Departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games. These
entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget. The accounts are still being received and when
collated will be included in the Government’s financial report on the Games.

Gaming: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(t).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Gaming — what was the total amount spent by all
Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on entertainment
expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
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(4)
(5)
(6)
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Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Victorian Government and the M2006 corporation jointly provided hosting opportunities for ministers and
senior departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games.
The entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget.
The accounts are still being received and when collated will be included in the government’s financial report on the
Games.

Racing: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — what was the total amount spent by all
Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on entertainment
expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Victorian Government and the M2006 corporation jointly provided hosting opportunities for ministers and
senior departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games.
The entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget.
The accounts are still being received and when collated will be included in the government’s financial report on the
Games.

Victorian communities: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(an). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Victorian Communities — what was the total amount
spent by all Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on
entertainment expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation jointly provided hosting
opportunities for Ministers and senior Departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games. These
entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget. The accounts are still being received and when
collated will be included in the Government’s financial report on the Games.

Water: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(ao). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Water — what was the total amount spent by all
Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on entertainment
expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Government and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation provided hosting
opportunities for Ministers and senior departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games.
The entertainment expenses form part of the whole-of-Games budget.

Women’s affairs: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(ap). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Women’s Affairs — what was the total amount spent by
all Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on entertainment
expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation jointly provided hosting
opportunities for Ministers and senior Departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games. These
entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget. The accounts are still being received and when
collated will be included in the Government’s financial report on the Games.
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Multicultural affairs: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(aq). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs — what was the
total amount spent by all Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests
on entertainment expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation jointly provided hosting
opportunities for Ministers and senior Departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games. These
entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget. The accounts are still being received and when
collated will be included in the Government’s financial report on the Games.

Commonwealth Games: charter flights
1020(p).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment for the Minister for Commonwealth
Games — what are the details of all chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes, used by the
Minister in 2004–05, indicating for each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
There were no flights chartered in 2004–05.

Sport and recreation: charter flights
1020(r).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment for the Minister for Sport and Recreation —
what are the details of all chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister
in 2004–05, indicating for each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
There were no flights chartered in 2004–05.

Premier: credit cards
1027(a).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Premier — does the Premier and/or staff of the Premier hold one or
more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the total value of purchases on each such
credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Ministers and their staff are not eligible to be cardholders under the Government Purchasing Card rules, so
therefore the answer is nil.

Health: credit cards
1027(u).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health — does the Minister and/or staff of the Minister
hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the total value of purchases on
each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Neither the Minister nor staff hold credit cards issued by the Government.

Aged care: credit cards
1027(v).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Aged Care — does the Minister
and/or staff of the Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the
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total value of purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the
purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Neither the Minister nor staff hold credit cards issued by the Government.

Multicultural affairs: credit cards
1027(aa). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Multicultural Affairs — does the Minister and/or staff of
the Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the total value of
purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No Government issued credit cards are held by me or my staff.

Planning: credit cards
1027(ab). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Planning — does the Minister and/or staff of the Minister
hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the total value of purchases on
each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Neither I nor my staff hold any credit cards issued by the Victorian Government.

Premier: training expenditure
1028(a).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Premier — with reference to expenditure on conferences, seminars,
workshops and training courses or like events by each department, agency or authority within their
administration for the period 1 January 2004 to 1 March 2006 —
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating —
(a) the locality;
(b) the venue;
(c) the purpose;

(2)

What was the cost of each event including —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
(d) travel;
(e) taxis and hire cars;
(f) other expenses.

(3)

Was the event was externally organised; if so, by which company and at what cost.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To provide an answer to your question would be too resource intensive and be an unreasonable diversion of the
time and resources of my Department.

Consumer affairs: training expenditure
1028(g).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Attorney-General for the Minister for Consumer Affairs — with
reference to expenditure on conferences, seminars, workshops and training courses or like events by
each department, agency or authority within their administration for the period 1 January 2004 to 1
March 2006 —
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating —
(a) the locality;
(b) the venue;
(c) the purpose;

(2)

What was the cost of each event including —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
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travel;
taxis and hire cars;
other expenses.

Was the event was externally organised; if so, by which company and at what cost.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s time and resources to provide an answer to this
question.

Environment: training expenditure
1028(n).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment — with reference to expenditure on
conferences, seminars, workshops and training courses or like events by each department, agency or
authority within their administration for the period 1 January 2004 to 1 March 2006 —
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating —
(a) the locality;
(b) the venue;
(c) the purpose;

(2)

What was the cost of each event including —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
(d) travel;
(e) taxis and hire cars;
(f) other expenses.

(3)

Was the event was externally organised; if so, by which company and at what cost.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Given the broad nature of this question, the research required to provide this information would place an
unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Water: training expenditure
1028(ao). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to expenditure on conferences,
seminars, workshops and training courses or like events by each department, agency or authority within
their administration for the period 1 January 2004 to 1 March 2006 —
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating —
(a) the locality;
(b) the venue;
(c) the purpose;
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(2)

What was the cost of each event including —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
(d) travel;
(e) taxis and hire cars;
(f) other expenses.

(3)

Was the event was externally organised; if so, by which company and at what cost.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Given the broad nature of this question, the research required to provide this information would place an
unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: departmental publications
1029(n).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment — with reference to each department,
agency, and authority under the Minister’s administration from 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 —
what are the details of all publications produced indicating in each case —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

The title.
The date of issue.
Details of distribution.
The numbers printed.
The cost of production.
The purpose of production.
Who it was printed by.
Whether tenders were called.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Details of major publications are included in each organisation’s annual report of operations and are publicly
available in accordance with the Minister for Finance’s Financial Reporting Direction 22A issued under the
Financial Management Act of 1994.

Health: departmental publications
1029(u).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health — with reference to each department, agency, and
authority under the Minister’s administration from 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 — what are the
details of all publications produced indicating in each case —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

The title.
The date of issue.
Details of distribution.
The numbers printed.
The cost of production.
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The purpose of production.
Who it was printed by.
Whether tenders were called.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To provide details of payment made would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s resources.

Housing: departmental publications
1029(w). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Housing — with reference to
each department, agency, and authority under the Minister’s administration from 1 January 2005 to 1
March 2006 — what are the details of all publications produced indicating in each case —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

The title.
The date of issue.
Details of distribution.
The numbers printed.
The cost of production.
The purpose of production.
Who it was printed by.
Whether tenders were called.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To provide details of payment made would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s resources.

Water: departmental publications
1029(ao). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to each department, agency, and
authority under the Minister’s administration from 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 — what are the
details of all publications produced indicating in each case —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

The title.
The date of issue.
Details of distribution.
The numbers printed.
The cost of production.
The purpose of production.
Who it was printed by.
Whether tenders were called.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 18 July 2006

ASSEMBLY

2529

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Details of major publications are included in each organisation’s annual report of operations and are publicly
available in accordance with the Minister for Finance’s Financial Reporting Direction 22A issued under the
Financial Management Act of 1994.

Premier: strategic communications branch
1032.

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Premier with reference to the Department of Premier and Cabinet’s
Strategic Communications Branch including the Media Monitoring Rationalisation section — as at
March 1 2006, how many staff are employed either on a full-time, part-time, casual or other
arrangement such as external contractors.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As at 1 March 2006 there were 18 staff employed within the Strategic Communications Branch including the
Media Monitoring Unit.

Local government: leasing arrangements
1034(q).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment for the Minister for Local Government — as
at 1 March 2006 what is the total cost of leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head
office accommodation that has been entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the
Minister’s administration.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Minister for Finance is the responsible Minister for entering into lease agreements for departmental head office
accommodation. The Victorian Government Property Group within the Department of Treasury & Finance
maintains lease documentation including lease costs.
All of the administrative requirements of the Victoria Grants Commission, including accommodation, are met by
the Department for Victorian Communities and as such the Commission does not have any separate leasing
arrangements.

Gaming: leasing arrangements
1034(t).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Gaming — as at 1 March 2006 what is the total cost of
leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office accommodation that has been
entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the Minister’s administration.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Leasing agreements for the Office of Gaming and Racing and the Victorian Commission for Gambling Regulation
are entered into by the Minister for Finance.
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Health: leasing arrangements
1034(u).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health — as at 1 March 2006 what is the total cost of
leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office accommodation that has been
entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the Minister’s administration.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department advises that this information is not routinely collected from agencies or authorities within my
portfolio and the resources required to collect it could not be justified, however some information relevant to this
request is referred to in the DHS Annual Report.

Housing: leasing arrangements
1034(w). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Housing — as at 1 March 2006
what is the total cost of leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office
accommodation that has been entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the
Minister’s administration.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department advises that this information is not routinely collected from agencies or authorities within my
portfolio and the resources required to collect it could not be justified, however some information relevant to this
request is referred to in the DHS Annual Report.

Premier: stress leave
1035(a).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Premier — with reference to each department, agency, and authority
under the Premier’s administration — what is the total number of staff that have taken time off because
of stress-related illnesses and of these —
(1)
(2)
(3)

What is the total number of days taken off by these staff.
What is the estimated cost of these staff absences
What are the details of each case.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department does not collect this type of data and therefore this question cannot readily be answered.

Gaming: workers compensation costs
1037(t).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Gaming — with reference to each department, agency and
authority within the Minister’s jurisdiction, including the Ministerial Office — how many employees,
both permanent and non-permanent, are currently on workers compensation as a result of workplace
injury and what is the estimated cost resulting from these claims.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
There were no employees of the Office of Gaming and Racing, or any agencies under the Minister’s
administration, who were on workers compensation as at 28 March 2006.
Please note that the employment of ministerial staff does not fall within my portfolio responsibility. The
engagement of ministerial staff including salaries, superannuation and WorkCover falls within the budget of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Premier: web site costs
1038(a).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Premier — what is the total number of websites currently owned,
operated or administered by each department, agency or authority within the Premier’s jurisdiction what
has been the total cost for the design, administration and maintenance of each web site from 1 March
2004 to 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department and its agencies host 19 websites. Due to the diverse technologies and variety of development,
maintenance and support arrangements in place, to provide accurate costs on the design, administration and
maintenance of each web site would be too resource intensive and an unreasonable diversion of the time and
resources of my Department.

Health: web site costs
1038(u).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health — what is the total number of websites currently
owned, operated or administered by each department, agency or authority within the Minister’s
jurisdiction what has been the total cost for the design, administration and maintenance of each web site
from 1 March 2004 to 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
I refer the Member to www.dhs.vic.gov.au which has links to other relevant websites.
As many DHS staff contribute time to providing the rich content on the websites, to impute the costs would be an
onerous and unnecessary diversion of resources.

Health: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd
1045(u).

Ms ASHER to ask the Minister for Health — with reference to government payments made to
Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 1 January 2005 —
(1)
(2)
(3)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s department or private office, or
agency or statutory body under the Minister’s administration.
On what dates were the payments made.
What projects were paid for with the payments.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

No payments have been made to the company by the private office.
This information is not routinely collected from agencies or statutory bodies within my portfolio and the
resources required to collect it could not be justified.

(2) & (3)
Information on all consultancies engaged by the Department of Human Services during this period will be
referred to in the relevant Department of Human Services Annual Reports.

Aged care: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd
1045(v).

Ms ASHER to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Aged Care — with reference to
government payments made to Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 1 January 2005 —
(1)
(2)
(3)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s department or private office, or
agency or statutory body under the Minister’s administration.
On what dates were the payments made.
What projects were paid for with the payments.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

No payments have been made to the company by the private office.
This information is not routinely collected from agencies or statutory bodies within my portfolio and the
resources required to collect it could not be justified.

(2) & (3)
Information on all consultancies engaged by the Department of Human Services during this period will be
referred to in the relevant Department of Human Services Annual Reports.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Wednesday, 19 July 2006
Education services: question on notice 274
826.

Mr PERTON to ask the Minister for Education Services — why has question number 274 asked on
16 September 2003 not been answered.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The answer to this question has already been tabled in the Legislative Assembly on 25 October 2005.

Education services: questions on notice 302, 304–307
827.

Mr PERTON to ask the Minister for Education Services — why have questions number 302, 304, 305,
306 and 307 asked on 16 September 2003 not been answered.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The answers to these questions have already been tabled in the Legislative Assembly as follows: 302, 306 and 307
tabled on 7 February 2006; and 304 and 305 tabled on 8 June 2006.

WorkCover: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — what was
the total amount spent by all Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting
guests on entertainment expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The Victorian Government and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation jointly provided hosting
opportunities for Ministers and senior Departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games. These
entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget. The accounts are still being received and when
collated will be included in the Government’s financial report on the Games.
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Corrections: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(j).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Corrections — what was the total amount spent by all
Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on entertainment
expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Victorian Government and the M2006 corporation jointly provided hosting opportunities for ministers and
senior departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games.
The entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget.
The accounts are still being received and when collated will be included in the government’s financial report on the
Games.

Police and emergency services: Commonwealth Games entertainment expenses
1019(ac). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Police and Emergency Services — what was the total
amount spent by all Government departments for invited guests and those who were hosting guests on
entertainment expenses at the Commonwealth Games including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Alcohol.
Food.
Admission to Commonwealth Games events.
Admission to other entertainment events.
Special gifts.
All transport and corporate box leasing.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Victorian Government and the M2006 corporation jointly provided hosting opportunities for ministers and
senior departmental officers during the Commonwealth Games.
The entertainment expenses form part of the whole of Games budget.
The accounts are still being received and when collated will be included in the government’s financial report on the
Games.
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WorkCover: charter flights
1020(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — what are the
details of all chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister in 2004–05,
indicating for each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
I did not charter any flights as Minister for WorkCover during that time period.

Corrections: charter flights
1020(j).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Corrections — what are the details of all chartered flights,
including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister in 2004–05, indicating for each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The financial records of the Department of Justice do not identify any chartered flights in the name of the Minister
for Corrections in 2004–05.

Gaming: charter flights
1020(t).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Gaming — what are the details of all chartered flights,
including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister in 2004–05, indicating for each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s time and resources to provide an answer to this
question.
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Racing: charter flights
1020(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — what are the details of all chartered flights,
including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister in 2004–05, indicating for each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s time and resources to provide an answer to this
question.

Finance: charter flights
1020(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — what are the details of all
chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister in 2004–05, indicating for
each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
I did not charter any flights as Minister for Finance during that time period.

Major projects: charter flights
1020(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — what are the details of
all chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister in 2004–05, indicating
for each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
I did not charter any flights as Minister for Major Projects during that time period.
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Victorian communities: charter flights
1020(an). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Victorian Communities — what are the details of all
chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes, used by the Minister in 2004–05, indicating for
each flight —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Date.
Carrier.
Destination.
Cost.
Purpose.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Accounts for my office are managed by the Department of Sustainability and Environment.
Accounts are not managed in such a way as to separate expenditure across my Ministerial portfolios and to do so
would place an unreasonable burden on the time and resources of the Department.

WorkCover: media research and public opinion polls
1021(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — with
reference to each department, agency and authority under the Minister’s administration — what are the
details of all media research and public opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

The title of each poll or item of research.
The date approved and duration of contract.
The personnel conducting the project.
Whether it was put to tender.
The recommendations made.
Any actions taken by the department or the Minister.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Environment: media research and public opinion polls
1021(n).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment — with reference to each department,
agency and authority under the Minister’s administration — what are the details of all media research
and public opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

The title of each poll or item of research.
The date approved and duration of contract.
The personnel conducting the project.
Whether it was put to tender.
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The recommendations made.
Any actions taken by the department or the Minister.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Given the broad nature of the question, the research required to provide this information would place an
unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Finance: media research and public opinion polls
1021(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — with reference to each
department, agency and authority under the Minister’s administration — what are the details of all
media research and public opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

The title of each poll or item of research.
The date approved and duration of contract.
The personnel conducting the project.
Whether it was put to tender.
The recommendations made.
Any actions taken by the department or the Minister.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Major projects: media research and public opinion polls
1021(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — with reference to each
department, agency and authority under the Minister’s administration — what are the details of all
media research and public opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

The title of each poll or item of research.
The date approved and duration of contract.
The personnel conducting the project.
Whether it was put to tender.
The recommendations made.
Any actions taken by the department or the Minister.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.
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Water: media research and public opinion polls
1021(ao). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to each department, agency and
authority under the Minister’s administration — what are the details of all media research and public
opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

The title of each poll or item of research.
The date approved and duration of contract.
The personnel conducting the project.
Whether it was put to tender.
The recommendations made.
Any actions taken by the department or the Minister.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Given the broad nature of the question, the research required to provide this information would place an
unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Racing: international travel
1022(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — what was the cost, including airfares,
accommodation and expenses, of all international travel undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff
for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
ANSWER:
I am advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, expenses incurred in my capacity as Minister for
Racing and by my ministerial staff in relation to international travel in 2005 were $8,360.08 for airfares and
$1,959.01 for accommodation.

Racing: interstate travel
1023(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — what was the cost, including airfares,
accommodation and expenses, of all interstate travel undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff for
the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
ANSWER:
I am advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, expenses incurred in my capacity as Minister for
Racing and by my ministerial staff in relation to interstate travel in 2005 were $1,723.63 for airfares.

WorkCover: intrastate travel
1024(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — what was
the cost, including airfares, air charter, accommodation and expenses, of all intrastate travel undertaken
by the Ministers and ministerial staff for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
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ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Racing: intrastate travel
1024(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — what was the cost, including airfares, air
charter, accommodation and expenses, of all intrastate travel undertaken by the Ministers and
ministerial staff for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
ANSWER:
I am advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, there were no expenses incurred in my capacity as
Minister for Racing or by my ministerial staff in relation to intrastate travel in 2005.

Finance: intrastate travel
1024(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — what was the cost, including
airfares, air charter, accommodation and expenses, of all intrastate travel undertaken by the Ministers
and ministerial staff for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Major projects: intrastate travel
1024(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — what was the cost,
including airfares, air charter, accommodation and expenses, of all intrastate travel undertaken by the
Ministers and ministerial staff for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Racing: entertainment expenses
1025(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — with reference to the entertainment expenses
incurred by Ministers and ministerial staff—
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What entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, were incurred by the Minister and
ministerial staff for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
What expenses were incurred by the Minister and ministerial staff for the purchase of alcohol for
the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.
What expenses were incurred by each department and agency under the Minister’s administration
for the purchase of alcohol for the Minister, ministerial staff and the Minister’s office in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, no entertainment expenses were incurred by
the Minister and ministerial staff for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.

(2)

According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, no expenses were incurred by the Minister
and ministerial staff for the purchase of alcohol for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2005.

(3)

According to the financial records of the Department of Justice and each Racing statutory authority, no
expenses were incurred for the purchase of alcohol for the Minister, ministerial staff and the Minister’s office
in 2004–05.

WorkCover: credit cards
1027(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — does the
Minister and/or staff of the Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so,
what is the total value of purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and
of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
Government Credit Cards are not issued to Ministers or their staff.

Corrections: credit cards
1027(j).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Corrections — does the Minister and/or staff of the
Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the total value of
purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
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What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Neither I, nor my staff, have any credit cards issued by the Government.

Housing: credit cards
1027(w). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Housing — does the Minister
and/or staff of the Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the
total value of purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the
purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Neither the Minister nor staff hold credit cards issued by the Government.

Police and emergency services: credit cards
1027(ac). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Police and Emergency Services — does the Minister
and/or staff of the Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the
total value of purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the
purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Neither I, nor my staff, have any credit cards issued by the Government.
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Finance: credit cards
1027(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — does the Minister and/or staff
of the Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the total value of
purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
Government Credit Cards are not issued to Ministers or their staff.

Major projects: credit cards
1027(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — does the Minister and/or
staff of the Minister hold one or more credit cards issued by the Government; if so, what is the total value
of purchases on each such credit card since 1 January 2005 to 1 March 2006 and of the purchases made —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

What was the date of each purchase.
What was the cost of each purchase.
Who is the credit card provider.
What was the criteria for issue.
What was the criteria for usage.
What is the spending limit.
What type of authority is required for purchase.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
Government Credit Cards are not issued to Ministers or their staff.

WorkCover: training expenditure
1028(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — with
reference to expenditure on conferences, seminars, workshops and training courses or like events by
each department, agency or authority within their administration for the period 1 January 2004 to
1 March 2006 —
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating —
(a) the locality;
(b) the venue;
(c) the purpose;
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(2)

What was the cost of each event including —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
(d) travel;
(e) taxis and hire cars;
(f) other expenses.

(3)

Was the event was externally organised; if so, by which company and at what cost.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Finance: training expenditure
1028(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — with reference to expenditure
on conferences, seminars, workshops and training courses or like events by each department, agency or
authority within their administration for the period 1 January 2004 to 1 March 2006 —
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating —
(a) the locality;
(b) the venue;
(c) the purpose;

(2)

What was the cost of each event including —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
(d) travel;
(e) taxis and hire cars;
(f) other expenses.

(3)

Was the event was externally organised; if so, by which company and at what cost.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Major projects: training expenditure
1028(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — with reference to
expenditure on conferences, seminars, workshops and training courses or like events by each
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department, agency or authority within their administration for the period 1 January 2004 to 1 March
2006 —
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating —
(a) the locality;
(b) the venue;
(c) the purpose;

(2)

What was the cost of each event including —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
(d) travel;
(e) taxis and hire cars;
(f) other expenses.

(3)

Was the event was externally organised; if so, by which company and at what cost.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Aged care: departmental publications
1029(v).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Aged Care — with reference to
each department, agency, and authority under the Minister’s administration from 1 January 2005 to 1
March 2006 — what are the details of all publications produced indicating in each case —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

The title.
The date of issue.
Details of distribution.
The numbers printed.
The cost of production.
The purpose of production.
Who it was printed by.
Whether tenders were called.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To collect and provide details would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s resources.
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WorkCover: government surveys
1030(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — with
reference to all surveys commissioned and conducted by all government departments, agencies or
authorities under the Minister’s administration between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Environment: government surveys
1030(n).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Environment — with reference to all surveys
commissioned and conducted by all government departments, agencies or authorities under the
Minister’s administration between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Given the broad nature of the question, the research required to provide this information would place an
unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Health: government surveys
1030(u).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health — with reference to all surveys commissioned and
conducted by all government departments, agencies or authorities under the Minister’s administration
between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To provide details of payment made would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s resources.
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Aged care: government surveys
1030(v).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Aged Care — with reference to
all surveys commissioned and conducted by all government departments, agencies or authorities under
the Minister’s administration between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To collect and provide details would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s resources.

Housing: government surveys
1030(w). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Housing — with reference to
all surveys commissioned and conducted by all government departments, agencies or authorities under
the Minister’s administration between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To provide details of payment made would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s resources.

Finance: government surveys
1030(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — with reference to all surveys
commissioned and conducted by all government departments, agencies or authorities under the
Minister’s administration between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.
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Major projects: government surveys
1030(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — with reference to all
surveys commissioned and conducted by all government departments, agencies or authorities under the
Minister’s administration between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Water: government surveys
1030(ao). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Water — with reference to all surveys commissioned and
conducted by all government departments, agencies or authorities under the Minister’s administration
between 1 March 2004 and 1 March 2006 —
(1)
(2)

What is the total number of surveys that have been commissioned or conducted.
What is the total cost of the surveys including —
(a) Production costs.
(b) The cost of the contracted firms conducting the surveys.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Given the broad nature of this question, the research required to provide this information would place an
unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

WorkCover: external legal advice
1033(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — what was
the total amount spent on external legal advice by each department, agency or other authority under the
Minister’s administration in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.
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Health: external legal advice
1033(u).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health — what was the total amount spent on external legal
advice by each department, agency or other authority under the Minister’s administration in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department of Human Services does not routinely collect information on such costs from the hundreds of
agencies under the authority of the Minister for Health and so this information is not readily available.

Racing: leasing arrangements
1034(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — as at 1 March 2006 what is the total cost of
leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office accommodation that has been
entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the Minister’s administration.
ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Leasing agreements of the Office of Gaming and Racing, the Racing Appeals Tribunal and the Bookmaker &
Bookmakers Clerk’s Registration Committee are entered into by the Minister for Finance. Greyhound Racing
Victoria and Harness Racing Victoria own the properties that they occupy.

Victorian communities: leasing arrangements
1034(an). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Victorian Communities — as at 1 March 2006 what is the
total cost of leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office accommodation that has
been entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the Minister’s administration.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Minister for Finance is the responsible Minister for entering into lease agreements for head office
accommodation. The Victorian Government Property Group within the Department of Treasury & Finance
maintains lease documentation including lease costs.
There are no authorities under my administration.

Racing: workers compensation costs
1037(ad). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Racing — with reference to each department, agency and
authority within the Minister’s jurisdiction, including the Ministerial Office — how many employees,
both permanent and non-permanent, are currently on workers compensation as a result of workplace
injury and what is the estimated cost resulting from these claims.
ANSWER:
I am advised that:
There were no employees of the Office of Gaming and Racing, or any agencies under the Minister’s
administration, who were on workers compensation as at 28 March 2006.
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Please note that the employment of ministerial staff does not fall within my portfolio responsibility. The
engagement of ministerial staff including salaries, superannuation and WorkCover falls within the budget of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Housing: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd
1045(w). Ms ASHER to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Housing — with reference to
government payments made to Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 1 January 2005 —
(1)
(2)
(3)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s department or private office, or
agency or statutory body under the Minister’s administration.
On what dates were the payments made.
What projects were paid for with the payments.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

No payments have been made to the company by the private office.
This information is not routinely collected from agencies or statutory bodies within my portfolio and the
resources required to collect it could not be justified.

(2) & (3)
Information on all consultancies engaged by the Department of Human Services during this period will be
referred to in the relevant Department of Human Services Annual Reports.

Water: water authority dividends
1054.

Mr RYAN to ask the Minister for Water with reference to the answer given to question number 985
and noting that this reply provided details of dividends received from regional water authorities only —
how much in dividends did Victoria’s water authorities, both regional and non-regional, pay into the
consolidated fund in each of 1998–99, 1999–2000, 2000–01, 2001–02, 2002–03, 2003–04 and 2004–05
in accordance with their obligations under the Public Authorities (Dividends) Act 1983.

ANSWER:
I am advised that the following dividends were transferred by Melbourne Water, the metropolitan retailers and the
regional water authorities into the consolidated fund:
Year
1998–99
1999–00
2000–01
2001–02
2002–03
2003–04
2004–05

Regional Water Authorities
($ million)
11.26
11.57
9.91
7.34
2.22
1.18
1.80

Melbourne Water and metropolitan
retailers ($ million)
269.5
271.9
301.3
268.7
352.8
240.1
161.8
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Thursday, 20 July 2006
Aged care: external legal advice
1033(v).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Aged Care — what was the
total amount spent on external legal advice by each department, agency or other authority under the
Minister’s administration in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department of Human Services does not routinely collect information on such costs from the hundreds of
agencies under the authority of the Minister for Health and so this information is not readily available.

Housing: external legal advice
1033(w). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Housing — what was the total
amount spent on external legal advice by each department, agency or other authority under the
Minister’s administration in 2004–05.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department of Human Services does not routinely collect information on such costs from the hundreds of
agencies under the authority of the Minister for Health and so this information is not readily available.

Finance: external legal advice
1033(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — what was the total amount
spent on external legal advice by each department, agency or other authority under the Minister’s
administration in 2004–05.
ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Major projects: external legal advice
1033(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — what was the total
amount spent on external legal advice by each department, agency or other authority under the
Minister’s administration in 2004–05.
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ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

WorkCover: leasing arrangements
1034(d).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Agriculture for the Minister for WorkCover — as at 1
March 2006 what is the total cost of leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office
accommodation that has been entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the
Minister’s administration.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Aged care: leasing arrangements
1034(v).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Aged Care — as at 1 March
2006 what is the total cost of leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office
accommodation that has been entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the
Minister’s administration.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department advises that this information is not routinely collected from agencies or authorities within my
portfolio and the resources required to collect it could not be justified, however some information relevant to this
request may be referred to in the DHS Annual Report

Finance: leasing arrangements
1034(ak). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Finance — as at 1 March 2006 what is
the total cost of leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office accommodation that
has been entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the Minister’s administration.
ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.
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Major projects: leasing arrangements
1034(am). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Treasurer for the Minister for Major Projects — as at 1 March 2006
what is the total cost of leasing arrangements over the term of each contract for head office
accommodation that has been entered into by all departments, agencies and authorities under the
Minister’s administration.
ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is:
The broad nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Aged care: web site costs
1038(v).

Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Aged Care — what is the total
number of websites currently owned, operated or administered by each department, agency or authority
within the Minister’s jurisdiction what has been the total cost for the design, administration and
maintenance of each web site from 1 March 2004 to 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
I refer the Member to www.dhs.vic.gov.au which has links to other relevant websites.
As many DHS staff contribute time to providing the rich content on the websites, to impute the costs would be an
onerous and unnecessary diversion of resources.

Housing: web site costs
1038(w). Mr HONEYWOOD to ask the Minister for Health for the Minister for Housing — what is the total
number of websites currently owned, operated or administered by each department, agency or authority
within the Minister’s jurisdiction what has been the total cost for the design, administration and
maintenance of each web site from 1 March 2004 to 1 March 2006.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
I refer the Member to www.dhs.vic.gov.au which has links to other relevant websites.
As many DHS staff contribute time to providing the rich content on the websites, to impute the costs would be an
onerous and unnecessary diversion of resources.
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