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Wednesday, 30 April 2003
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the chair at
9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on performance management and
reporting: Progress report and a case study, April 2003.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 — Premier’s response to
recommendations in Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s Report on the Review of the Victorian Public
Service.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Terang Harness Racing Club: Dalvui Raceway
Hon. D. KOCH (Western) — I would like to bring
to the attention of the house the opening of the Terang
Harness Racing Club’s new 1000-metre track at Dalvui
Raceway. The club conducts 12 race meetings
annually, with an average of 9000 patrons attending
meetings throughout the season. The Terang Harness
Racing Club is categorised as one of the 12 principal
clubs in Victoria. Harness racing at Terang has a very
strong base, with 127 trainers registered within close
proximity. The club plays a major role in the
community, with employment being provided through
the operation of the track and catering facilities.
President Michael O’Keefe and his committee have
redeveloped the former successful racing circuit to
1000 metres in what is acknowledged as becoming the
quickest track not only in Victoria but in Australasia.
The exciting part of the opening was the involvement of
70 volunteers and the tremendous work they have
undertaken to have this $2 million redevelopment
completed on time at a cost of only $1.4 million.
Trainers and drivers were very generous in their
comments as to how fast and true the track performs,
with long straights allowing more competitive racing
and better wagering outcomes.
Congratulations to Harness Racing Victoria and the
Terang Harness Racing Club on developing this leading
course in south-west Victoria.

Metropolitan Traffic Education Centre
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I want to talk today
about an organisation in Colchester Road, Kilsyth,
known colloquially as Metec — the Metropolitan
Traffic Education Centre. It is a not-for-profit
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organisation which has been teaching young people to
drive safely for many years. It is located on 7 hectares
just off Colchester Road and has a complex set of roads
with traffic signs, traffic lights and everything required
for young people to safely practise driving.
I have recently had the privilege of being invited to join
the Metec board, and I have accepted that because I
find it a most worthy and worthwhile organisation.
Chris Cosgriff from Knox police is a dedicated
chairman with an interest in driver safety and road
safety that exceeds that of many others. Another board
member, Mike Welsh, is totally involved with road
safety, driver safety and traffic safety. They do an
excellent job, and I recommend that anyone wanting to
do an advanced driving course should contact them. I
have done one
and — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Professional indemnity: medical practitioners
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
statement today concerns the broad mismanagement of
the public health system in Victoria. I am particularly
concerned about a number of aspects relating to
medical indemnity insurance and the failure of the
Minister for Health and the Minister for Finance to
tackle this issue. I have been in contact with many
doctors, doctors organisations and other healthcare
professional organisations that are very concerned
about the impact of the medical indemnity insurance
crisis on health care.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — You mention Medicare.
The Prime Minister has a huge offer on the table, and
the Victorian health minister will not even negotiate
properly. The failure of the state cabinet on Monday to
come up with a workable package to deal with the
medical indemnity issue is a disgrace. Unless the
Minister for Finance, the Minister for Health and the
Premier are prepared to step forward and fix this crisis,
we will see a huge impact not just in country Victoria
but in areas of middle Melbourne — and areas like Box
Hill as well. I know that the number of obstetricians
and specialists who may leave practice will have a huge
impact. The Minister for Finance and the Premier must
take control of this issue. They have failed to do so, and
they must do so quickly.
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Soccer: junior country championships
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I wish to
congratulate all the players, coaches, team managers
and parents, especially those from the Geelong region,
who participated in the Victorian junior country soccer
championships held in Albury-Wodonga recently. I was
pleased to attend the championships because some of
my own children were participating, and as a result I
witnessed some great soccer action.
Over 400 kids from across the state were playing, and
my area of Geelong was well represented by talented
youngsters who travelled north with their families and
friends to the championships. Our teams made us all
very proud with their fine performances, with each of
them reaching their respective grand finals. The
victories of the Geelong under-15s and under-16s in
their respective grand finals, and the under-14s being
the runners-up, is evidence of the great soccer talent we
have in the Geelong region.
The organisation of the event was excellent, and thanks
should go to the Western Victorian Soccer Association
president, Joe Cappadona, and team coaches Tam
McCulloch, Paul Halliday and Wally Ribcak for their
efforts at the weekend. I have been a long-time
supporter of soccer and am especially keen to
encourage youth participation in this great sport. The
Victorian junior country soccer championships are a
great proponent of this.

Scoresby freeway: tolls
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I rise to
record my absolute disgust with the way road users in
my electorate have been kicked in the guts by this
government. On Monday night at a public meeting in
Wantirna more than 500 people vented their anger and
frustration at the state government’s attempts to impose
tolls on the Scoresby freeway and the Eastern Freeway
extension.
In a letter distributed in my electorate by Premier Steve
Bracks at the time of the election, he said, and I quote:
Labor will build the Scoresby freeway on time and on budget.
There will be no tolls … They are my firm commitment to
you and your family, and they will be honoured.

The state government knows what it is doing is wrong,
and I pledge to combine with my state and federal
colleagues to fight against this cynical and vindictive
backflip.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — Many Australian
Labor Party representatives won seats in the eastern
suburbs on the back of this no-toll promise — namely,
in the other place, the member for Bayswater, Peter
Lockwood; the member for Kilsyth, Dympna Beard;
and the member for Monbulk, James Merlino; and of
course my honourable friend here in this place, Carolyn
Hirsh. The community has lost trust in these members,
and rightly so —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Regional Arts Victoria
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — Last week I visited
Regional Arts Victoria, which is located in Port
Melbourne in Monash Province. I met the
organisation’s remarkable director, Peter Matthews,
who with his staff runs an amazing organisation that
facilitates many performance projects across Victoria.
Regional Arts Victoria is to be commended for its
outstanding leadership and commitment to supporting
regional cultural networks. Regional Arts Victoria was
established in 1969 as the Victorian Arts Council. It is
the peak body for regional arts organisations in Victoria
and one of the state government’s 12 major cultural
organisations. Regional Arts Victoria is associated with
some 80 affiliated volunteer groups who give their
experience, skills and time to work in more than
300 community-based arts and cultural activities across
Victoria.
Regional Arts Victoria has established a fantastic web
site to promote its touring program, available funding,
its creative communities program and the Festnet
project, an online, industry-focused community that
shares information and ideas to improve online festival
promotion skills.
The Bracks government recognises that there are many
ways to build and grow communities, and the Sharing
the Festivals initiative is one. Last week, Mary
Delahunty, the Minister for the Arts, awarded a $35 000
Sharing the Festivals grant to Regional Arts Victoria to
program a major event, Le Bal Moderne, in four
regional communities.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Bendigo Easter Fair
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I would like
to bring to the attention of the house the extraordinary
efforts many rural and regional Victorians have put into
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making Easter 2003 a memorable time in North
Western Province.
This year Bendigo’s famous Easter fair and festival was
a resounding success, thanks largely to the efforts of
Fay Buerger. At the last minute Mrs Buerger took over
the directorship of the carnival just three weeks out
from the event when the previous director resigned
from the post. The festival featured everything from
moving church services to stunning fireworks. There
was everything there from antique fairs and displays to
markets and kids’ entertainment.
More than 80 000 people lined the streets of the city on
the Easter Monday to see the Easter parade, featuring
the famous Chinese dragon, Sun Loong. It is estimated
that some 200 000 people from outside Bendigo come
to the city on that weekend to join the festivities.
Meanwhile there were some 1700 to 2000 people at the
Rheola Charity Carnival. We were able to meet the
Honourable John McQuilten, who was there having a
good time. The people of Rheola raise in excess of
$10 000 each year through the carnival. That money
goes to the Dunolly and Inglewood hospitals, and I
commend the people’s efforts.

Anzac Day: Geelong Province
Mrs CARBINES (Geelong) — On Anzac Day I
represented the people of Geelong Province at
commemorative services across my electorate for our
men and women who have served Australia in theatres
of war, particularly our fallen.
The Torquay dawn service at Point Danger attracted
some 7000 people this year, and I would like to
congratulate the Torquay Returned and Services
League (RSL) and the Surf Coast Shire on their
magnificent organisation of what has become the
largest Anzac Day service outside Melbourne.
Later I attended the Geelong RSL’s wreath-laying
services before witnessing the Anzac Day parade
through the streets of Geelong. It was great to see so
many veterans participating in the parade this year,
which culminated in a further very well-attended
service in Johnstone Park. The Geelong RSL and the
City of Greater Geelong can feel very proud of their
fitting tribute to our veterans.
Later still I joined the Vietnam Vets at the Geelong
RSL for their less formal but very enjoyable afternoon
function. Throughout Anzac Day I was impressed by
the numbers of Geelong people who chose to pay their
respects to our veterans, particularly the numbers of
young people who attended the various services and
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events. It gives me great hope that the spirit of the
Anzacs will endure and that the outstanding
contribution our servicemen and women have made
will never be forgotten.

Roads: Whitehorse
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I address
my remarks to the betrayal by the government of the
people of the eastern suburbs in regard to the Scoresby
freeway and to the reaction of the Whitehorse City
Council to that decision. The council has now sought
the government’s cooperation in looking at a proposal
to underground Springvale Road at Whitehorse Road
and the Nunawading railway line — that is the
Belgrave–Lilydale railway line — which is in accord
with the Liberal Party policy at the last state election.
The council is seeking funding from the government for
a comprehensive feasibility study on improving
conditions on Springvale Road, which, because of this
outrageous decision by the state government, will now
continue to provide a difficult situation for people
living along and around the road, not to mention the
people who use the road daily.
The council has also asked the government to provide
additional funding to address black spot sites in the City
of Whitehorse over the next six years and requested that
under no circumstances should the government impose
a toll after the Springvale Road exit — in other words,
that the toll should not start until what was to be the
Scoresby freeway but of course is now the Scoresby
tollway. This would ensure that at least Springvale
Road gets some relief from the heavy traffic that it
carries. The council has indicated that — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Time, member.

Rosebud Lions Club: golf day
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I would like
to commend the Lions Club of Rosebud, which is
holding a golf day on Thursday, 1 May — tomorrow —
to raise money for the Cancer Council Victoria. The
event is the largest fundraiser for cancer research in
Victoria and has to date raised nearly $250 000. Last
year the club raised $14 000 and is keen to beat that
achievement this year.
The golf day is being held at the Rosebud Country
Club, and I would also like to commend the country
club for hosting and supporting the event since it began
over 30 years ago. The money the Lions Club will raise
will go primarily to the Department of Pharmacology at
Melbourne University, where it will help to fund
research into newly designed drugs capable of blocking
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the growth of new blood vessels which are responsible
for the spread of many tumours.
I would also like to commend Retravision Rosebud,
which is donating a colour television set, which is the
main prize in the putting competition, and also Tosca
Travel Goods and all the other local sponsors who have
supported the event for many years. I believe it is a
great credit to our society that organisations such as the
Lions Club are willing to donate their time and energy
to such an event, which ultimately benefits us all. I wish
their golf day every success.

Bushfires: inquiry
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I refer
to a bushfire submission that is reported in today’s
Herald Sun under the heading ‘Bushfire bungles’. The
article states that the report by residents of north-eastern
Victoria blames mismanagement and poor
communications between firefighting services for the
bushfires. It reports about frustrated farmers and
Country Fire Authority volunteers and speaks of petty
regulations and rigid health and safety regulations that
make fighting fires almost impossible. It claims local
knowledge and local resources were ignored by the
Department of Sustainability and Environment.
It mentions things like a bulldozer not being allowed to
be used at the fire because the blade was 60 centimetres
wider than is provided for in Department of
Sustainability and Environment regulations. It speaks
about a control back-burn being lit by one crew and
being put out by another crew. It talks about available
local buses not being used and buses being brought in
from 100 kilometres away while people waited. It talks
about a woman who was told to stop preparing meals
for hungry firefighters because her kitchen was not up
to health regulations. It also quotes the convenor of the
report, Simon Paton, as saying that commonsense and
emergency action took a back seat.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There should be less
noise in the chamber.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I raise this submission
because there are hundreds of similar stories. I urge all
people with actual knowledge of issues to put in a
submission to both the federal and the state inquiries
even though everyone agrees the state inquiry is a lame
duck.
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Joan Kirner House
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — Two
months ago the Joan Kirner House was opened in
Williamstown by the Premier of Victoria, Mr Steve
Bracks, and the former Hobsons Bay mayor, Cr Angela
Altair. The Joan Kirner House is named after a former
Premier of Victoria, Joan Kirner, who served as the
member for Williamstown with distinction and was the
first female Premier of Victoria. Even after she retired
from politics she remained community orientated and
active in female issues, especially encouraging more
females to participates in all levels of politics.
The Joan Kirner House was previously the
Williamstown courthouse. It has now been transformed
into a community centre, and in particular into an
education centre. The Williamstown Community and
Education Centre has been an active community service
provider for the past 25 years, and last June it entered
into a five-year lease arrangement with Hobsons Bay
council and the state government for the new location.
The centre is one of the most established community
centres in Hobsons Bay, and it will provide a significant
range of educational, personal development,
recreational and social support programs for the people
in the surrounding area.
I therefore commend the Hobsons Bay council, the
Adult, Community and — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Mildura Harness Racing Club: carnival
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I
congratulate the Mildura Harness Racing Club on
staging another successful carnival of harness racing
last week. The week of racing, which included a
meeting at Ouyen, concluded on Saturday, 26 April,
with a well-attended 2003 Mildura Pacing Cup, which
has as its major sponsor Park Douglas Printing. It was
great to see there Neil Busse, chairman of Harness
Racing Victoria, with his wife, Margaret, and also
Richard King, the chief executive officer.
The cup was won by Sokyola, which was driven and
trained by Lance Justice, who after 18 years and
17 attempts finally triumphed and won the cup. The cup
was presented by Ray Hepworth, who is an absolute
stalwart in the harness racing area.
My congratulations go to the president, Barry Bottams,
his extremely capable secretary-manager, Mark Kemp,
and their committee for the organisation of a great
carnival that had a track in first-class condition and

RURAL AND REGIONAL VICTORIA: GOVERNMENT ACTION
Wednesday, 30 April 2003

COUNCIL

looking good in typically wonderful Mildura weather. It
is a family-oriented carnival with plenty of activities,
including pony trots, Little Athletics and the guest
appearance of Shakamaker, which recently retired after
winning over $2 million during his career. Shakamaker
received an enthusiastic welcome as he was paraded by
John Justice in what was his first stop in a tour of
Victoria before heading for a well-earned retirement.
Congratulations again to the Mildura Harness Racing
Club for a fantastic carnival.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — On a point of order,
President, I want to draw your attention to a concern
that I have about the conduct of 90-second statements
in respect of interjections, particularly when they
become boisterous and unruly and when there are quite
a number of members involved. I do not take issue with
either side of the house being involved in this, but I
simply point out that 90 seconds is a relatively short
period of time for a member to make a contribution in.
I find as a member of Parliament that some of the
contributions made to this part of parliamentary
procedure are very worth while; we learn a lot about
our local communities, and we find out a lot about
some key issues that are raised in them. It is unfortunate
when members, who have very often crafted speeches
to make sure that they fit within the 90-second time
slot, are drowned out by very boisterous interjections.
In the context of the period that is available when you
are required to intervene on those interjections — and I
appreciate the fact that you, President, are looking to
maintain order and to ensure that Hansard is able to
record the proceedings of Parliament during 90-second
statements — I am mindful of the fact that when you
intrude it actually erodes on the period available to the
member to make their 90-second statement. On two
occasions during today’s statements when members of
the opposition sat down to allow you, President, to
proceed with what they thought was to be a ruling or a
comment to the house they lost part of their allocated
90 seconds.
I think that is an unfair situation, and we as a house
ought to arrive at a protocol for that. This is a relatively
new introduction to the house that provides an
opportunity for members to express opinions and
therefore is without long precedent establishing how the
Chair might handle the conduct of this part of
Parliament’s proceedings.
I believe, notwithstanding the logistics of starting and
stopping the clock within a 90-second period, members
ought to be able to assume they have their full
complement of time available for their 90-second
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statements, and if there is behaviour by any member of
either side of the house that begins to affect the
member’s contribution to the house and the ability of
Hansard to accurately record that contribution, the
clock ought to be stopped. Members ought to have an
opportunity to speak for their full time entitlement.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order,
members should give other members the courtesy of
enabling them to be heard, in the 90-second statements
and at all other times during the course of the sitting of
the house. The member will have noticed that on a
couple of occasions I called for order without standing,
which I did so as not to interrupt the member on their
feet. But if I get to my feet the clock is stopped and the
member’s time allocation is not interfered with. I ask
members to be considerate of their colleagues when
they are on their feet and to give them the appropriate
courtesy.

RURAL AND REGIONAL VICTORIA:
GOVERNMENT ACTION
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I move:
That this house condemns the government for its superficial
and in some instances insulting response to matters vital to
the interests of country Victoria.

The National Party welcomes this opportunity to have a
fair and, I suspect, robust debate on some very
important issues that it believes impact on country
Victoria. We will be making very well known our
strong views about the way the government has
responded to some of these matters. Certainly country
Victorians are far from satisfied with the response and
with the action the government has taken with respect
to numerous matters, some of which I will outline in
detail this morning. This government is the master of
spin. It promised the world but delivers little. Its
members have masters degrees in window-dressing, but
unfortunately they have no stock in the back of the
shop. The government accepts no responsibility for its
actions or deeds, continually preferring to blame the
Kennett government or the federal government for
anything it feels aggrieved about.
This government has treated country Victorians with
contempt. When bushfires recently enveloped
1.3 million hectares of this state the government
typically backed away from providing any real help to
affected land-holders. With this government’s reform of
the Victorian upper house it effectively disempowered
country Victorians, and I will speak more about that
this morning.
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This government has sold out thousands of country jobs
to satisfy the rapacious appetite of the green movement
and of those who support Labor. It has abandoned
important projects like rail standardisation, a project
which would deliver enormous benefits to country
Victoria. It has hypocritically imposed environmental
monsters like Basslink and wind farms on country
communities. Its desire to make Gippsland the toxic
waste dumping ground for Melbourne-based industries
once again clearly shows where its priorities lie.
This government has imposed electricity price-hikes on
country consumers and has failed to deliver on any
significant natural gas pipeline extensions to regional or
rural areas of Victoria. The litany of broken promises,
shirked responsibilities and superficial responses have
insulted country Victorians. They have been conned
and they are angry. This morning the voice of country
Victoria, the National Party, speaks on their behalf and
expresses their grave concerns.
I turn now to some particular issues, and no doubt
members of both sides of the house will elaborate on
these or bring others to the attention of the house. The
first major issue I will talk about is bushfires and the
pathetic, superficial response provided by this
government to the plight of thousands of Victorians
affected by them. Let me give some background to start
with — and this is irrefutable; it is in the government’s
own report on bushfires which states that 1.3 million
hectares of Victorian land has been burnt by bushfires
this summer; 41 houses have been destroyed and
11 000 or so stock have been lost, 8000 of those being
sheep and 3000 being cattle.
The government’s ministerial bushfire recovery task
force report on page 5 lists the organisations,
individuals and equipment involved — for example, we
had 1700 Country Fire Authority (CFA) volunteers
fighting the fires and over 3000 firefighters from
government departments and units like the Department
of Sustainability and Environment and Parks Victoria,
and the list goes on. It also mentions some of the
infrastructure that the fire destroyed or affected — the
870 kilometres of roadway and 342 landowners directly
affected — but interestingly one thing that the interim
task force report does not mention is the amount of
fencing that was destroyed in the bushfires. I find it
incredible that in both the interim report and the final
report of the ministerial task force on bushfires that
there was — —
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — We will get to the reason that
it has been left out, Mr Drum. It is interesting. I can tell
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you that in Gippsland at least 1800 kilometres of
fencing was destroyed. There was a lot more in the
north-east and some in the Mallee, I suspect, too, so it is
interesting that the report failed to mention that statistic.
These bushfires had a huge impact on many thousands
of people.
Once the bushfires had swept through, the most urgent
needs were for people who had lost their homes to have
a roof over their heads, feed for their stock, water to
drink, both for personal and stock purposes, and to have
their fences repaired. I am going to highlight just those
four urgent matters and show what typically slack
responses we had from the government on those issues.
Let me go to the issue of getting a roof over your head.
As I said, 41 houses were destroyed in the bushfires; I
believe 30 of those were in Gippsland. One would have
thought that at least the government would have been
sympathetic to the plight of people who had lost homes.
Indeed, on 31 January it came out in the media with a
press release from the Minister for Agriculture, in
which the minister said:
These initiatives —

and he was talking about concessional loans —
come on top of the existing $22 800 already available from
the Department of Human Services to householders whose
principal residence has been lost or damaged …

How would a reasonable person interpret that
statement? If you have lost a house the government will
give you a grant of $22 800 to recover. Is that a
reasonable assumption? That is especially so when it
was backed up in another press release of 31 January
saying what the Treasurer said. It states:
Mr Brumby said direct assistance of up to $22 800 for people
who had lost their homes was available.

As I said, this government is the master of spin. When
you read the fine print you see that there are some strict
qualifications about whether you qualify for $22 800.
First of all, that comprises an emergency grant
of $900 per household — or up to; it depends on how
many kids you have — for temporary accommodation
and food and clothing. Further, that money comprises a
temporary living expense grant of $7300 if you are out
of your home for up to six months. A third component
is a two-part re-establishment grant totalling $14 600,
which comprises two grants of up to $7300 — the first
for essential structural repairs and the second for the
replacement of essential household contents.
Last week when I was visiting the bushfire areas I
spoke to one of my constituents who had lost a house
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valued at $78 000. Because he is not a wealthy
person — and he would be the first to admit that — he
is now having a new house constructed at a cost
of $68 000 — far less a house than the one he lost. He
believed he would be getting $22 800 in assistance
from the government to help him with the replacement.
He now finds he will be lucky to get half that amount,
because he did the right thing. He had minimal
insurance on his contents of $7000 so they were
covered by his insurance policy.
He knows he cannot double-dip, but he is angry that he
believed in good faith — and any reasonable person
would have believed so — that he would have qualified
for a $22 800 government grant to assist him in
rebuilding a new house. That will not be so. This man is
angry and disappointed and feels really cheated by this
government that its promises will not be delivered.
I would have thought that only 41 houses — and I say
‘only’ guardedly, as it is a significant amount — at
$22 800 each is not a huge amount; it is between $800
000 and $900 000. If the government was serious about
helping those in most need it would have made that
grant available without conditions, to every one of
those people who lost a house. It would be the minimal
response one would expect from an understanding and
sympathetic government that was genuinely trying to
help those who were most affected. I think it is an
absolute disgrace that those people who have lost
houses will not get the support from the government
they reasonably expected would be forthcoming. It is a
con.
The next issue I want to talk about is stockfeed.
Without the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) and
the huge amount of hay and fodder that was
volunteered from farming communities right across
Victoria, the farmers in bushfire-affected areas would
have virtually lost all their stock. They would not have
been able to feed them. They lost not only stored fodder
in the form of haystacks and the like, but also standing
fodder in the paddocks where the fires burnt. Without
the donations of hay coordinated by the VFF they
would have lost much of their stock.
The government donated a miserable $500 000 to the
VFF to assist in that regard, one of the most important
things that was required after the fires. The National
Party and many communities called on the government
to open up some state game reserves in which plenty of
standing fodder is available. Yet the government
refused to do it. It made a flimsy promise in the interim
ministerial task force report that it may consider it, but
it was never ever serious about it and it never ever
occurred. It was an absolutely minimal and pathetic
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response — once again — from this government on the
issue of fodder.
I might add that all the donated hay is now finished.
Those farmers who were affected by the bushfires in
the north-east and Gippsland are now required to
purchase fodder to get their stock through the winter,
and it is going to be at great expense to them.
The third issue is about water. Immediately after the
fire, people had to beg and borrow to get drinking
water, and I say that seriously. Tanks were
contaminated with the ash from the fires in many
instances, and people had to buy bottled water. But
there was not one cent of government help given
towards people who were bringing in water for
domestic and stock purposes. Not one cent!
The East Gippsland Shire Council had to go to the
Gippsland emergency relief fund and beg and borrow
$10 000 then another $10 000 to help people get water
into their homes. Still today people are having to
purchase water to drink, and they are not getting any
support whatsoever from government. One would have
thought this was a priority on both a needs basis and a
health basis. It is a disgrace that there is no government
support for that important requirement after the fires.
The next issue I want to turn to is fencing. As I said, I
found it extraordinary that the ministerial interim task
force report produced by the group of ministers did not
elaborate on the amount of fencing that was lost. It was
thousands and thousands of kilometres — almost
2000 kilometres in Gippsland alone. The government’s
response to this has been the most minimal and
insulting response that I think people have ever come
across. In country Victoria they cannot believe the
government would offer so little to assist with
fencing — $2.60 per metre for some Crown land
boundary fencing. If you want dog-proof fencing you
would need to spend $8 to $10 or more. And this is per
metre! It has outraged people in bushfire-affected
communities.
On Wednesday 16 April the Herald Sun ran a double
page story titled ‘Rising from the ashes’. It included
numerous pictures of people who were affected by the
fires. In part the article states:
Weeks after a huge fire swept down the Mitta Valley to
engulf their farm before charging on to terrify the people of
Omeo, Peter and Christine Faithfull and their neighbours are
yet to see any government support.

Remember, the fires occurred on 26 January or
thereabouts depending on where you were in Victoria.
The article goes on to say:
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‘We lost 30 kilometres of fencing’ he said. ‘Work that out at
$7.50 a metre for a contractor to construct and it comes close
to a quarter of a million dollars. The only help we’ve had is
from service clubs like Lions, Rotary and the
four-wheel-drive volunteers’.

That is a typical story. I saw Peter Faithfull last week
and he was out there with his son, Tim, repairing the
fences himself with some, I might add, material that he
got through the Lions club at reasonable prices. There is
no doubt that this is going to set him back somewhere
close to the quarter of a million dollars figure he
mentions in the article. Mr Faithfull is not alone in this
regard.
Three hundred and forty-two landowners are affected.
Most of them have lost fences. The vast majority of
them are going to totally pay for the fences themselves.
This is from a fire that started on government land, in
national park, and spread from there. It was the
government’s responsibility to contain that fire. At the
very least one would have thought the government
would have been more serious in the support it gave to
affected landowners.
A couple of days ago on 25 April the Bairnsdale
Advertiser carried the headline ‘Outrage at lack of
fencing aid’. The article states:
A number of bushfire-affected farmers across East Gippsland
remain outraged at the lack of action by the state government
in providing suitable assistance to replace boundary fencing
adjoining Crown land.
…
One such farmer, Peter Bowman of Wulgulmerang, believes
the government has done nothing in regard to providing
assistance following the bushfires, especially in respect to
fencing. Volunteer organisations such as Rotary and Lions
and the four-wheel-drive clubs are the only ones providing
any assistance. Rotary has provided fencing equipment at a
reduced cost, while other groups have [provided] assistance in
other ways.

It is typical of the response and the feelings expressed
by people in the bushfire areas. They are extremely
angry at the government’s minimal response to this
issue. The dog-proof fencing subsidy is a joke — $2.60
a metre if you conform to some very rigid conditions
for this type of fencing and only on boundaries
adjoining Crown land! It costs between $8 and $10 a
metre to construct dog-proof fencing, so the
government is at best offering a quarter of that cost.
I have cited in this house before an example where the
bushfire incident controllers came in and burnt 1000
acres of private land in a back-burning exercise and in
so doing knew that they would destroy 8 kilometres of
dog-proof fencing belonging to constituents of mine in
Delicknora. It costs them $8.80 per metre to replace —
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8 kilometres at $8.80 per metre comes to around
$70 000. At best, if they use government assistance
they will get back $20 000 of that. Those poor people
did not have fences destroyed by the fire, they were
destroyed by a back-burning exercise. It will cost them
at least $50 000 because of an action deliberately
undertaken by the government. Yet what happened
when government back-burning exercises in other parts
of Victoria recently got out of control and destroyed
some fencing and property? Immediately it promised
compensation, but that is not so for these people in the
north-east and Gippsland who were affected by the
bushfires.
In the adjournment debate on 27 February this year I
asked what the legal position and responsibilities of
government were where it deliberately undertook
back-burning operations in the course of which private
property was destroyed. I received an answer from the
Minister for Environment in the last few days. In a
letter dated 23 April the minister said, in part:
The officer in charge may take any measures which in the
circumstances are reasonable and appear necessary or
expedient to him/her to achieve fire protection purposes.
There is no requirement under the relevant legislation to
obtain a landowner’s permission to carry out these measures
on their land in relation to suppressing a fire.
…
The government does not have any statutory obligation to pay
for damages resulting from wildfire or through fire
suppression work.

He went on to say:
However, the government’s bushfire recovery task force has
recently allocated $5.75 million towards rebuilding fences
along Crown boundaries, particularly dog-proof fences that
provide additional public and private good.

The minister is wrong; it is not particularly dog-proof
fences, it is only dog-proof fences. Forget about it if
you do not wish to have a dog-proof fence, and if it is
an internal fence there is no assistance whatsoever. It is
an absolute disgrace that the government can, in
fighting a fire that is its responsibility to manage and
curtail, simply ignore any damage that may have been
inflicted on private property. In particular I am incensed
that in cases where the government has undertaken a
deliberate back-burning exercise, knowing that in so
doing private assets would be destroyed, it has not
guaranteed full cost replacement for those assets. It is
an absolute disgrace! I say the government stands
condemned for that action alone.
I can report, having visited the areas last week, that
many people are not worrying about dog-proof fencing
because it is too costly for them. Many people are
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putting up a normal stock-proof fence rather than a
dog-proof fence. They have also been handicapped in
the erection of those new boundary fences by the fact
that it seems that the native Aboriginal groups are
required to sign off an inspection of those areas, which
in many instances has delayed the re-erection of the
boundary fences. People are very frustrated that once
again this seems to be a further impediment to getting
their lives back in order.
I have mentioned the report of the government’s
ministerial task force on this matter a couple of times. It
is a final insult to people in country Victoria that in the
final allocation of $69 million the ministerial task force
said that it would provide $23.9 million for the recovery
of catchments and water protection; $24.9 million to
restore assets in parks, forests and alpine resorts;
$13.2 million to restore ecological and cultural heritage;
$5 million for rebuilding roads, bridges and signs; and
an absolutely pitiful $2 million to provide additional
support to farming communities. Insult is a mild word.
These people are outraged; they are insulted and
extremely angry. In fact, the response from the
government to assist in the bushfires has been
absolutely pathetic.
This contrasts starkly to the Kennett government’s
assistance when there were floods in East Gippsland.
People kept reminding us that when floods swept down
the Tambo Valley people were totally compensated for
loss of stock and fences, and funds were flowing from
Treasury to ensure that those people got back on their
feet as soon as possible.
That stands in stark contrast to the tardy, minimal,
pitiful response given by this particular Bracks
government to people affected by the bushfires. It is
time that this government accepted responsibility for
the fact that it was its fire, started on its grounds in its
unmanaged parks and forests that led to the disasters
that occurred to private land-holders. The government
must accept responsibility and do more about it.
I could go on all day about bushfires, but there are a
couple of other issues that need to be raised. Firstly,
upper house reform has been the greatest con trick yet
imposed by the Bracks government. There is absolutely
no doubt that country Victoria has been disempowered
by this government’s destruction of this chamber, and I
do not say that lightly. After the next election there will
not be an upper house member north of Bendigo, west
of Geelong or Ballarat, and east of Cranbourne.
Certainly there will not be any Labor members — there
never has been anyway so I suppose that is a bit
irrelevant — but while the incumbents sit there may be.
Mr Philip Davis may still be in Sale, Mr Baxter may

1019

still be in Wodonga and Mr Koch may still be in
Hamilton, but when those people retire you can bet
your life that every new member elected to this
chamber will be within the boundaries that I have
described — that is, within close range of Melbourne.
Country Victoria will be deserted, without access to
upper house members of Parliament.
This government talks about these changes being
representative, diverse and accountable. It will not be
representative of country Victoria. The members of this
chamber will be totally dominated by the metropolitan
area and the outer metropolitan fringes, because that is
where the majority of the population lives, and that is
where the majority of members elected to this chamber
in the future will be.
The parliamentary library’s own research says at least
35 out of the 40 new seats — and that is nearly 90 per
cent of new seats — will be Labor or Liberal-held; so
what of this claim of diversity by this government?
There will be no diversity. There will be 35 or more
Liberal or Labor members. I reckon there will be one
National Party member after the next election in this
chamber, and I reckon there will be two Greens, and
they will be metropolitan Greens. We, the voice of
country Victoria, who have traditionally spoken for
those people, will be destroyed in our representation
here.
Mrs Carbines interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — What is Mrs Carbines talking
about? I am talking about the changes that her
government is imposing in this house, and the
disfranchising of people in country Victoria. I could
stand in my particular area at the next election and I
would not expect to get elected going on the figures for
the previous elections. On previous election figures a
National Party member would not get elected in the
area I currently represent.
People might say I have a vested interest in this, and the
National Party does have a vested interest — of course
we do. But it is not for ourselves, it is for the people we
represent that we have a vested interest. It is the people
in country Victoria who will not have access to their
upper house MPs like they have had in the past.
The government even refused the option for country
people to have postal voting, which at least would have
given them a better chance to vote — —
Mr Pullen interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — That is right, the Liberals did
not agree, and they stand equally condemned,
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Mr Pullen, but the government stands condemned
because it would not even give it a try and put it out to
the people for comment. What is wrong with consulting
with the people about postal voting? At least it gives
country people a better option to vote for the
individuals. Let us talk about accountability, which was
the third phrase this government used to describe upper
house reform.
Mrs Carbines interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Yes, we are an endangered
species, and so are country Victorians because they are
being disfranchised. They are in equal danger as we are
in the National Party, because the government gives
them no thought or consideration whatsoever.
Mrs Carbines — Why did they vote for us then?
Hon. P. R. HALL — Why did they vote for Labor?
They did not vote for Labor in hoards in the country,
did they? The National Party actually took a seat off the
Labor Party — am I not correct? — in country Victoria.
Did the National Party vote go down in country
Victoria? It did not. Mrs Carbines is a fool. The
government tries to talk its way out through another con
trick, and it stands condemned for it.
I turn now to the issue of accountability. Under the new
system we will have above-the-line voting, and
experience tells us that in the Australian Senate 95 per
cent of people vote above the line — that is, they do not
vote for Mr Pullen or Mr Mitchell or Mr Hall or
Mrs Coote; they vote for the Labor Party, for the
Liberal Party, for the National Party, for the Greens
Party, or for the Democrats. They vote for the party, not
the individuals. Five per cent of people vote for the
individual. They go below the line and go all through
the numbers, but 95 per cent of people vote above the
line.
To whom are members of the Legislative Council in
future years going to be accountable? Not to the people
who elected them, but to the party that put them on its
party ticket because people vote for the party. Future
members of the Legislative Council will not be
accountable to their particular electorates, they will be
accountable to the party that they represent. This upper
house change is a pure con trick that will completely
disfranchise country Victorians. In my remaining few
minutes I will talk about the hypocritical approach that
the government has to environmental issues.
Mrs Carbines interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — If Mrs Carbines listens she
might learn something.
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In the timber industry cuts to available resources will
mean thousands of job losses in country Victoria over
the next 12 months. Do government members dispute
that there will be thousands of job losses in the timber
industry? I do not think they could dispute that. I talked
about available resources rather than sustainable
resources because there are plenty of resources out
there. The fact is that they are locked up in parks and a
whole range of other protected measures out there.
It was interesting to read a comment by Senator Ian
MacDonald at the Timber Communities Australia
conference. He spoke about the fires Australia-wide last
summer. There were 2.5 million hectares of native
forest destroyed by fire in three months, and it would
take 42 years to harvest that same amount of timber. I
have to say that even when you fly across
bushfire-affected areas, there is still a huge amount of
timber there; and in the timber industry it is not an issue
about sustainable resource, it is about available
resource. The government stands condemned for
continually locking away that resource and not
managing it in a sustainable way.
I have information from the minutes of the East
Gippsland timber communities restructure task force.
Because of the changes in the timber industry there, of
the 22 contractors in Orbost 10 will remain operating.
In Orbost of the 48 trucks 20 will remain operating. It
lists the timber mills, and I think about 8 or 9 will be
left in East Gippsland. More than half of them have
now closed. It also said in the minutes:
Due to the timber restructuring process, seven families have
left the Orbost township. Another family will be leaving in
the near future.

This is the sort of impact these changes are having on
country communities. It is the same with the fishing
industry. I could talk about the commercial fishing
licences in Lake Tyers and Mallacoota that the
government has just abandoned. It has said, ‘We’ll pay
you out for the loss of that licence being taken away
from you’. It is disgusting the way the government has
done it. I have a copy of a letter to one of those
licence-holders dated Friday, 4 April 2003, which says:
Your fishery access licence no. … is hereby cancelled
effective from the beginning of 10 April 2003.

There was six days between the time this letter was
written and the time the licence was cancelled and this
person’s job was over. The government does say they
can go to Centrelink, and it gives them details of where
to go, but the government will not even tell them how
much compensation they will get because it has to pass
regulations through this house. It gives them less than a

RURAL AND REGIONAL VICTORIA: GOVERNMENT ACTION
Wednesday, 30 April 2003

COUNCIL

week’s notice to say that their job is gone. The
compensation culture is something I have spoken about
before.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Is Mr Mitchell talking about
fishermen? Self-inflicted endangered species? I do not
know what he is talking about. He is supposed to
represent part of country Victoria, but I have never seen
him stand up here and be a strong advocate for country
Victoria.
Mrs Carbines — Watch this space!
Hon. P. R. HALL — With interest — with great
interest! This government has a compensation culture
that says, ‘We will buy your job out, and away you go’.
I want to spend 2 minutes on the issue of Basslink and
wind power. How hypocritical this government is,
imposing environmental monsters like pylons to carry
Basslink across country Victoria without any care or
thought for the people who live in these areas.
Government members said, ‘No, we have to look after
our green voters and our city votes here, so forget about
country Victoria. We are happy to allow this private
company to put pylons across South Gippsland. The
government stood by and did not even require the
company to put the wires underground.
The same with wind farms. They have an open-door
policy that says you can put wind farms wherever you
like along the coast of Gippsland — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So you don’t want a
wind farm?
Hon. P. R. HALL — No, I don’t want wind farms.
Quite clearly I do not want wind farms because they are
an environmental monster along Victoria’s coastline.
Look at some of the research that has been done. Why
is the Stanwell wind farm at Toora in breach of its
Environment Protection Authority licence at the
moment? This is a sort of con trick. They have been put
up there — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You are a disgrace!
Hon. P. R. HALL — I am not a disgrace,
Mr Theophanous. Your government allows all this
willy-nilly development and destruction of country
Victoria, and wind farms are a classic example.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What about carbon
dioxide?
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Hon. P. R. HALL — Well, balance that against
noise pollution and the visual pollution of those wind
farms. I will give you a copy of a letter I have about the
problem of wind farms. People from Codrington, who
have turbines on their property, would never ever allow
it again because of the imposition and the
environmental impact it has on their way of life. It is a
big con for Mr Theophanous to be going on about wind
farms saying they are the be-all and end-all solution to
environmental issues. They are not. They are
environmental monsters that are going to pollute the
coastline of Victoria. I could go on because there are a
whole range of issues, but I do not have time to go
through them all today.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I am glad you put all
that on the record!
Hon. P. R. HALL — I am absolutely delighted
because you do not understand what people in south
Gippsland think about wind farms, Mr Theophanous.
You have not even been down there!
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — You think about your own
jobs and your own votes but you do not think about or
care about people who live in country Victoria, and that
is what this motion is all about.
I conclude by saying that there are other issues. The fast
rail project is a real con which will not deliver any real
improvements to country Victoria. It might mean that a
few people will start working in Melbourne rather than
in their own local communities but it will just take
people away from the country. Rail standardisation,
which Mr Drum will talk about, is another broken
government promise. We have not seen any really
worthwhile natural gas extensions in country Victoria.
An Honourable Member — Wait!
Hon. P. R. HALL — We have been waiting for
four years now and we still have not seen anything. The
balance of the Regional Infrastructure Development
Fund is going to be spent in the outer metropolitan area
so once again country Victorians have been betrayed.
As I said at the start, this government is a master of
spin, and that is the only credit I give it. It is the best
spin doctor around the place. It has promised a lot and
delivered little. It has completely disempowered
country Victorians, and it stands condemned for the con
tricks, the disregard and the contempt for all of country
Victoria.
Mrs CARBINES (Geelong) — I am pleased to
have the opportunity to refute the motion condemning
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the government, moved this morning by the Leader of
the National Party. I find Mr Hall’s hypocrisy and his
contribution completely galling. The Bracks
government has a demonstrated commitment to
growing the whole of the state which was shown
throughout its first term. It is governing for every street
and every town in Victoria. For the benefit of
opposition members who have dared to move this
motion this morning, I am delighted to showcase what
the Bracks government is doing in rural and regional
Victoria.
What is galling about Mr Hall’s contribution is that he
was a key member of the former Kennett
Liberal-National coalition government which ruined
rural and regional Victoria. That government could not
have cared less about rural and regional Victoria. There
is nothing more insulting to country Victorians than
what the Kennett government did to them in the seven
years that it was in power, and Mr Hall was a member
of that government although he chooses to forget that.
But I am here to remind him of what he did and what
fellow members of his party did, along with the Liberal
Party, to decimate rural and regional Victoria.
The current Premier is leading our government for all
Victorians, making sure that every Victorian is looked
after. The former Premier regarded rural and regional
Victorians as the toenails of the state. That famous
quote will haunt him forever, and it will haunt the
members of the government at the time, like Mr Hall.
The Kennett government, of which Mr Hall was a
member, closed down services in rural and regional
Victoria; it sacked 2000 nurses 9000 teachers and
1000 members of the police force. It closed over
300 schools across the state. It shut down public
transport. It closed hospitals in Koroit, Macarthur,
Clunes, Elmore, Mortlake, Lismore, Beeac and
Birregurra.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs CARBINES — They do not like the truth: it
hurts. The former government closed down services to
rural and regional Victorians, it cut funding and it
privatised gas and electricity. It privatised public
transport, and we have seen what an absolute mess that
has become. It had plans to privatise water, and it was
privatising health provision and aged care provision
across the state.
So when we talk about records, let us hold up the
former government’s record for scrutiny and every one
of us will find that it is found wanting, in stark contrast
to the Bracks government’s demonstrated commitment
to the whole of Victoria, not the Melbourne-centric
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domination by the Liberal and National parties when
they were unfortunately in power for seven years. This
government is committed to growing all of the state and
making sure that all Victorians benefit from its policies
and from its commitments and initiatives. As a member
from regional Victoria I am proud of what this
government has achieved in its first term, and I am
delighted to see the policies and initiatives that will be
put in place over the next four years to further benefit
rural and regional Victorians.
The government held itself up for scrutiny in the last six
months at the state election when Victorians had the
opportunity to let it know whether they were happy
with what it was doing, whether they were happy with
its first term and its commitment to all Victorians and to
growing the whole of the state. Despite what the
National Party would have us believe in moving this
motion today, the government was elected
overwhelmingly.
We have a very large majority in the lower house and,
for the first time, a large majority in the upper house as
well. I say that is very much an indication of a vote of
confidence from the Victorian people across the whole
of the state, including regional and rural Victoria, in the
job the Bracks government is doing. We are very much
getting on with that job.
I would like to talk about a fantastic Bracks government
initiative this morning in the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund (RIDF). I have been extremely
proud of this Bracks government initiative and the role
the Treasurer and the Minister for State and Regional
Development have played in bringing this initiative to
the state.
The Regional Infrastructure Development Fund has
seen $128 million worth of funding announced
throughout regional and rural Victoria. That has again
generated another $290 million worth of infrastructure
which has been very warmly received by rural and
regional Victorians. In fact every country municipality
has applied for and received funding with the exception
of a municipality in my electorate, the Borough of
Queenscliffe, which has not put in an application, I
might add. I will have to get on to it to get involved.
We have had figures in the north-east of over
$11 million through the RIDF; the northern sector,
$26 million; south-west, $28 million; the western area
of the state, over $16 million; Gippsland, over
$13 million; and statewide projects, $31 million. This
has been a great initiative by the Bracks government —
much needed infrastructure funding which was very
seriously overlooked by the previous Kennett
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government, of which the National Party played a key
part. The Regional Infrastructure Development Fund to
me epitomises the Bracks government’s commitment to
growing the whole of the state.
We have had lots of examples of funding, and I do not
intend to go through them all this morning, but, as I
said, almost every municipality has applied for and
received funding under the RIDF.
In my own electorate I know very well that Geelong
Province has benefited significantly from the RIDF,
and I would like to talk about a couple of those projects.
One of them is very dear to my heart, and that is a
project where the townships of Portarlington, Indented
Head and St Leonards are being connected to gas. The
people who live in those townships had lobbied the
Kennett government for years to be able to access
natural gas, and they got absolutely no help or support
whatsoever. In fact, they approached the former
Kennett government for funding to extend the natural
gas supply to their townships and they were told, ‘No,
go away. You have got no chance’.
It took the election of the Bracks government and a
commitment that it would provide the funding to extend
the natural gas to the north Bellarine Peninsula to see
those people being able to access what many
metropolitan Melburnians take for granted. I am very
proud that we now have many residents in Portarlington
being able to access gas. They have already switched
on.
The pipeline — and I have seen it recently — is being
connected down towards Indented Head at the moment.
Construction is under way, and the pipeline is sitting on
the side of the road. People are very excited knowing
that over the next year it will go on to Indented Head
and St Leonards. So that is a demonstrated success in
my electorate, and it has also provided a model for the
Bracks government’s commitment of some $70 million
for gas extensions throughout the state.
I am very pleased that another area in my electorate —
the last area in my electorate which is unable to access
natural gas, and that is Barwon Heads — is going to be
one of the first areas in the state to receive funding for
the extension of natural gas.
So my electorate has benefited enormously from the
RIDF fund. As I said before, it epitomises the very
demonstrated commitment of our government to
growing the whole of the state and taking every
Victorian, whether they live in rural or regional Victoria
or metropolitan Melbourne, with us and sharing the
successes of the government.
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We have the fast rail project which is seeing the
regional centres of Geelong, Bendigo, Ballarat, and
Latrobe benefiting from fast rail. This is a massive
investment in public transport in the state — the biggest
investment in rail infrastructure in some 120 years. I
know from my own electorate that it is provoking much
interest and excitement, and we are looking forward to
benefiting from the Bracks government’s investment in
fast rail. We are also reopening railway lines that were
closed by the Kennett government, and the
National Party as members of that government.
Australian Bureau of Statistics figures throughout the
state show that regional employment is increasing
significantly. In fact, in the year to date to the end of
March, employment in regional Victoria is up 2 per
cent, and there are some 51 000 more regional and
country Victorians employed than when we first came
to government in 1999. This is significant.
Unemployment across regional and rural Victoria is
down, and building approvals throughout regional and
rural Victoria are up. So these are demonstrations and
examples of the significant confidence in the Bracks
government throughout regional and rural Victoria. So I
am very proud of what this government has been doing.
From the very start the Bracks government wanted to
show, and not just talk about, being devoted and
committed to regional and rural Victorians. The
Premier has instigated a program of community
cabinets which visit regional and rural centres across
the state. I was very pleased that the very first
community cabinet was held in my electorate of
Geelong not long after the Bracks government was
elected. Since then we have been holding community
cabinets around the state where the Bracks government
has taken government out of metropolitan Melbourne
and into rural and regional Victoria.
Just recently I attended a community cabinet at Lakes
Entrance. It was a fabulous day where many people
took the opportunity to meet with the Premier and other
ministers and some parliamentary secretaries such as
me to talk about issues of concern to themselves. I very
much enjoyed that day and thank the people from
Lakes Entrance who took the opportunity to meet with
me.
In May we are travelling to Horsham to again run a
community cabinet there. This is all about taking
government to rural and regional Victoria and allowing
groups and individuals to present their views to the
Premier and cabinet ministers.
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We have rural and regional mayors summits that take
place on a regular basis, and I know the mayors from
my own municipalities are very impressed by the
Premier’s and the Treasurer’s commitment to ensuring
that they are consulted on a regular basis.
We have the Premier’s annual summit for Victorian
women — a fantastic initiative by Premier Bracks —
and I know that women who participate in those
summits find them very rewarding.
We have heard a little bit this morning about the water
issue from Mr Hall. The Bracks government recognises
that water is one of the most important issues
confronting our state and is working very hard to
address the issues that confront the state in terms of
water.
We are investing in a water trust advisory council
which will have a budget of some $320 million to
ensure that Victoria’s water supply is protected into the
future, to make sure that everybody, no matter where
they live, has appropriate and adequate access to water.
The money that is already committed from the
$320 million will go to piping some of the channel
systems, to upgrading irrigation systems and to
improving water infrastructure across the state. So I am
very pleased about that.
Importantly, the government is also legislating at the
moment to ensure that water remains in public hands. I
know this is extremely important to Victorians. We
know the Kennett government had plans to privatise
water. It is very important that it is kept in public
ownership. I am very pleased that our government is
acting on that now.
I would have liked the opportunity, but I am running
out of time, to talk about the bushfire response. I am
very pleased with and proud about how our government
has responded to the bushfire emergency situation
across the state. I have been in both the north-east and
to East Gippsland to visit local communities and talk
about their concerns, and I am very pleased that the
ministerial task force has acted on those concerns and
delivered.
We are growing the whole of the state. We are
providing infrastructure and services to all Victorians
no matter where they live. This is in stark contrast to
the Liberal and National parties when they were in
power, and I think the motion before us this morning is
a joke. I am very pleased to speak against it and
showcase the Bracks government’s demonstrated
commitment to rural and regional Victoria.
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Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have much
pleasure in speaking on this motion. Some members
may ask why a city member of Parliament is having a
say on such an important motion. I have had a long
personal association with rural and regional Victoria.
Since being elected as a member of Parliament, a
member of the Economic Development Committee
and, more recently, as shadow minister in the portfolio
areas of caring, ageing and tourism I have had the
privilege of going around and having an in-depth look
at parts of country Victoria. In the last six weeks I have
been to Warrnambool, Port Campbell, Horsham,
Stawell, Bass, Phillip Island, Wonthaggi, Belgrave,
Menzies Creek, Mansfield, Bright, Myrtleford,
Mount Beauty, Mount Hotham, Dinner Plain, Omeo,
Boundary Bend and Swan Hill. I too listened to the
people affected by the bushfires, and I will come back
to this later. Mr Hall spoke very well about what some
of the very real concerns are with bushfires and
reconstruction. The government rhetoric might sound
good, but I can tell you the reality is something quite
different.
I do not pretend to understand all the issues in country
Victoria. I would never presume that at all, but I have
been able to have a very objective look at a number of
issues that are affecting rural and country Victorians. I
welcome this motion and commend the National Party
for bringing it to our attention. It is very timely. We
have just heard a diatribe by Elaine Carbines on the
Bracks government in all its glory. She spoke about the
past mainly, and, once again, that lack of imagination
came back to blaming the Kennett government. We
now have a second-term Bracks government, and we
have already seen that we cannot trust a Bracks
government. What about the tollways on the proposed
Scoresby freeway? It is another broken promise — just
add it to the list. Let me tell the Bracks government that
it is on notice. It is on notice with the people of
Victoria, particularly the people of country Victoria.
I would like to remind all members of the Labor Party
of their party promises. Let us go back to the 1999
election, an election I might add that it did not expect to
win. Let us look at some of the rhetoric it spoke when
talking about its policy platform, Reviving Rural and
Regional Victoria. It is a lovely piece of rhetoric. I think
country people have a real reason for feeling very let
down by what the government has done.
Let us look at some of the things it said. I will itemise a
few of them, taken from the 1999 platform — I will
come to 2002 later. This is the 1999 rhetoric. First is
this classic, which is a really good quote from our
Premier, the one who cannot be trusted on tolls and
other things. Even today we have seen proposed
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increases in vehicle registrations. The lovely Steve
Bracks said:
We will only promise what we can deliver and we will
deliver what we promise.

Let us just wait and see. We have not seen too much;
the government had better get its running shoes on.
Mrs Carbines spoke at length about the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund, and in 1999 the
government said:
Labor is committed to assisting regional Victoria attract new
investment and create jobs. It is essential that regional
Victoria develops competitive strengths and businesses that
are active in world markets and generate export opportunities.

I will come back to that, because the same thing was
said almost verbatim in the 2002 election promises.
There is another wonderful statement under the heading
‘A Victorian major events company’. It said there
would be additional support for regional events of such
national standing as the Stawell Gift, the Ballarat
Begonia Festival, the Port Fairy Folk Festival and the
Bendigo Madison. It said they would all get additional
support.
Let us go back to the shop trading hours over Easter.
Let us have a really good look at what happened with
the Stawell Gift where all the businesses were to be
closed. Stawell had to get an exemption on a flawed
piece of legislation that should never have been brought
in the way it was. It was a shambles, and the minister
should be ashamed. All country towns across Victoria
were jeopardised by this ridiculous bill that was brought
in. It was ill thought out, ill conceived and flawed.
There is more rhetoric. It is no wonder the National
Party feels it is an insult to country Victoria. On
electricity Labor said:
Labor is committed to governing for all Victorians and
vigorously opposes the abolition of uniform tariff.

I will come back to that. Let us have a look at the 2002
promises. One document is entitled Bracks. Listens.
Acts. This is another document based on rhetoric. It is
one of the classic pieces. Steve Bracks said in this
document:
In its second term of office the Bracks government will make
sure country Victoria and its people can build for tomorrow,
achieve their full potential and play their part in Victoria’s
future.

We have just heard from Mr Hall about this Bracks
government and bushfires, upper house reform and
environmental encroachment into country Victoria. I
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ask Steve Bracks how he can justify the rhetoric he puts
out.
I refer to another one concerning the setting of a target
for population growth in country Victoria. Let us
remind ourselves that this comes from the second
Bracks government; it does not come from 1999, it
comes from 2002. It says:
Population growth in rural and regional Victoria increases the
critical mass in our towns and provincial cities and drives new
economic and lifestyle opportunities. Population growth also
makes it more feasible to deliver higher quality infrastructure
and services throughout the entire state, leading to better
utilisation of the state’s physical and human resources for the
benefit of all Victorians.

It further says that strong and growing communities are
vital for the future of Victoria.
This is all great stuff, and it was said not so long ago,
but let us look at the rhetoric and what is actually
happening. I refer to an article by Tim Colebatch in the
Age of 26 April:
The president of the Australian Council of Social Service,
Andrew McCallum, warned that in many country towns the
only work available was in low-paid, casual, part-time jobs
such as in call centres. ‘We have an underclass that is
growing very fast in this country’, he said.
Mr McCallum, who lives in Bendigo, said the lack of
full-time jobs in country towns meant many low-income
people working part time or unemployed were caught in a
poverty trap. ‘They can’t afford to move and they can’t afford
to stay’, he said.

Where is Mrs Carbines now? She is not here to say
what is happening with the Bracks government. What
about all the unemployment and the figures about what
they were going to do? It is all rhetoric. They believe
their own spin, and it is a great pity.
I refer to a very good article by Peter Hunt in the
Weekly Times. He comes up with some interesting
comments. He talks about a number of issues
concerning the Bracks government. He says about the
Bracks government:
But what about promises that keep getting deferred or
delayed? Are they broken promises? When it first came to
power in 1999, the Bracks government promised country
Victorians a great deal.

We have just heard about what they promised. Peter
Hunt goes on to look at a number of issues. The
Honourable Peter Hall spoke at length about issues
affecting country people, but I will elaborate on what
Peter Hunt wrote in this article and some of the issues
he raised. He goes on about electricity and the 1999
electricity promise — and I have just read about that
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from the Labor Party policy, when the promise was to
cap electricity prices by introducing a maximum
uniform electricity tariff across Victoria by 2000.
In 2000 the government gave the energy companies
TXU and Origin Energy approval to lift the tariff. At
that time the government attempted to reduce the
impact on rural Victoria by introducing a 12-month
subsidy of $118 million. This year the government has
reduced the subsidy to only about half that — to
$57 million — to provide a surge in off-peak electricity
prices. This will have a huge detrimental effect
particularly on the dairy farmers and irrigators in
regional Victoria.
Another issue Peter Hunt brings up in the Weekly Times
is firewood. Those living in the city may think firewood
is something quaint that you put into the fireplace to
make the atmosphere good. However, in the heated
debate on box ironbark in this chamber in the last
Parliament we heard about real issues concerning
firewood and how its availability affected people in
rural and country Victoria — people who do not have
any gas and for whom electricity is too expensive. They
have to rely on firewood for fuel and cooking.
Firewood is something we take for granted in the city.
When Mr Hall talked earlier about upper house reform
and said how most of the people in this chamber are
going to be looked after by city people, issues such as
firewood are the sorts of issues they are going to
neglect and not understand. I ask the house to look at
what the government promised on firewood. When the
box ironbark legislation went through Parliament the
government promised that would not result in a
shortage of firewood — great rhetoric!
In March this year the Minister for Environment in the
other place expressed concern in Parliament that
shortages were being experienced in some areas. Now
we are starting to see the cracks appear. This is a direct
result of the government’s decision to cut firewood
access by 70 per cent in the box ironbark areas, from a
maximum of 20 cubic metres to 6 cubic metres. This is
another disadvantage on a real basis for a number of
country Victorians.
What about rail? This is terrific! We have heard great
rhetoric about fast rail and freight trains. We heard
about it in the 1999 and 2002 promises, but I recount
what has been happening recently. During the 1999
election the government promised to convert all
broad-gauge rail links to standard gauge. Earlier this
month — that is, in 2003 — the Minister for Transport
in the other place stated that the planned $96 million
standardisation of rail lines including Mildura,
Shepparton and Echuca had been deferred. The
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parliamentary secretary, the honourable member for
Coburg in the other house, said it had been postponed.
He said ‘postponed’, but the minister said ‘deferred’. Is
it a deferment or a postponement? Call it what you like,
but the creation of an estimated 700 jobs that the
government promised has not come to fruition. It is
another broken promise and another area where the
government is neglecting country Victoria.
What about water? Mrs Carbines spoke at length about
water. She turned around and made allegations about
the Kennett government privatising water. Where is her
proof of that? I have seen no proof of that. However,
doubts are creeping into what the Bracks government is
saying about water. Let us have a good look at what the
Premier is saying at the moment — the same Premier
who broke his promises on the tolls and who cannot be
trusted on anything. He said his election promise was to
keep Victoria’s water authorities in public hands in
1999.
In the last Parliament the Constitution (Water
Authorities) Bill was introduced and was again
introduced into this Parliament at the beginning of this
month. But the new bill is missing clause 98, which
was in the bill before the 54th Parliament. The new
legislation omits all references to keeping in public
ownership dams and major pipes relating to the supply
of water. In his speech to Parliament the same Premier
who cannot be trusted says the bill did not rule out
private sector ownership of public assets. He says that
the bill did not exclude public-private ownership
partnership arrangements whereby the private sector
provides infrastructure or performance services. That is
a very large crack, and it will be interesting and
fascinating to watch. I am certain my country
colleagues will be watching with great interest to see
what happens and what transpires.
Total hypocrisy is starting to creep in. The arrogance is
still there. We have started to see it, and I warn that
country people are very alert to what is happening in
the city.
I have to talk about my own recent experiences in parts
of this state. I am pleased to see that the Minister for
Aged Care and who is responsible for carers is in the
chamber. He might like to understand some of the
issues with carers in rural Victoria. I had the great
honour of meeting with some very special people in
Horsham. They are the carers of people with some quite
difficult disabilities who are in difficult situations. My
admiration goes out to them enormously.
However, in country Victoria they face issues we do
not face in the city. One is distance. Many of the carers
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are elderly and have a lot of difficulty getting into
respite facilities. They find that respite facilities can be
provided but at a distance. They find they have a whole
range of issues they have to deal with because of the
time taken to actually get there. They have to physically
take the person to respite care, then return to where they
came from, and it becomes extremely difficult. That
may be something for the minister to look into for
people in rural areas who have to travel long distances
to respite facilities. They could get an additional benefit
because of the extra factors.
Another issue is young people who have acquired brain
damage. There are no facilities for them to attend. This
is a bad situation in the metropolitan area, but it is
especially bad in country Victoria. Because there are no
facilities young people are put into aged care facilities.
This is not beneficial to either the elderly or the young
people concerned. It is an extremely sensitive and
difficult area. Often there is a lot of guilt bound up in
this, with dealing with the carers and the people
concerned, but I encourage the minister to look at
whether specially designated young people facilities
can be put into some rural areas because I certainly
think there is a particular need in country areas and
rural Victoria.
One thing of concern in the country is to see how the
2 per cent increase in nurses wages has impacted on
small hospitals with less than 20 beds. We find that in
some of those areas the people who have raised
significant funds, and now have large capital, through
very hard work with fetes and raffles are now having to
break into their capital because they cannot afford the
wages. It is something that needs to be looked at and
addressed because these people need to be within the
communities that they know. They have to have their
families and carers around them. Because of the long
distances involved when they have to travel to large
rural centres, they are doubly disadvantaged. Once
again it goes back to looking after our elderly people
properly and caring and understanding what their
particular needs are out there in country Victoria.
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which has been dealt with at various times within this
chamber. In adventure tourism particularly we see the
severe constraints this government is placing upon
tourism right across the state. Adventure tourism brings
in an enormous amount of revenue to a range of areas
in country Victoria. Mount Arapiles is a very good
example of a worldwide facility for rock climbing, and
people come from everywhere to it, but the public
liability insurance problem is crippling adventure
tourism operators.
About 150 to 200 adventure tourism operators may go
out of business because of lack of assistance with this
insurance problem — another example of bungling by
the Bracks government. The bandaid measure and
assurance it gave to the adventure tourism industry,
once again, was just rhetoric. The government is very
good on rhetoric.
A very interesting example came up in relation to
bushfires which showed how cavalier the attitude of
this government is towards country people. People
working in tourism in the country are running very
efficient operations. They manage budgets, their areas,
publicity and advertising; they are very, very good.
They know their stuff, their areas and their markets;
they are impressive people out there in the tourism
industry, throughout the state. But in the bushfire areas
what we have seen is that these people, who have been
so good at managing for such a long time, have
suddenly been told by the government, ‘We are going
to provide this bushfire money for tourism. It is going
to be $2 million, but $2 million is too much for you
people in the country to be able to look after. We do not
think you are going to be good enough at doing that.
We will have to centralise it. We will have to do it from
Melbourne’.

Hon. ANDREA COOTE — I thank the minister. I
acknowledge his comment about trying to do
something about it, and I sincerely believe he would do
that. I will be very interested to watch.

The people from Melbourne are not going to
understand what the real nuances are. Take Mount
Beauty for example, where there is a track which has
been exposed by the recent fire. It has the potential to
be a terrific walking track. In fact it is an old surveyors
track, and with some detailed signage and better
pathways it could be a very good addition to Mount
Beauty. The question is: where is that going to feature
in the $2 million? Is that going to be lost when some
other interest group comes along and says it wants to
have this or that? The government should be going
back to the local people in the country, finding out what
they want and showing some understanding.

Tourism Victoria is another issue altogether. It has been
fascinating to see what has or has not been happening,
as the case may be, with tourism and with a number of
related issues — for example, public liability insurance,

As I said, they are very good, but all the people in the
country have said, ‘Yes, we have seen Bracks. We have
seen Brumby. We have seen Thwaites. We have seen
them all. They all come up here and say they

Mr Gavin Jennings — Those areas were agreed
between us. We will try to do something about that.
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understand what our issues are and what we think, but
they all go away and we never see them again’ — lots
of promises, lots of rhetoric, lots of photographs in the
paper. Oh, they love those photographs in the paper!
But where are they when it comes to handing out the
cheques?
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Where were you when the
bushfires were on?
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — Where were you?
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — I was up there.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — Fencing, were you?
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Fencing.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — We also have an issue
of language and terminology. We do not need to look
very much further than this chamber itself to see how
the Minister for Small Business continued to use
terminology such as ‘bushfire-ravaged Victoria’. She
continued to use this phrase for a long time, and it gave
the impression that towns like Bright were burnt to a
crisp, that Mount Beauty was absolutely destroyed and
that nothing of Omeo was left. In fact she was wrong,
but she went out there all the time perpetuating a myth.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — She was wrong, and
the Minister for Tourism or someone should have
picked her up. Members of the government are very
good on the spin but they are not so good on the action.
I will now briefly mention the Economic Development
Committee (EDC) and the work it did around country
Victoria. It gave all of us a good opportunity to look at
some of the major issues out there. Kaye Darveniza was
an integral member of the committee and a contributor.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — All those minority
reports!
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — As she says, we did
some excellent work around country Victoria and
looked into a number of issues — for example, youth
unemployment, structural change, export opportunities
and Workcover. We had a good opportunity to see
exactly what was happening out there and the tangible
disadvantages that people in country Victoria are
experiencing.
I will read from the chairman’s foreword of the EDC’s
report, Inquiry into the Impact of Structural Changes in
the Victorian Economy. The Honourable Neil Lucas
was an excellent chairman of that committee, and I
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think his foreword sums up what all of us felt while
being on the EDC:
One of the benefits of this inquiry, from the perspective of a
member of Parliament, was the opportunity to travel around
Victoria and meet with individuals, businesses and
communities in rural towns. Despite the concerns raised
during these hearings, the committee observed an extremely
positive attitude and a sense that many communities are
rallying to ensure they not only survive but prosper into the
future.

That is absolutely something we found. So many of
these towns have taken their own initiatives and are
prospering. They have worked out their areas of
expertise and are enhancing those. I will give you a
couple of examples. One is in Harrow, in the electorate
of the Honourable David Koch. Harrow is a very pretty
little town of 150 people. They decided they needed to
have a hook to get people to come in and see what was
happening in their town, so they established a very
successful sound and light program which now brings a
lot of people into the town. There you have a small
town in rural Victoria looking at what advantages it
could have to bring people to that part of the country.
Look at Edenhope, which is a town around a lake —
which, admittedly, is dry at the moment — and the
advantages it had. It had a great climate, very cheap
housing, a lake and a very pleasant atmosphere. Those
towns looked at the rural cities of Horsham, Bendigo
and Ballarat and decided they would make a pitch to fit
and able early retirees in those cities. They were able to
sell their more expensive houses in those major towns
and come to Edenhope and buy cheaper
accommodation. We are starting to see a thriving
community built upon people who are in retirement
mode and all the services they need. Here is a town
looking at the sorts of advantages it can get and what it
can do. I might add that both Harrow and Edenhope did
this without thousands of dollars in government
funds — it was their initiative; they did it. Just as Neil
Lucas said, this is something the committee found right
across Victoria, and I think all country people should
feel justifiably proud.
I could mention many things in the Economic
Development Committee report which are of great
interest, but I would like to talk about investment in
rural communities, an area it touched on. I go back to
the Labor Party rhetoric of the last election. This is
what Steve Bracks, the one we cannot trust, said this
time:
Labor will continue to focus on supporting regional industries
where Victoria already has great strengths and advantages,
such as food, agriculture, environmental and natural resource
management, tourism and manufacturing. We will build on
these strengths and boost the capacity of regional businesses
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and industries to take up new technologies and meet new
challenges.

More rhetoric. In its report at the end of last year on its
inquiry into structural change the Economic
Development Committee said:
The committee received evidence from many rural
communities concerned over the flow of funds from their
town. The West Wimmera Shire Council indicated that the
majority of wealth achieved from agricultural industry is
invested into the transport, processing and marketing of raw
materials, with little of the profits invested back into the rural
sector. Representatives of a number of other rural and
regional councils were also concerned —

and this is the point I want to make —
about the amount of money from insurance, investment and
superannuation funds that leaves rural and regional
communities to benefit those in the city.

I think Mr Hall’s motion addresses this. It is a very real
issue out there in country Victoria.
I do not have much longer to speak, but I would like to
bring up the government’s response to the Economic
Development Committee’s report. Its response is about
transport and how transport is a very big issue. One of
the committee’s recommendations was:
The committee recommends that the Department of
Infrastructure conduct a full review of public transport routes
and timetables in rural and regional Victoria in light of
changing community needs.

If the Bracks government has been listening, as
Mrs Carbines says its has, it did not hear this, so it
should open its ears a little wider. The recommendation
continues:
Such a review should include an assessment of:
the differing needs of various customer groups
the ability to travel locally (within shires) —

and —
the ability to travel between regional centres at
appropriate … times …

The government’s response to this was:
The Victorian government is committed to providing
appropriate —

appropriate! —
public transport in rural and regional Victoria, in order to
grow and link all of Victoria. The government has allocated
resources to redevelop and reopen several train services …

Another piece of spin, propaganda and expense.
Ironically, just two or three days after we heard about
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the disaster with the tolls we all received a glossy
magazine from the Minister for Transport entitled
National Roads in Victoria — Forward Strategy
2003–04 to 2007–08. It is hard to table it, but I will
outline for Hansard that the magazine contains a map
of Victoria which shows in very clear, thick lines all of
the roads leading out of Melbourne. None of them are
going east— west; they are all going north— south.
This is another example of the government not looking
closely enough at the problem of getting from one town
to another across Victoria. It is just simply not good
enough.
I would like to leave you with this quote. I think Peter
Hunt from the Weekly Times sums it right up. I refer to
the same article I referred to before. He says, and I
certainly agree:
It is time the government was called to account on its big
promises to regional Victoria.
Or is it the case that Mr Bracks and his colleagues are
developing a blind spot when it comes to those who live
outside metropolitan Melbourne?

I have great pleasure in supporting this motion.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I would like
to speak in support of this motion and at the same time
pay tribute to the Leader of the National Party in this
house, Peter Hall, for the leadership he gives us here
and also the leadership he gives his people of
Gippsland.
The members of the National Party are a very vibrant
and positive group of people who are very parochial
about their turf when it comes to speaking about the
areas they represent. But it would be remiss of all of us
if we did not push hard to support this motion and bring
to the attention of the house some of the issues of
inequality and lack of interest coming from this Labor
government.
During the election campaign last November the
government came to regional Victoria and jumped up
and down about its new pledge for the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund (RIDF). I noticed that
Mrs Carbines made mention of that in her address. At
its announcement it came up with $180 million to be
spent in Victorian regional areas over five years.
The $180 million it announced sounded okay — until it
was dissected. We then found that $70 million was
allocated specifically for natural gas, which we have
been told will finally produce some of the outcomes we
have been screaming for over the last few years; and
that $20 million was allocated for small-town projects.
That leaves $90 million to be spent over a five-year
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period on the people of regional Victoria — not quite
so much as the $180 million. When you compare that to
what is already in place, which is $180 million over
three years, you realise that the new announcement
people were jumping up and down about is in fact a 40
per cent reduction.
Mrs Carbines said that the RIDF epitomises the Bracks
government’s commitment to country Victoria. They
were her words an hour ago. That is exactly right. A
40 per cent reduction in money spent in regional
Victoria does epitomise the Bracks government
commitment to country Victoria — a 40 per cent
reduction. These are their figures, not ours.
We currently have a situation in Bendigo where we are
awaiting the fast rail, or the rail services upgrade — I
would like to give it another name, but I just do not
have quite the same spin as the government. The
upgrade is called the fast rail project, and the estimate
for trains which are non-express, which will be the vast
majority of the services, is that they are expected to
save somewhere from 6 to 12 minutes per Bendigo–
Melbourne trip. An amount of $182 million will be
spent solely to deliver a time saving that nobody cares
about.
When I say nobody cares about it, I refer to studies the
government itself has done. The government has polled
the people of the region and asked them: what are the
issues that would bring you back to public transport?
Seven per cent of those polled — 7 per cent — have
said, ‘We care about time’. The government will
deliver $182 million to this project to provide a very
insignificant time saving.
What the people are screaming about is that 63 per cent
want better availability and service, they want
frequency of services and to be able to get on a train
when it suits them; and 24 per cent or 25 per cent want
a better price structure. They do not care about speed,
and I wish the government would listen to what they
want. They have said in resounding voices that they
want frequency of services and an early train to get
them to Bendigo in the morning, because the earliest
they can get to Bendigo in the morning is 10.30 a.m.
That does not suit the people who want to go to work,
university, high school, or doctor or specialist
appointments early in the morning. We need to
understand what the people of the region want and we
need to have someone who is prepared to listen to them.
With the fast rail project we then found out that one of
the dual lines that currently allows for continuous
two-way traffic is about to be ripped up and that the
part of it that is not about to be ripped up will be left
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there in a state of disrepair. It will be unmaintained, so
it will not be long before you will not be able to use the
line anyway. The only part that will not have one lane
will be the area where there will be dual passing lanes.
That would surely mean that any time saving that may
be achieved with an upgraded rail system would
certainly be negated by trains waiting in the passing
bays for a slow-moving freight train or another
passenger train coming the other way. It seems that
again this government is not listening to what the
people want.
We found out that government contractors were
installing sleepers that were only ever going to allow
for broad gauge rail in this region. To put concrete
sleepers down that can only ever have broad gauge rail
lines on them and that are going to last for another 80 to
100 years is just unbelievable. It is hard to understand
why the government would be doing that when it is
going to save minimal money. For a small additional
financial investment at this stage we could be putting
down gauge convertible sleepers that would allow us to
have standardised rail or dual gauge rail lines put down
in this area at any stage in the future at a minimal cost.
It is incredible to think the government would be going
down this track.
The three affected councils in this region — the Shire
of Macedon Ranges, the Shire of Mount Alexander and
the City of Greater Bendigo — including thousands of
people who are voicing their opinions and lobby groups
that are starting to shoot up everywhere are calling for a
moratorium on these broad-gauge-only sleepers being
put down. In their calls for standardised rail sleepers the
groups are being subjected to the local member for
Bendigo West, the Minister for Agriculture, the
Honourable Bob Cameron, calling them economic
vandals because they would be putting other rail
projects at risk. There has, however, in the last week
been a backflip from the minister saying that he will
talk to the Minister for Transport and see if there is
something he can do.
Ms Hadden — You see, he listens and acts.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Up to now there has been no
action. What is insulting about this project is that this
Melbourne Labor government refuses to tell the people
from the regions what it is doing. Nobody in these
regions can get hold of the actual contract which lets us
know exactly what the government is doing. People
have been told at public meetings, ‘You’ll find out what
we’re doing when it gets done’.
The residents of the entire central Victorian corridor
through to Bendigo are calling for someone to tell them
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what is happening in this agreement between the
government and Transfield Holland. The details are
being kept totally secret. Even though the government
knows that the people do not care about the slight time
saving they refuse to acknowledge that. I do not
understand why. It is no wonder the people from this
region feel totally insulted.
It is great to hear the Honourable Andrea Coote talk
about health in regional areas. Health issues continue to
haunt the people of regional Victoria. We hear of
situations where administrators are being forced to
juggle funds from one department to the other. They are
effectively being forced to rob Peter so they can then
turn around and rob Paul, then turn around and pay the
nurses.
Ms Hadden — Isn’t it to rob Peter to pay Paul?
Hon. D. K. DRUM — That is what it should be.
Waiting lists in emergency departments have hit record
levels.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — They’ll only get bigger if
you don’t pay the nurses, Mr Drum.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Three people a day in the
Barwon Health group are waiting for longer than
12 hours a day on emergency trolleys, Ms Darveniza.
They are still there. We feel honoured in Bendigo that
only one person per day has to wait more than 12 hours
to get in to see somebody. We have not got statistics on
how many people wait 11 hours and 50 minutes or
10 hours a day.
Some 76 per cent of the critical operating equipment in
the Bendigo Health Care Group is past its use-by date;
it has gone past its expiry and safe working date.
Obstetrics and other specialised areas are being taken
from rural hospitals and moved to larger hospitals. All
of these figures are significantly worse in rural and
regional Victoria than they are in metropolitan Victoria.
That is what upsets us and why we have to bring these
issues to the government.
Rural constituents in Wangaratta have to wait up to four
years to receive dentures under the public system.
Two-year waiting lists are normal throughout country
and regional Victoria. Some of the most basic and
essential services, which should be provided to people
who need it most, are being ignored and people are
forced to wait unbelievably long times.
Mental health issues in regional Victoria are at breaking
point at the moment. In the Bendigo region assessments
of children diagnosed with autism have been forced up
to two years. After two years in the wilderness, not
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knowing exactly what affliction their child has, parents
are then faced with a new onset of rage and anger
because there are totally inadequate programs to then
put their child into so that they may be able to increase
their ability to start a life of self-sufficiency. We have
frustrated and angry parents who feel as though there is
nobody listening to them and they have nowhere to
turn. We need to address this issue as quickly and as
urgently as we can.
I was heartened by the Minister for Aged Care’s
response to the aged care issue put up by the
Honourable Andrea Coote, but I hope the same
compassion can apply when we are talking about
people with mental health issues.
In the North Western Province the bushfires again
highlighted the issue of mismanagement of our state
forests. The north-west is still reeling from the
box-ironbark legislation, which above other things is
making firewood collection a nightmare. I do not want
to go into it albeit to mention that whilst I agree with
the Honourable Andrea Coote that sometimes people
think about firewood as a petty issue, I can assure you
that in rural and regional Victoria it is not. When you
do not have natural gas, and people cannot afford to
have electricity-run heating, firewood is very much a
normal and standard part of life. We need to have easy
and ready access at an affordable price. The restrictions
that were placed on firewood collection due to the
box-ironbark legislation are having dire impacts on the
lives of ordinary people. We need to have this point
pushed and pushed.
There are locals up there whose families have been
living in and working with these forests for a hundred
years in various forms of agriculture. Yet they now feel
as though they are under extreme pressure from lobby
groups based in Melbourne. No attack comes to them
from their regions.
Another issue is the legislation banning smoking in
gaming venues. It highlighted the fact that so many of
these gaming venues throughout the state are hurting
country venues because of extremely reduced revenue
incomes. While this is a health and safety issue and has
created a situation where we now have healthier
working practices, we now find that gamblers who are
within easy driving distance of the border are simply
crossing the border to spend their money, so there are
no additional health and safety advantages. What is
happening is that many clubs and pubs along the border
regions of the state are hurting. Those people have
driven down to this Parliament and spoken to
government members, only to be told, ‘We will wait to
see if the gaming industry bounces back, the smokers
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will inevitably come back to gaming and come back to
your establishments just like they came back to the
restaurants when they initially went away’. These
people will stay away and continue to gamble over the
border, and these establishments that employ hundreds
of country Victorians will go under unless the
government takes some action.
I had no problem with the legislation because I had no
idea of the impact it would have. I thought it was
reasonable legislation, but I, the people, the industry
and the government, if it were honest, have
underestimated the damaging impact that the smoking
ban has caused in so many regions. If only the
government had the honesty and humility to
acknowledge that it made a blue, then it might do
something about it.
Some $47 million from the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund left from the previous year has to be
spent in regional areas. I urge, hope and pray that the
government spends it in regional areas and not in outer
suburban regions, which is what everybody is
concerned about.
Finally, whether one calls it a deferred promise or a
postponed promise, rail standardisation is still a
promise. Some $96 million needs to be spent in country
Victoria to ensure that the government lives up to its
promise of standardising rail throughout country
Victoria. We will hold the government to that promise
whatever spin it puts on it.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak against
the motion moved by the Honourable Peter Hall. The
achievements of the Bracks Labor government in its
first term are astounding, and its commitment at the last
election in November will add even further to its
achievements across the whole of the state — that is,
growing the whole of the state, which includes not only
the city areas but regional and rural Victoria.
We have maintained the state’s AAA credit rating and
delivered strong budget surpluses, substantially
exceeding our target of $100 million per annum. We
have directly facilitated more than $3.5 billion in new
manufacturing investment, directly creating over 9000
new jobs.
We have encouraged the employment of more than
3300 nurses back into the health system. We have
commenced rebuilding public hospitals through a
record investment of over $900 million over three
budgets to date. We have opened 12 new ambulance
stations, upgraded a further 21 ambulance stations and
put 267 new paramedics on the road.
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We have provided new services for people with a
disability and provided their families with a 34 per cent
increase in funding over three years. We have placed
over 3000 extra teachers back into our schools and put
$2.75 billion back into education in our first term of
government. We have cut class sizes in the early years.
In fact they are lower than the average of 21, which we
promised we would achieve. In Ballarat and some outer
areas the average class size is 19.
We have put over 800 extra police back on our streets
18 months ahead of schedule during our first term. We
have built 65 new police stations — 22 metropolitan
and regional, and 43 new country police stations — at a
cost of $125 million. We certainly are no longer the
toenails of the state, as the former Liberal Premier, Jeff
Kennett, referred to country Victoria. We are very
much on the front foot in country and rural Victoria
under the Bracks Labor government.
Some $240 million has been provided for black spot
funding, of which 50 per cent is spent on rural and
regional roads. We have provided funding for fast rail
links to the four regional centres of Ballarat, Bendigo,
Geelong and the Latrobe Valley, as well as a
commitment to funding the reopening of the country
rail passenger lines to Mildura, Leongatha, Bairnsdale
and Ararat. The Ararat line will be reopening around
the middle of this year. In fact works have started on
the Ararat line already. The fast rail to Ballarat is also
under way.
We have introduced the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund during our first term with
$180 million for capital works in rural and regional
communities. To date the RIDF has funded over
55 projects with a total investment of more than
$225 million in the state. We have provided a
$77 million commitment to build the Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline and set a target for water recycling in
Melbourne which will increase recycling from 1 per
cent in 2000 to 20 per cent by 2010.
Last year we established the world’s first
comprehensive and representative system of marine
national parks and sanctuaries along the Victorian
coast. We have restored to date 6 per cent of the Snowy
River’s original flow as the first step in our policy of
restoring a 28 per cent flow, as well as injecting
$150 million into the project over 10 years. We have
also provided funding to help restore environmental
flows to the Murray River.
I will also refer to what the government has done for
the farming community, which came from the RIDF,
with regard to stock underpasses. The Victorian
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Farmers Federation (VFF) is administering the
over-underpass program on behalf of the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development. The
VFF has labelled that program an outstanding success.
More than 340 applications from dairy farmers have
been received for assistance, of which 296 have been
approved, which means that $6 million is fully
advocated to farmers to construct stock underpasses.
During the election campaign last November the
Bracks Labor government committed a further
$2.5 million extension to this program over the next
period of government. Over $4.25 million has now
been paid to farmers for 213 completed underpasses
throughout regional Victoria. We certainly are not
ignoring regional Victoria, we are very much including
it.
In relation to the Regional Infrastructure Development
Fund established by the Bracks Labor government, as
at April the fund has contributed in excess of
$128 million to 70 capital works projects throughout
rural and regional Victoria. The total value of those
projects is estimated to be more than $294 million.
Seven projects funded under the RIDF in the western
region in my province include $2.6 million for an
information technology cluster development centre at
the University of Ballarat; $2.75 million for the
revitalisation of the Ballarat central business area;
$1.2 million for the upgrade of Sovereign Hill’s Blood
on the Southern Cross exhibition; $950 000 for the
centre for advanced wood processing at Creswick;
$5.18 million towards the redevelopment of the
Hepburn Springs bathhouse; $1.5 million for the
creation of the IBM Asia-Pacific business solutions
centre at Mount Helen in Ballarat; and $2.665 million
for Ballarat’s intermodal freight hub relocation.
Certainly the western region in my electorate has
benefited greatly from the RIDF and the Bracks Labor
government.
In relation to the establishment of the Regional
Development Victoria statutory body, which was
established by an act of Parliament and passed by this
house during its rural sitting at Benalla last October, the
RDV has an agenda to rebuild and renew country
Victoria even further.
As the Treasurer noted during his second-reading
speech late last year, the RDV will be a practical,
no-nonsense body that gets on with the job, working
alongside local government to put projects on the
ground, attract investment and create local jobs. The
RDV will encourage infrastructure development in
country Victoria — including and especially the
extension of natural gas to rural areas. It will work in
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partnership with all tiers of government to improve
planning and policy for country Victoria and to
promote country Victoria as a great place to live, work,
invest and visit. Those country members among us
certainly know that that has occurred under the Bracks
Labor government.
In relation to forests, the timber towns support program
is another initiative of this government. It is designed to
assist towns in regional Victoria that have been affected
by the timber industry restructure announced in our
policy entitled Our Forests, Our Futures released in
February last year.
The government has committed $80 million towards
that program over four years, and the ministerial task
force established early last year consulted widely
among the communities of East Gippsland, West
Gippsland and the Midlands region in the west of
Victoria and identified those three areas as the most
affected under the timber industry restructure. Councils
in those areas are eligible to apply to the program for
funding.
By May of last year 38 approved projects across
10 shires were announced. Grants ranged from $20 000
to a maximum of half a million dollars, with funding
generally being 100 per cent of the project cost. The
shires which were successful under the timber towns
support program were Baw Baw, Colac Otway, East
Gippsland, Hepburn, Macedon Ranges, Mitchell,
Moorabool, Pyrenees, Towong and Wellington, and a
total of $8.74 million was approved through the timber
towns support program, which was a once-off program.
In relation to water, we all know we are seven years
into a drought in this state. There are 270 Victorian
towns currently on water restrictions. Ballarat is on
stage 2 restrictions, Daylesford has stage 4 restrictions,
and the outlying areas under the Central Highlands
Water Authority are on stage 2 restrictions. Some towns
are on stage 4 restrictions, including the historic and
tourism-popular townships of Daylesford and Hepburn
Springs.
Many farmers are experiencing one of the worst
seasons on record. Soil salinity costs in this state are
approximately $27 million every year in lost
agricultural production. Only a quarter of Victoria’s
rivers are considered to be in good health. That is all
certainly very challenging, and this government is
meeting the challenge.
The Minister for Environment, the Honourable John
Thwaites, announced this government’s water policy in
the other place in the last sitting week of this month.
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The government has a 10-year plan which sets bold
targets to change the way we use water. We propose
establishing a Water Trust Advisory Council. We
propose to give the Essential Services Commission
power to regulate the price and quality of water
services. We will be introducing a Constitution (Water
Authorities) Bill to guarantee that the responsibility for
ensuring the delivery of water services remains in
public hands forever. We will also protect Victoria’s
water rights while increasing environmental flows
down the Snowy and the Murray rivers.
Our natural gas is very important. Mrs Carbines spoke
in her contribution about areas along the Surf Coast in
her province that received $1.75 million from the
government as a 1999 pre-election promise towards the
extension and reticulation of natural gas to certain
towns in that part of the state.
I have been working with my community at Creswick
since early 2000, and we have been working with the
industry and TXU under our local community task
force to get a promise from the Bracks Labor
government, which was announced last November, to
extend and reticulate natural gas to Creswick, some
12 kilometres north of Ballarat, as a major requirement
for that township.
Already we have businesses awaiting the construction
of the natural gas pipeline before they further their
development. One such business is the Forest Resort
Golf Club and its $20 million, five-star international
hotel. The pipeline certainly is a very welcome
development for Creswick, which is a township in the
centre of surrounding towns which all have natural gas.
The stalling of the natural gas provision to this area was
the result of the former Kennett government selling the
Gas and Fuel Corporation in the mid-1990s when
natural gas was to be extended. It was just about to be
extended to Creswick, and next thing the carpet was
pulled out from under the Hepburn Shire Council,
which had to rely upon the Bracks Labor government to
make a commitment to extend natural gas to country
areas and in particular to Creswick.
I commend the Bracks Labor government for its
initiative and for listening to rural and regional Victoria,
because it did listen. It involved a lot of lobbying by me
as a local member and a lot of hard work with TXU and
with local industries to get the demand figures. We had
to do an enormous amount of work, and we did it
willingly. It was a big learning curve for me. I do not
have natural gas where I live, and I pay 3.8 times more
than my colleagues in Ballarat pay for their energy; it is
outrageous. But it was the fault of the former Kennett
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government for selling off the Gas and Fuel
Corporation — Creswick was certainly considered the
toenail of the state, according to Mr Kennett.
I commend the Bracks Labor government for its
achievements in promoting and standing by its
promises to further the betterment of rural and regional
Victoria, and I will vote against the motion moved by
Mr Hall.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — Since the
election of the Bracks government in 1999 nobody has
been more misled than the citizens of rural Victoria. As
Peter Hunt noted in the Weekly Times of 23 April:
Melburnians were shocked at Steve Bracks’s backflip on the
Scoresby freeway ‘no tolls’ promise last week. Country
Victorians know the feeling.

In country Victoria we have listened and watched as
promise after promise has been broken, and we have
waited and waited as projects which have been
announced ad nauseam have not even had the first brick
laid or the first spike driven.
We all know that in 1999 the Bracks government, with
the support of three Independents, formed government.
We also know that it inherited a surplus of
$1.7 billion — in other words, there was absolutely no
excuse not to deliver on the promises made prior to the
election. It never ceases to amaze me that governments
claim mandates for all sorts of promises after they win
elections, but have no problem in doing major backflips
on any others that they do not want to deliver on.
Let us start with health. Nurse wages were increased,
and nobody can argue with that. Hospitals were
allowed to increase staffing ratios, which was also a
great initiative. Where the con was pulled was where
the Bracks government refused to fund the health
systems for these added costs. What we now find in
rural Victoria is that salaries for nurses, sometimes
hundreds of kilometres away, were included, but the
hospitals cannot afford them. Country hospitals do not
have the option of closing wards, and even the
Auditor-General agrees that many hospitals, especially
in rural Victoria, are in a great amount of trouble.
As for capital works, it appears that redevelopments at
Warrnambool, Nhill, Maryborough, Lorne and
Camperdown are all on the backburner. Maybe some
time into the future we will do it. Some are half finished
and will probably stay half finished.
There are many good things about increasing nurses
wages, but one of the bad things was that many
division 1 nurses working in aged care left the aged
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care facilities and worked in the acute hospitals. The
inability of this government to deal with the unions is
absolutely amazing, and that is especially clear when
you look at aged care hostels in my electorate. State
enrolled nurses, for whom I have a lot of time, work
very hard but are not allowed to hand out medicine.
It is absolutely ludicrous. The unions will not allow
state enrolled nurses (SENs) to hand out medicines.
Personal care attendants can hand out medicines.
Families can come in and hand out medicine but the
SENs are not allowed to hand out medication.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — Are you blaming the
unions for that? You are wrong!
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — I have spoken to the
minister about this matter and he told me that the big
problem is to try to get a resolution out of the unions to
allow the SENs to do it.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Remarks should be
addressed through the Chair, please!
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — Because of the
government’s inability to resolve professional
indemnity insurance, many rural doctors have
threatened to resign. We see bumper stickers on cars
which say, ‘If you want to have a baby, get your lawyer
to deliver it’. Go to a public hospital but do not start
going to a private hospital after 1 July because the
doctors will not be there to deliver babies.
Waiting lists for public dentistry have skyrocketed. For
example, in Warrnambool waiting lists are now out to
four years. The minister blames the federal
government; that is easy. But the $80 million that the
government wasted at Seal Rocks could have fixed up
all the public dentistry problems in Victoria in one hit.
Under this government home and community care
funding has reached crisis point. We all know that
funding comes from three levels of government:
federal, state and local. Just as in our health service,
councils have had massive increases in Workcover
premiums and changes to industrial conditions which
have placed a heavy cost-burden on them, and this
government has failed to compensate local government
for those decisions.
I received a letter from the Southern Grampians
Disability Support Group based in Hamilton. It says:
The current ethos in this country is to de-institutionalise the
elderly and people with disabilities. For example, flexibility in
housing options, living at home and participating in the
community — —
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Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — You might not care about
disabled people, but I do. The letter continues by saying
that:
… living at home and participating in the community are
integral parts of the state disability plan released in
September 2002. But the corollary of this is that if people are
to live at home they will need additional support to enable
them to do so. In simple terms, more funds need to be
allocated to this area to cope with the increased need.

Those are not my words. The letter is from a disability
service and it says the Victorian government needs to
update its funding formulas and be prepared to back the
rhetoric in the disability action plan to provide better
support programs for elderly citizens, people with
disabilities and their carers.
These are the support groups at the coalface who deal
with the day-to-day issues. They are the frail and the
elderly, and they need the care of the Victorian
government but the government does not care!
In May 2001 the Bracks government promised
$96 million to standardise rail in western Victoria and
to upgrade the dilapidated broad-gauge rail. It has not
spent one dollar on this project, and it will never spend
any dollars on it. It will cost hundreds of jobs and tens
of millions of dollars in revenue from the mineral sands
industry in western Victoria. Standardisation of the rail
freight system would also be of great benefit to the
transportation of grain to our export ports with a major
cost benefit to grain growers.
While on trains and broken promises, it would be
remiss of me not to mention the so-called fast trains and
the return of the Ararat, Mildura and Bairnsdale lines.
Before the 1999 state election Access Economics had
assigned the fast rail project $80 million. Within a few
months this escalated to $800 million — a 1000 per
cent increase and no-one drew breath; it was okay. The
project is now back to around $560 million. The
government has spent tens of millions of dollars on
consultants and plans, but not one sleeper has been laid
nor one spike driven. Nothing has happened.
I saw the member for Ripon in the other place on
television when he was sitting on a machine laying the
first sleeper to begin the upgrade of the Ararat line. I
was pleased to see that, and the honourable member
looks quite good on television. However, the people of
Ararat have been told that the line is going in but unless
they patronise it by 2006, the government will close it
again. So what has the government done with the
schedules? When the train runs, if it ever runs, it will
arrive in Ballarat at 9.30 a.m. which is no good for
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students or anyone wanting to commute for education.
It will get to Melbourne at 11.00 a.m. and once again, if
you are coming into Melbourne to do business or to
meet a doctor’s appointment, it will probably arrive too
late.
The train to Ararat will stay there for 2 hours, so if you
are going to visit people or do a bit of touring, you have
2 hours to get back to the station. The train to Ararat
will probably not last until 2006, not because the people
of Ararat do not want it or deserve it but because the
schedules will mean that it is not worth worrying about.
During the 1999 state election campaign, the Labor
Party promised that if it won government it would pay
for half the cost of boundary fences. What a con that
was! It is really galling. The Honourable Peter Hall
mentioned it because of the fires. The farmers and
people in rural Victoria cannot get a cent out of the
government, but as soon as there was a bit of a fire in
outer suburbia, started by its own department, the
government says, ‘Here is the money. How much do
you want?’. It hurts very much, Bob!
Mr Smith — Are you talking to me?
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — This government loves to
announce national parks even if it has to mislead rural
communities. After winning office the Bracks
government decided to have another look at the
regional forest agreements and according to the
scientific evidence it collected, the Otways were the
shining light. So the Bracks government, the federal
government and the local community signed off on the
Otway Regional Forest Agreement.
Just before the election to win some Green votes these
people were sold down the tube as well by the flick of a
pen. The government said, ‘We want the Green votes.
Bad luck, you lot, you are out on your ear’.
The box-ironbark forests was another one. I sat in the
other house and listened to that debate when the
minister promised that firewood could be collected —
that was never in danger. As soon as the legislation
went through, we have now been told they can only
collect 6 tonnes. We know the average household needs
12 tonnes. That is a 50 per cent reduction.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — And you can only collect it
three months of the year.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — Yes, that is right. Seeing
we are fast running out of time, I say in conclusion that
in the four years this government has been here, it has
squandered the $1.7 billion it inherited. That has all
gone. We are now finding that the money ain’t there
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any more, so the first people to suffer obviously, as
usual, will be the people of rural Victoria.
This government stands condemned for its treatment of
rural Victoria. It is obvious now why the government
scurried to an early election. It knew this was all
coming. They pulled the wool over people’s eyes. I
would like to say I grieve for rural Victoria.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — This
motion criticises the government for its superficial and
in some instances insulting response to matters vital to
the interests of country Victoria. We have proof of that
here in this house today in the way the government has
responded to the motion moved by the Leader of the
National Party. If the government really cared for
country Victoria, it would have an important motion
such as this responded to by a minister of the Crown.
Have we seen a minister contribute to this debate? Not
at all. We have seen the response made by a
backbencher of the Labor government who simply ran
the rhetoric that we have heard so long and so often
since the Bracks government has been in office, and
that is to blame the previous government. As the
Honourable Peter Hall said, they are past masters at
spin because that is what we have heard from
Mrs Carbines — we heard spin.
Then we had a contribution from Ms Hadden with
absolutely no intellectual rigour and no original
thoughts of her own at all. It was just a recitation of
some expenditure that has been made by this
government that would have been made in any case in
country Victoria. She even claimed credit for
underpasses on country roads. That was a bit odd
seeing I was the minister who actually introduced that
project to Victoria, and yet Ms Hadden claims credit for
it.
It is further evidence of the government’s preparedness
to insult country people that Mrs Carbines has not even
deigned to stay and listen to the balance of the debate.
She is prepared to come in here and make all these sorts
of assertions and then buzz off. She is not even
interested enough to remain here.
Hon. J. H. Eren interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It is all right for Mr Eren
to say she is in a meeting. What is the purpose of being
a member of Parliament, Mr Eren? Is it being in the
chamber or being out in the back smoke-filled rooms
plotting, if that is what she is out there doing?
She did not respond to the issues raised at all, but she
rolled out this mantra about the previous government
closing schools. I do not deny for one moment that
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schools closed under the previous government, in
exactly the same way as they are closing under this
government. Since this government has been in office
schools have closed at Heatherton, Mandurang,
Irrewillipe East, Sunshine West, Brim, Wando Vale —
we remember that because they supplied
airconditioners after they had closed it! — Youanmite,
Gerangamete, Lexton, Watchem, James Harrison
Secondary College — right in the heart of
Mrs Carbines’s own electorate — Buffalo, Gelantipy,
Ewing House, Harrow, Mount Moriac, Mudgegonga,
Tatura East, Wareek, Yan Yean, Benambra, Kent Road
in Hamilton and Pines Forest in Frankston.
I do not for one moment criticise the government for
that. What I do say is demographic change goes on,
schools come and go, and it is time the current
government got away from rolling out this mantra that
the previous government closed schools and this
government does not.
We also heard the spin about water as if the previous
government had done nothing about water. In fact, the
previous government spent $1 billion upgrading
country water supplies. It got on and spent the money.
It did not spend its time dressing it up in some fancy
name called the water trust, which is yet to do anything.
The previous government acted.
We also heard the allegation: the previous government
was going to privatise water. The Honourable Andrea
Coote sought some evidence as to the basis of that
claim and received the answer, ‘No, we could not find
anything’. She got a very instructive interjection
from Ms Darveniza, who said, ‘No, we haven’t any
evidence, but you wanted to do it’. That was the basis
of the claim, that the former government wanted to do
it. There we are. There is no evidence even that we
wanted to do it, but that is all the government is basing
its claim on.
Then we heard all about natural gas being delivered to
the Bellarine Peninsula to those wealthy holidaymakers
from Melbourne. That is what Mrs Carbines’s priority
is — get natural gas to those people. She was not
interested in meeting the promises to get natural gas out
to the wealth-producing country towns and the regional
centres of this state.
We heard Ms Hadden saying that her town of Creswick
is now going to get natural gas, or at least she hopes it
is, and that it did not get it before because that dreadful
Kennett government privatised gas. If you go to the
logic of her view, why did Creswick not get gas under
the old Gas and Fuel Corporation? It did not and it
would never have got it under the Gas and Fuel
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Corporation. It was only the legislation of the Kennett
government that made it possible for natural gas to be
extended beyond the large population centres.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — And it went into Mildura.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — And it went into Mildura,
Mr Bishop. Yet we hear this rhetoric from Ms Hadden.
We heard a bit about what this government has
allegedly done about bushfires. I say to the house that it
is the final report of the ministerial task force into
bushfires that is the genesis for this motion today. That
document is such an insult to country people and treats
the issues so superficially that it led to the
motion. Some $86 million is allegedly going to help
country people recover from the bushfires. How much
is going to farmers? Mr Hall told the house — a measly
$2 million out of the $86 million. All the rest is going to
repair infrastructure, burnt property on the
government’s own land — in parks. It is an insult, and
it leads to these sorts of headlines in newspapers. The
Border Mail of 25 April, Anzac Day, features a picture
of John Scales’s burnt out property at Dartmouth
because of the lack of management of public land
surrounding him under the headline ‘No sign of the
money’. You read this story and you can feel the
heartache of Mr Scales and his family. I do not have
time to put it on the record today, but I would dearly
love to.
But I will put on the record some current information.
A letter highlighted in the Border Mail today says, ‘Fire
submission not even read’. It is from Steve and Kath
Baird of Tawonga. They operate a trail riding business.
It says:
Minister John Pandazopoulos admitted not reading our
submission to the ministerial task force on bushfire
recovery —

I would have to say for a start, the minister is being
honest. They do not often admit to those sorts of things,
so we will give him a bit of credit for that.
… and it would seem that environment minister Thwaites is
in the same position.
It is little wonder that the ministerial task force on which both
ministers sit didn’t allocate a single cent to licensed tour
operators such as ours, out of the $86 million in initiatives
announced.
It is apparent that the environment minister’s office remains
uninformed about our situation.
We spent considerable time and effort preparing a submission
to the task force and had the spokeswoman read the document
she would have not made such inaccurate assertions to
Mr Higgins.
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Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — As Mr Hall said, all
around the state, that is what you get — ‘They did not
listen; they have not acted’.
I also want to go briefly to an issue Mr Hall went to,
and that is the so-called upper house reform. Much to
my dismay I had a bit of difficulty getting country
people to be interested in this issue until I put out a
press statement which said:
Electorate abolished after 100 years.

That got attention, and people are really concerned
about it now. The only problem is it is too late. The
Parliament has already passed the legislation.
What people are really concerned about and why they
feel they have been treated poorly and with disdain is
the government’s claim that it is increasing country
representation with these amendments. The fact that it
is trying to convince people that Frankston is part of
country Victoria is waking country people up to the fact
that they are being sold a pup by this government time
and time again.
There are also the broken promises. We have learnt a
bit about firewood from Mr Vogels. I was going to
mention it too. I was sitting in the public gallery and I
heard the minister make the promise that people would
continue to be able to collect firewood in the box-iron
bark forests. What have we got now? A set of
regulations that is very tight indeed. It is going to
disadvantage low-income people in particular in towns
such as Eldorado in my electorate where they do not
have access to natural gas, and they will never have
natural gas. There are millions of tonnes of firewood on
the ground rotting within a mile of where they live, but
they cannot go out and collect a couple of trailer loads.
Where is the justice in that?
Another broken promise is about to hit this house
now — that is, handing over the power to set rural
water prices to the Essential Services Commissioner.
The previous minister gave a promise in writing in the
last Parliament that that would not happen. Yet here we
are, and it is being rolled out. The irrigators that
Ms Lovell and I represent will now have their water
prices set according to academic formulas made down
here in Melbourne, and the water service committees
which have been very responsible in setting water
prices to recover the cost of operating the system will
be absolutely sidelined. It is another broken promise.
We have heard about rail standardisation from
Mr Drum and others. That was announced before the
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1999 election. The Labor Party, particularly the
Treasurer, the Honourable John Brumby, made great
fanfare of committing $76 million to do this — —
Hon. B. W. Bishop interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It was $96 million, thanks
for the correction, Mr Bishop. Not a spike has yet been
driven. We now hear, depending on who you listen to,
that it has been deferred,
postponed — —
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It is still a promise, but it
is one of those disposable promises apparently — a bit
like the tolls on the Mitcham freeway. This government
is here by false pretences, because it would not have
been elected if it had been honest about the Mitcham
freeway, there is no doubt about that. We are seeing
many other promises being adjusted or blatantly
broken. It is undermining the confidence of country
people in this government.
I also want to talk about — and tie it in with this motion
given that it refers to insults and the superficial reaction
to country issues — ministerial behaviour. We heard of
a few graphic examples during the bushfires. I have
told the house about them before, but they are worth
repeating. We had too many ministers coming up and
drinking lattes in Camp Street, Beechworth, outside the
Beechworth Bakery, a lovely place, but they were not
prepared to go out and actually talk to people on the fire
front. That really cut deeply, there is no doubt about
that. I was in Bright and Myrtleford over the Anzac
weekend, and I have been to the Tallangatta Valley
several times, and that is the issue being raised. It was
said, ‘They were happy to come up here and swan
around, but they weren’t actually prepared to come out
and have a look on-site’. That is cutting deeply indeed.
If you looked at yesterday’s Legislative Assembly
Hansard or you were sitting in the public gallery and
heard the Minister for Agriculture’s response to the
question about the drought by the Leader of the
National Party in another place, you would have
wondered how a minister who bears responsibility for
country Victorians through his agricultural portfolio
could treat the question as a joke. If he thinks the
drought is a joke; if he thinks the fact that I have
farmers with stock that are starving is a joke; if he
thinks the fact that I have farmers who are carting water
and have been doing so for months to keep their stock
alive is a joke; if he thinks the farmers in my electorate
who had failed harvests last year and who are now
preparing to sow this year with no autumn break and
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big overdrafts because they did not get an income last
year is a joke, it is an insult, and he is being superficial
in responding to country issues.
Another issue I want to alert the house to is the material
that appears on the government web sites referring to
country Victoria. There is material on some web sites
which treats country Victorians as hicks. It is an
absolute insult to country people. If you want an
example, look at the web site for Land Victoria,
because it is indicative of this government’s attitude to
country people: that everyone who lives beyond the
tram tracks is a bit of a country bumpkin who can be
treated without much consideration at all. All its
attitudes show that the government is doing exactly
that. Yes, it puts out the lovely press releases. Yes, it
gets headlines like ‘$86 million for bushfire aid’, and
they look good to the city people reading them. If you
only read the headlines you think it is okay, but if you
look at the details you soon find out that this
government does not care about country people. This
government is prepared to cast country people aside,
and the house should carry this motion.
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I rise to speak
against this motion. A list was prepared by the
Australian Labor Party some years ago which
numbered the schools, hospitals and public services that
were closed under the Kennett government. The length
of it was immense, and it is downright shameful that
that number of services, hospitals and schools was
closed. It typified what the previous coalition
government was about. It was about closing down
Victoria. Why I mention this is that many of these cuts
were made in regional and country areas. Schools that
had been open for generations and had served their
communities well were shut down because they were
not cost effective. That was part and parcel of the
problem of the former Kennett government: there was
always a bottom line for the dollar.
The dollar was all that mattered. Because they were not
cost effective, most of those schools that had served
their communities so well were shut down. That is very
unfortunate. Hospital services were closed down
because the government did not see a need to provide
for the communities, maybe because they took those
country communities for granted. Maybe they thought
they had their votes stitched up.
Either way, those country communities rebelled against
the Kennett, Melbourne-centric Liberal government
and voted in the Bracks Labor government. I recall
what we felt about all the major projects and major
events happening in Melbourne. It was all about
Melbourne, Melbourne, Melbourne! That is all the
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coalition government ever talked about. You would get
glossy flyers about how well Victoria was going, but
you would have the pictures of the tennis centre and the
Melbourne Cricket Ground on the front. These places
are very Victorian, I admit, but they are not the be-all
and end-all of Victoria.
The former coalition government was complacent and
did not realise that Victoria did not end at the tram
tracks and that there was a vast state out there that was
being neglected. I say this as someone who comes from
Geelong, which is only 70 kilometres down the road. I
can only imagine what somebody from the Mallee, for
example, may have thought about this — someone who
could not get in the car and be in metropolitan
Melbourne within an hour. That is why the election of
the Bracks Labor government has been such a breath of
fresh air. Not only do our leaders such as the Premier
and the Treasurer come from regional areas but they
actually care for them. They understand the needs of
the people outside metropolitan Melbourne.
In the first term of the Labor government the Premier
and the Treasurer showed what governing a state is all
about. Country Victoria is not just some place for the
Premier to go when there is an election campaign
running — somewhere where he can put on a
Drizabone and an Akubra hat and pretend he cares
about regional Victoria. That is not what it is about. The
Bracks Labor team is about making country and
regional Victoria vital areas for people to live, work and
bring up their families.
All Victorians should have access to equal and quality
health care and education. You should not have to live
in metropolitan Melbourne if you want quality
education and health care for your family. From the
start of the first term of the Bracks Labor government
we have gone about changing the belief that Melbourne
was the only part of Victoria worth knowing about.
Little things such as changing the name of Melbourne
Major Events to Victorian Major Events have shown
that this government is about caring.
Hon. B. W. Bishop interjected.
Hon. J. H. EREN — No, that is only one small part
of the changes. We care about regional and country
Victoria. Victoria is now the place to be, and those
places include towns like Moriac, Anakie, Ocean
Grove, Torquay and Freshwater Creek. These, like all
areas in Victoria, are benefiting from the attention the
Bracks Labor government is giving to country Victoria.
That is why rural and regional Victoria continues to
experience population growth — and I notice some
members on the opposition benches are saying that is
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not the case, but they should look at Geelong in
particular.
Hon. B. W. Bishop interjected.
Hon. J. H. EREN — It is a regional area; I am
talking about regional and country areas. There have
been significant demographic changes and the
population has grown because we understand that in
order to grow Victoria we must look after all of
Victoria. The Premier reiterated those thoughts when
his government was re-elected with an historic
increased majority. In his victory speech he said that the
government shall govern for every street, every suburb,
every town and every country area of Victoria.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Hon. J. H. EREN — No, it is not a script, this is a
fact. Even in my electorate of Geelong Province we
have seen projects happen that would have never
happened under the Melbourne-centric Liberal
government — namely, the long-awaited secondary
college for Lara; natural gas to the Bellarine Peninsula,
which has had a great response from local
communities; a new 24-hour police station for Ocean
Grove; the protection of existing police stations on the
peninsula; a new railway station for Grovedale, thanks
to the Labor government; not to mention $12 million
for the Geelong Centre revitalisation program and
another $12 million for the upgrade of Kardinia Park in
Geelong.
These are some of the major funding injections in my
area. I know that other areas are also getting the same
attention. Labor has done so much in country
Victoria — for example, the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund has contributed more than
$128 million to 70 announced capital works projects
throughout rural and regional Victoria. The total value
of those projects is estimated to be more than
$294 million — and nobody can deny that.
It is easy to think that country Victoria only got moving
once we got rid of the government that used the phrase
‘Victoria — on the move’. I have spoken about this
before in this chamber, but I believe in this context it is
worth repeating: only Labor has been prepared to fund
a ring-road in Geelong. The Liberal Party, under the
Leader of the Opposition in the other place, was not
prepared to move an inch on this issue. During the
recent state election, despite that issue being possibly
the biggest issue in Geelong in recent memory, he was
not prepared to put his money where his mouth was and
say, ‘Yes, we will help Geelong and we will fund
$190 million’ as the Labor Party has said. He wanted to
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do further studies. All he did was talk about more
feasibility studies whereas the Labor Party had already
listened.
Mr Smith — More committees.
Hon. J. H. EREN — Exactly, Mr Smith, more
committees and more studies. The government had
already listened and acted on what the community
wanted. Under this Premier Labor has pledged
$190 million to build a ring-road around Geelong
which will not only provide economic benefits to
Western Victoria, for the information of Mr Vogels and
Mr Koch, but it will provide economic benefits for their
areas as well as rectifying the congestion that local
motorists face every day in Latrobe Terrace and
connecting roads within Geelong.
We often hear members of the opposition screeching
about the Scoresby tollway in Melbourne’s outer
suburbs, but when it comes to spending significant
money on regional infrastructure they become silent.
The Leader of the Opposition in the other house and his
state Liberal Party colleagues have been particularly
silent on the federal government’s failure to commit to
any matching funding for the Geelong bypass project.
The state Labor government is prepared to build the
road regardless of whether the federal government
funds it while the state opposition sits idly and
shamefully by and lets this outrageous neglect by the
federal Liberal-National coalition government continue.
They should get on the blower and ask their federal
counterparts, ‘Why don’t we match the funding the
state Labor government is giving to Geelong?’.
Last week the Liberal Party came to Geelong to
bemoan the fact that it no longer has an elected
representative in that city. The Leader of the Opposition
in the other place has told local media that they may
even have to hire somebody to speak on their behalf,
maybe even to work out of a car in Geelong.
The front page of the Geelong Advertiser of 11 April
carried an article titled ‘Missing: desperate Libs
nowhere to be found’. I assure my Geelong colleagues
that they could be forgiven for thinking that this article
heading is surely a reprint applicable every day from
October 1992 until September 1999 and even up to the
election in November 2002, because the Liberal Party
has never had a real presence in Geelong.
Hon. J. M. Madden — Even when they were there!
Hon. J. H. EREN — Yes. The article says that the
opposition hoped to establish a Liberal Party shopfront
in Geelong to give it a presence in the city now that it
no longer has any elected representatives. The Geelong
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Advertiser quotes the Leader of the Opposition as
having said he would take a personal interest in
Geelong. He said, ‘You will start to see us on a regular
basis in Geelong’.
This is reminiscent of the former Premier, Mr Kennett,
calling himself the Minister for Geelong. He was the
minister for Geelong in name alone because there is no
evidence of Geelong achieving anything worthwhile
during those years.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Oh really? What about
Smorgy’s?
Hon. J. H. EREN — Oh, very good, Mr Forwood.
Yes, I have been to Smorgy’s. I did say ‘anything
worthwhile’.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. J. H. EREN — Smorgy’s is a very good
establishment, and I do go there, but I am saying in
terms of infrastructure, Mr Forwood, there is nothing
there. Mr Forwood can take it out of context if he likes,
but I was specifically saying there was nothing
worthwhile in terms of infrastructure, and he cannot
deny that. The Liberal Party thought that was good
enough to win it a seat. I will stop here, because it is
starting to sound like an election speech, but you
generally get the idea. Members of the opposition can
do better for Geelong and country Victoria than making
tokenistic gestures like saying a Liberal party office
ought to employ someone to make media comments in
Geelong. They should do better because Geelong
people deserve better, and that is why we have six out
of six.
If it wants to be helpful the opposition can make
representations to its Liberal Party colleagues in
Canberra and tell them they need to match Labor’s
funding of $190 million for the Geelong bypass. People
are tired of talk; they want to see action, and they are
especially tired of opposition members saying they care
about regional Victoria when they do not do anything
about it.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — It is with
pleasure that I rise to support this motion. I condemn
the Bracks government for its insulting treatment of
country Victoria. In preparing this speech I wondered
what was their greatest insult to country Victoria. After
thinking about it for a while, because there are so many
insults, I came up with constitutional reform for the
reason that the Bracks government misrepresented to
country Victoria what constitutional reform would
bring to them.
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The Bracks government went out there and sold it to
country Victoria saying it was increasing the voice of
country Victoria in the Legislative Council. We only
have to look as far as the Legislative Council’s own fact
sheet no. 1. Currently, out of 44 members we have 18
representing non-metropolitan provinces. We are only
cutting the upper house numbers by four members, but
three out of four of those will come from country
representation. How does cutting the country
representation by 75 per cent increase the voice of
country Victoria? It does not.
Then we look at the provinces the government has set
out for the new upper house members and we see that
three provinces cover 98.7 per cent of the land mass of
Victoria. They are the three so-called rural provinces,
but they actually include outer metropolitan areas like
Melton, Sunbury, Cranbourne, Frankston and Berwick.
These three rural electorates will no longer have a rural
focus because their votes will be in the outer
metropolitan area.
The drought is another matter on which the government
insulted country Victoria. No matter how loudly or
clearly country people tried to tell the Bracks
government they were suffering a drought, the
government had to be dragged kicking and screaming
to declare that drought. I was there when the Premier
announced the drought package at the Elmore field
days last October in the lead-up to the election. He
announced that drought package with no use of the
word ‘interim’ and yet as soon as the federal
government declared the area as exceptional
circumstance (EC) he removed it. What an insult!
There was no use of the word ‘interim’ until the federal
government came in with EC. The government has still
been very slow to declare towns like Indigo and
Towong that have only recently been declared as
having drought.
Water has always been a problem for us in the
north-east. Irrigators are being charged for water they
have not received. The Minister for Environment came
up and handed them another insult. He told them they
were better off to pay for their own delivered water
portion because that covers the infrastructure
maintenance.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL — Yes, he did have a photo,
at a primary school. But the Liberal Party’s policy
during the election was to pay 100 per cent of that
undelivered water portion because it understood what
that money meant not only to our irrigators but to our
local economy.
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The Country News of 21 April stated that a recent
policy statement by the Minister for Environment,
Mr Thwaites, has cast doubt on whether the
government would contribute to the $30 million
upgrade of the Eildon Dam wall. I do not think the
minister understands what Eildon means to country
Victoria. The government is now saying it should get
the money from the irrigators, but the irrigators have
not got that sort of money. Eildon provides benefits to
more of Victoria than the irrigation areas. The broader
community benefits through recreational facilities and
tourism, yet the irrigators are expected to pay for
100 per cent of the upgrade. It is just not on.
The bushfires have been another insult. We will never
be able to fully measure the enormous personal and
individual emotional cost of this season’s bushfires. We
do know that Victorians affected by bushfire deserve an
open and honest inquiry into the management of fires
and forests, but all we have is a mickey mouse show
from this state government.
We do not need the result of any inquiry to know that
the government is a lousy neighbour. From state-owned
land our farmers are inundated by feral dogs, feral cats,
feral goats, noxious weeds and horrendous fires. Even
though those fires started on government land and burnt
out of control because of the poor management of that
land, the Bracks government will not contribute to the
replacement cost of the fencing.
Yet when a fire started last week in the Cobaw State
Forest on the fringe of Melbourne, the government
could suddenly find 100 per cent of replacement costs
for the people affected by that fire. The Country Fire
Authority did a wonderful job, but the CFA is
under-resourced and it was really only the volunteer
spirit of country Victoria that kept it going. It had no
help from the Bracks government.
Health services in country Victoria are starting to
suffer. Only two weeks ago the Hume hospital services
plan was released. This is a tricky little plan. It was
released with much fanfare by the Department of
Human Services. Yet the fine print says that the
government would close down obstetrics and acute
surgery facilities at hospitals within a 45-kilometre
radius of a subregional hospital. This means that babies
will be born on the side of the road. Of those who live
in Yarrawonga who need to get to Wodonga to have
their children, how many babies will be born on the
side of the road in Wahgunyah?
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
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Hon. W. A. LOVELL — It was binned
straightaway, because we brought it to the
government’s attention. At the launch representatives
from health services in the Hume region were told:
We must embrace this change. This is our plan for the Hume region
over the next 10 years.

The government sought to distance itself, saying it was
only a draft. But I have a copy of the plan and there is
no sign of the word ‘draft’ on that plan. It is entitled
‘Hume Hospital Services Plan’ — not ‘discussion
paper’ or anything like that. It says ‘plan’. The head of
its department said, ‘This is our plan for the next
10 years’.
Natural gas is another insult. Labor promised
$70 million to expand the reticulation of natural gas
throughout country Victoria, raising the hopes of
residents in towns like Nathalia, Rushworth, Heathcote,
Tallangatta and Beechworth, just to name a few. We
now know how reliable Labor’s election promises are,
and country Victorians fear that their hopes have been
smashed once again. Towns like Rushworth, Heathcote
and Beechworth rely on firewood to provide low-cost
fuel for heating. As others have mentioned, people are
now severely restricted in their ability to collect
firewood in box-ironbark national parks and their only
alternatives are very expensive bottled gas and
electricity.
In my contribution to the adjournment debate last night
I outlined the effect that Easter trading bans on Easter
Sunday had on country Victoria. It is a time when we
benefit from the thousands of tourists who flock to our
regions to attend the many festivals and sporting
tournaments held in regional Victoria. We rely on such
opportunities to attract tourist dollars. This is the icing
on the cake for our local traders, and it helps to provide
much-needed employment in our local economy. But
does this government care? No; it just closed down the
state on Easter Sunday without any thought of the
consequences. It says that local government can apply
for exemptions, but why should they have to? Why
cannot it just say, ‘Traders who do not want to trade can
close if they want to.’?
One of the disadvantages of living in a small rural
community is the lack of reasonable choice.
Constituents of mine who live in the Nathalia–Picola
region have the choice of one local secondary college,
the Nathalia Secondary College, which is a very good
school and serves the community well. However, a
group of local families have made a decision to send
their children to the Echuca Secondary College,
because it provides a curriculum more technically
orientated and better suited to their children’s needs.
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Most students in this state are provided access to school
bus transport to their second closest school, and the fee
charged to parents is supposed to be capped at $756.
However, because the bus from Picola crosses the
border into New South Wales for part of its journey to
Echuca, these parents are being charged as much
as $2000 per annum for their children’s transportation.

$987 500 for the Wodonga Enterprise Business and
Technology Park. The list just goes on and on. The City
of Greater Shepparton — one for you, Ms Lovell — got
$3 million for the Shepparton Showgrounds
redevelopment.

The Bracks government’s attitude to country Victoria is
appalling. It needs to get out into country Victoria and
smell the manure. The Labor government’s
constituency is in metropolitan Melbourne, and that is
where its focus is. But those constituents still need to
eat. If this government keeps ignoring country Victoria
there will not be anyone left to feed them.

Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — It is happening. We
cannot expect money to just fix the seven years of your
problems — like that! You have sat there and carped
and whinged, and you have not learnt that the people of
Victoria cut you out. It is the same with you, Mr Drum.
If it was not for Labor preferences you would not be
here, and maybe that would be a good thing. There are
four of you there and five country Labor members.

Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — It
is amazing that opposition members are carping on
about the government not supporting country Victoria.
Let me remind them of the basic simple facts. The
people on that side of the house closed 12 hospitals and
191 schools outside the Melbourne metropolitan
area — 191.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Who was the Liberal
Party’s lead speaker for country Victoria? It was the
Honourable Andrea Coote, a member who represents
Albert Park and Port Melbourne! That is where your
country Victoria is. You have proved it all before. You
are pathetic, you have no credibility, you have no
policies, and you are nearly irrelevant.
We have had to fix seven years of the damage of the
Kennett government — of slash and burn and sell
everything the state owns. The voice of country
Victoria — again, it closed 176 schools. As of 29 April
2003 the Rural Infrastructure Development Fund
(RIDF) contributed in excess of $128 million to
70 announced capital works projects throughout rural
and regional Victoria. The north-east alone received
$11.699 million.
Hon. D. K. Drum — We have already heard this.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — You should hear it
again; maybe it will sink in! Obviously you have no
interest in your people and in your electorate. The
Alpine Shire Council was given $500 000 on — —
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I will, Mr Drum; put a
finger in one ear and the information will stay. The
alpine discovery centre received half a million dollars,
and the Wodonga Rural City Council received

Hon. W. A. Lovell — It has not happened yet.

Hon. W. R. Baxter — We did not need Labor
preferences.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Yes, you did. There
are five of us in this time and four of your entire party.
No wonder you are making yourselves irrelevant. Here
is an opportunity. Go out and do what we say: listen
and then act. Do not sit there in your offices. You have
been sitting here since HQ Holdens were brand
new — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Through the Chair,
Mr Mitchell.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — The State of the
Regions Report of 2002 indicated that Victoria’s
regional economies are performing better on average
than many other regions across Australia. Particularly
well-performing country areas include the
Mallee-Wimmera, ranked at 14th out of 64 regions
nationally, and the Western District, ranked at 15. All
of Victoria’s regions are ranked within — Oh!
Mr Rich-Phillips has decided to join us. Between 2000
and 2002 every country Victorian region improved its
national ranking for the number of building approvals
relative to population. That is a turnaround from when
you guys were in.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — What does it mean?
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Read it and find out,
Gordon. Regional Development Victoria highlights
Labor’s determination to put rural and regional Victoria
at the centre of government decisions and decision
making at the core of its economic policies. That is
what we have done. I will repeat what other members
on this side have said: we govern for every house in
every street, every city, every suburb and every region.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
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Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Exactly; maybe it
might sink in. We do that; that is why we are here.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — The Regional
Development Victoria Bill was passed on 30 October
2002 in an upper house sitting in Benalla, and it
received royal assent on 4 November.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — As the lead speaker
you have a lot to do with country Victoria. I am sure
you fly over it regularly on your holidays. We know
that your idea of regional Victoria is Burwood, but get
out.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Yes, I have travelled
quite extensively. I have all these things. You proved
how silly you were when you got up about the
devastating bushfires.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Through the Chair,
Mr Mitchell.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Sorry, President. The
rural community infrastructure allocation for
infrastructure projects in regional Victoria only has
been widely distributed across the state. The north-east
has received $3.456 million, and the list goes on and
on. It is very hard to keep up with it, and maybe if we
had a few hours we could go through it. You have been
gagged and none of you has spoken your full time. You
are silly and you are irrelevant. Even the lower house
does not want to talk to you.
The Bracks government was returned to office with a
commitment to continue the rebuilding and
revitalisation of rural and regional Victoria. The strong
economic performance shown in regional areas reflects
the Bracks government’s emphasis on growing the
whole state — places with STD codes.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — It goes on and on. I am
proud to be talking about this. The Bracks government
is continuing to prove assistance to drought-affected
areas. In January 2003 the government announced a
social recovery strategy delivered by the Department of
Human Services which involves spending more than
$2.5 million on helping Victoria’s worst affected
communities overcome and recover from the effects of
the drought. Can I ask what your National Party federal
colleagues have put in? Nothing!
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Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — There are just so many.
I cannot keep up with them. Western regions — —
An Honourable Member — A most cohesive
speech.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — We have gone over it
again. You’re irrelevant.
Hon. D. K. Drum — You must save a truckload on
research.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Our research comes
out of research; it is not reading the Herald Sun and the
Age. Twelve projects have been announced under the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund in the
north-east region: $350 000 for the Murrindindi Valley
economic development project; $200 000 to upgrade
the Shepparton aerodrome; $500 000 for the Florence
Street industrial development in Shepparton;
$500 000 or the Alpine discovery centre in Mount
Beauty — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — You’ve told us that before.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — It might sink in one
day. Some $417 000 for industrial development at
Cobram.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I have been up there
quite regularly.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — We have been doing
things even in your electorate — something you have
not done. The list goes on: $2.3 million for the
construction of a day centre at Lake Mountain alpine
resort; $1.2 million for the development of the Ovens
River-Faithful Street precinct in Wangaratta — you
might know where Wangaratta is; $400 000 for the
Cobram–Strathmerton portable pipeline; $1.25 million
towards the Murray-Goulburn milk production
expansion dairy system.
The north-east is a beneficiary of RIDF subprograms:
$6 million for the under and overpass program;
$8 million for power infrastructure upgrades for the
dairy industry program; and $10 million for rural
community infrastructure allocation. The north-east
region has benefited from the RIDF to the tune of
$11.69 million. The total project value benefit to the
north-east is expected to be around $26 million.
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An honourable member interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — The list just goes on. I
am not going to waste any more time. We have
obviously wasted enough time by having this motion
put forward.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — And while you sit
down just remember, you closed the hospitals. You
closed the schools. Do we need to go through
Mrs Carbines’s speech again? In the 30 years that you
have sat there — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Through the Chair,
Mr Mitchell.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Sorry, President. Just
while we are on the subject, I will not be able to attend
the dinner for the Chinese consul because I will be out
opening two police stations in rural and regional
Victoria. Two more! That will give us five openings in
under five months where I have assisted the very good
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the
other place. We go back to it — —
An Honourable Member — More police too?
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — More police. In the
areas of education, health, public safety and nurses we
are there, repairing the damage that members of the
opposition and the National Party have done. They
should hang their heads in shame. They should not talk
about country Victoria. They forgot all about it. The
toenail of Victoria, as the Kennett government called it,
has become ingrown and it has come back to bite them.
That is why we are here and the opposition and
National Party are there.
Hon. D. KOCH (Western) — I speak in support of
the motion before the Chair recognising the
disempowerment of regional and rural Victoria in many
sectors over the last 20 years. Over recent years the
differences between city and rural communities
unfortunately has become far more recognisable. Up
until 20 years ago stronger family relationships existed
with relatives and strong family ties in both the city and
the country. Members of my own family, for instance,
are very proud of their ties in the metropolitan area, as
they are with their ties in regional Victoria.
Greater migration of youth towards metropolitan areas
over the last 15 to 20 years, for both education and
employment reasons, has had a large effect on regional
Victoria. Regional and rural communities consequently
became older with critical labour shortages affecting
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industry dynamics and leading to a growing reliance on
machinery and technology. Infrastructure requirements
and growth not supported by government policy,
against firm assurances by the Bracks government,
have been of much concern to regional Victoria.
Limitations are now evident in many areas. Those areas
have been pretty well canvassed here this morning. I
would like to address eight issues in the short time I
have available. I am sure regional Victorians in this
house would have all liked to have had half an hour or
an hour to put their case, but I hope I can allow the
Leader of the National Party some time at the end of
my short period to sum up. The eight areas I would
particularly like to touch on — —
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. KOCH — Mr Hall has a right of reply?
They are roads, bridges, highways, rail infrastructure,
extension of the power grid, planning, marine parks,
Country Fire Authority, search and rescue, and health.
In relation to roads, bridges, highways and rail
infrastructure only main highways and bypasses are
picked up in any forward planning carried out by the
state government. Regrettably local government
receives little or no funding to expand and maintain
their own networks. It is most unfortunate that these
needs are not accommodated.
Regional Victoria reacted badly to the indefinite
deferment of the rail standardisation program which
was announced on 15 April. The Victorian Farmers
Federation openly expressed its concern, demonstrating
that the lack of this upgrade will cost regional producers
$4 million annually in the movement of grain alone.
There will be increased transport movements along our
principal corridors, those being the Western Highway,
the Hume Highway and certainly the Princes Highway
through southern Victoria, both in the Western District
and Gippsland. There are few signs of financial support
from the government for not only the reconstruction or
maintenance of those roads but also the replacement
and reinforcing of bridges across the regional network
not only under their replacement programs but also to
accommodate the anticipated extra weight of B-doubles
and indeed B-triples in time to come.
I turn to the Victorian national roads program. The
Minister for Transport has written a crafty letter
backdated to 10 April so that the government does not
have to pick up the tolls in relation to the Mitcham–
Frankston tollway. That demonstrates that at this stage
it is unlikely there will be much state funding going
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towards the national roads program, which may have to
be picked up by either tolls or shadow tolls to bridge
the gap.
Another concern for regional Victorians, because of the
nature of their industries, is the increased burden of
indexed registration from 1 July which was announced
yesterday by the Minister for Transport. We have grave
concerns in relation to meeting that. It is acceptable that
there be an increase in registration fees, but to index
them from now on is of concern, especially when the
minister was unable to demonstrate where that extra
expenditure will be placed.
Extensions to the power grid are something that
regional Victoria, especially at its extremities, has been
looking for for some time. One must appreciate that the
power grids through these areas were historically single
phase. Industry has greatly outgrown the network,
particularly the dairy industry. The previous
government accepted some input to assist landholders
and distribution companies to replace and upgrade
those networks. I am sure that as the dairy industry
becomes more profitable and commodity prices allow
there will be further upgrading in those areas.
The specific area that has not been recognised is west of
Horsham in the irrigation, small-seed and cropping
districts where to date the power grid has not been
updated and where producers in the area have to rely
heavily on diesel fuel to run motors to lift water, drive
processing plants and so on.
Planning is another area of major concern — that is, the
removal from local government of its and the
community’s input into the consultation on planning
major projects across the state, two of which involve
private plantation forestry and wind-generation
developments.
There are major concerns with regard to marine parks,
not only from the fishing industry but also from
recreational fishers.
We appreciate very much that the ‘country’ has nearly
been taken out of the Country Fire Authority, as most
decisions now are being made centrally in Melbourne,
usually with a telephone call to the weather bureau
again stationed in Melbourne. There is little if any
reliance placed on the knowledge and experience of
regional Victoria to assist with not only fire prevention
works but also fire management.
The other major concerns for regional Victoria,
especially the western part of the state, are that under
the centralised system we experience total fire bans the
day before they are declared. The Western Province
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and the western part of Victoria are the only parts of
regional Victoria without a dedicated air wing
supporting search and rescue activities. With
200 kilometres of rugged and occasionally treacherous
coastline that supports a viable fishing industry — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. D. KOCH — I’ve got about another hour, but
I have to sum it up in about 2 minutes, do I?
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. D. KOCH — About 2 seconds.
Thank you, President. I’ve been gagged on the clock,
which should concern all members of this house on
such important debates.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Mr Mitchell’s
comments in this debate typify the government’s
attitude towards this motion and country Victoria. He
said that this motion has been a waste of time. That
typifies this government’s attitude towards people in
country Victoria. For Mr Mitchell’s sake, I say to him
that we in the National Party take every single
opportunity to raise in this Parliament issues that we
believe are important to country Victoria. I do not care
whether from my perspective the motion is positive or
negative, if I have an opportunity to stand up and
represent country Victoria, then I do so, and I welcome
that opportunity. For him to suggest that this is just a
waste of time shows that the government is prepared to
snub country Victoria and reveals what government
members think of country Victoria.
What I found extremely disappointing was the lack of
any comment from the government benches on the
important issues that were raised by members of the
National and Liberal parties in this debate. We stressed
the issue of bushfires and the pitiful government
response to the bushfires, but did we hear one word on
bushfires from the four government speakers today?
Not one word.
We raised the issue of upper house reform. Did we hear
one word from the government on that issue? Once
again, not one word. Did we hear government members
talk about rail standardisation, the timber industry or the
all-important — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I beg your pardon, you didn’t
talk about the cutbacks in the timber industry.
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The all-important issues did not warrant a response
from the government. That is how much it really cares.
It is typical of the contempt government members have
shown for country Victoria. All we got was the same
list of school closures and supposed hospital closures
that we hear continually from the government.
Yes, we deny that we closed any hospital. The
government has not been able to name one where the
doors are not open today. Yes, they might have
changed the role that they play, but every one is still
open for business. The government cannot say that we
closed hospitals. Yes, schools closed. Mr Baxter read a
comprehensive list of schools that have closed under
this government and under previous Liberal and Labor
governments. Get a life is what I say to Labor people!
They accuse us of reflecting back on the past; they
should think towards the future and start accepting
responsibility for their own actions. They cannot keep
on blaming the Kennett government; they cannot keep
on blaming the federal government year after year for
these actions. They must stand up, be counted and
accept some responsibility for themselves.
We say to the government in respect of country
Victoria: ‘Get real, show some real concern for country
Victoria and stop giving us contemptuous, superficial
responses to issues as you have done so far. You stand
condemned’.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr (Teller)
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr (Teller)

Forwood, Mr
Hall, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Noes, 23
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Mrs
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr (Teller)
Hadden, Ms
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

Madden, Mr
Mitchell, Mr (Teller)
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr

Bowden, Mr

Mikakos, Ms

Pair
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Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 1.05 p.m. until 2.07 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Nursing homes: fire safety
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
question is to the Minister for Aged Care, Mr Gavin
Jennings. At a 2002 Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee hearing, the previous Minister for Health
promised that all state-owned residential care facilities
would meet fire-risk safety standards by August 2002,
as required by state law. I ask: can the minister explain
why 31 state-owned facilities have still not met the
standards promised by the Deputy Premier?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I thank the honourable member for the
question and for her scrutiny of the government’s
performance in delivering the fire management systems
to residential care settings in Victoria.
Of the dwellings that she has referred to, I am
responsible for five that have not complied as of August
2002 for a variety of reasons. In terms of the proposals
that are currently in hand, three of those will be
completed by June 2003. They have had the appropriate
consideration by the Building Appeals Board.
The fire management systems in terms of alarm
systems and the day-to-day fire management systems
that are in place within those facilities have been
approved by the Building Appeals Board, and in fact
the complete fire management works will be completed
by 2003. Those facilities are in Kyneton, Yarram and
Yea.
In relation to the sprinkler systems that apply to the
other two facilities in Hopetoun and Kaniva, they will
be fully operational by the end of the year. They have
also had applied the same scrutiny by the Building
Appeals Board in terms of ensuring that the alarm
systems are in place and that there are appropriate
standards of fire abatement within the facility, but they
have not, because of building and construction work,
fully complied with sprinklers being implemented.
The government is confident that in the day-to-day
management of these facilities, the families of residents
can feel confident about the care of the residents. Fire
management systems are in place, and none of these
patients is at risk, but I do note, as is the tone of the
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member’s question, that these works are required to be
undertaken, and I have given an outline to the house of
the time frame in which they will be met.
I will ensure that they are fully complied with and that
they satisfy not only the expectation of the community
in terms of fire management but also the obligation to
ensure they comply with the Building Appeals Board
process.

Medicare: reform
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I refer
my question to the Minister for Aged Care. Would the
minister please advise the house of the impact on
Victorian aged care services of the federal
government’s proposed changes to Medicare?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — As all members of the house would be aware,
and I am sure the opposition spokesperson is acutely
aware, there is an unfortunate lack of residential aged
care facilities right across Victoria, and in fact
commonwealth places that have been funded fall about
5500 short of the national benchmark. There is a
shortfall of about 190 beds right across the nation,
about 30 per cent of which occurs in Victoria. It is an
appalling situation and the government is vitally
concerned about it.
It has a number of patients who inevitably require
treatment in an acute hospital setting, and at any one
time about 530 patients in Victorian hospitals are
waiting to be appropriately transferred into nursing
home accommodation.
To add insult to injury, the reforms of the Medicare
system being contemplated by the federal government
this week will exacerbate that problem. The Victorian
government and members of the Victorian community
would be very concerned that the universality of the
Medicare system is being eroded by the reforms
currently being mooted by the federal government.
Indeed there is no guarantee that there will not be a
further erosion of bulk-billing across the country. The
scheme may apply to pension card and concession card
holders and senior health card holders, but the
13 million Australians who do not hold those cards are
currently contemplating the value of their Medicare
card. It would be very clear to the vast majority of
Australians that the value of their Medicare card has
been eroded and the card they most look to for
receiving health care will be their credit card. That will
be the true card they bring out to provide for their
health care in the future.
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The most important reason why this is a problem for
the health system across the nation, including Victoria,
is that it will inevitably lead, particularly in rural and
regional Victoria, to the banging down of the doors of
the public health system to receiving health care.
People will not be able to gain access to bulk-billing
and to participating in the universal bulk-billing scheme
that Medicare has been until this time.
I want to be proactive in encouraging the
commonwealth to step up and see what opportunities
there may be within this framework to do something
about the paucity of residential aged care in Victoria. I
want it urgently to approve the operational aged care
places up to the national benchmark. Within that
national benchmark, I want the federal government to
review the appropriate balance between residential and
community care. In the shortfall of residential places,
and when there are logjams in the public acute system,
the commonwealth should provide reimbursements to
public acute hospitals for those patients who are
currently accumulating because there is no access to
aged care facilities.
When their approvals have not been provided, and we
are waiting two years for them to come into operation,
the federal government should provide the funds. Do
not hold up the money, use it for — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Motor vehicles: registration fees
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
direct my question to the Minister for Finance. I refer
the minister to the government’s announcement of an
increase of $17 to registration fees to be put directly
towards improved road and safety initiatives. I remind
the minister of the 3-cent fuel levy which has been
dedicated for many years to new road initiatives and I
ask: why is the government double taxing motorists?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) —
Mr Stoney asks a very interesting question but it is one
that would be far more pertinent if addressed to either
the Treasurer or the Minister for Transport in the
Legislative Assembly.
Hon. E. G. Stoney — On a point of order, President,
the minister is the Minister for Finance. Surely he
would lead the debate and influence the decision to slug
motorists with the $17 registration increase?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not uphold the
point of order. The minister has responded to the
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question and indicated that it is not within his portfolio
responsibilities.

and that has exceeded $250 000 also. So we have seen a
contribution to the project of some $500 000.

Supplementary question

I would like to congratulate those locally who have
supported the fundraising in one form or another. But I
would also like to congratulate Joe Helper, the member
for Ripon in the other place, who has been a strong
advocate in relation to the project. Joe Helper had the
great pleasure of opening the Central Park development
on Easter Monday as part of the Stawell Gift
proceedings.

Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I ask
the Minister for Finance why he did not lead the debate
to slug motorists with the $17 registration increase?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
already answered the question.

Stawell Gift
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — I
refer my question to the Minister for Sport and
Recreation. I refer to the recent Stawell Gift and ask the
minister to advise the house of what action he is taking
to improve sporting facilities in Stawell that will assist
in the delivery of this popular event?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the member’s interest not
only in the portfolio matters but more specifically the
matters in Stawell.
As I have articulated to this chamber on many
occasions, the Bracks Labor government has made a
significant contribution, not only in its first term but
continuing into its second term, by increasing the
access to opportunities for community sport and
recreation facilities. We will continue to do so.
We are proud of our continuous support for regional
and rural Victoria in this regard. The government has
connected to Victoria’s regional community. As a
government, we recognise the importance of sport and
recreation opportunities to community life. Sport and
various events that occur in those communities are
often integral to the identity of a community.
There is no better example of that than the Stawell Gift
and what that represents to the community, and Central
Park in relation to Stawell and its role in terms of the
Stawell Gift. The Stawell Gift is internationally and
nationally famous; so is Central Park for that matter. It
is deeply embedded in the culture and psyche of the
Stawell community. In terms of hosting the Stawell
Gift, Central Park has been a focus for not only the
event but also broader activities.
I have been pleased to see that as a government we
have been able to contribute $250 000 towards the
development of those facilities at Central Park, with a
local contribution also from the Northern Grampians
shire towards the project and the Stawell community,

As a government we are happy to work in partnership
with local communities. We are getting on with the job
of delivering. Not only are we delivering but we are
growing the whole of the state. But that begs the
question: if we are getting on with the job, if we are
delivering and growing the whole of the state, what
does the opposition stand for?
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
the minister knows he is entitled to respond to a
question, but also he knows he is not allowed to debate
the question. The minister is now debating the question.
I ask you to call him back to answering the question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I uphold the point of
order. The minister is debating the question, and I ask
him to return to responding to the question.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — As I was saying, the
developments include upgrading the playing surface,
installation of lighting, upgrading the change rooms,
additional seating and upgrading the power supply.
That will sustain continuing community activity in
Central Park for many years to come. That reinforces
that we are getting on with the job, delivering to the
communities of Victoria and growing the whole of the
state.

Latrobe: offices
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — My question
without notice is to Ms Broad, Minister for Local
Government. I ask the minister: is she aware that,
despite significant public concern, Latrobe City Council
is about to sign off a $12 million contract to build stage
1 of new city offices? If so, is she satisfied the council
fully explored all possible accommodation options and
arrived at one that produced the best value for
ratepayers dollars?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — If
the opposition has not by now got the message —
Hon. Bill Forwood — The National Party!
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Ms BROAD — Including the National Party; thank
you for the interjection.
If the message has not been conveyed clearly by now
that this government regards local government very
differently to the previous Liberal Party-National Party
government, let me make it clear today. The Bracks
government has already acted to recognise local
government as a distinct tier of government in the
constitution, an election commitment which we were
proud to implement immediately following the recent
election. We have also indicated our intention to
legislate in the next session of Parliament in relation to
a range of measures under the Local Government Act
in order to support good governance in relation to local
government.
If elected councillors take decisions as a distinct
autonomous level of government which are not
supported by their local communities, it is open to those
communities to do exactly what they do about state and
commonwealth-elected governments, which those
opposite might well remember in the
not-too-long-distant past — they are open to take action
by voting those councillors out of office at the next
available opportunity.
This issue has been very well debated in the community
and is one I suggest to the member who raised the issue
that is very well understood in the valley. Those
councillors who have been elected and who are taking
this action will be held accountable for the decisions
they have made and are moving to implement. That is
their responsibility, and it is one which they are fully
entitled to implement.
Supplementary question
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I would have
thought as the Minister for Local Government the
minister would have had at least some interest in the
financial position of a local council, whether it be
Latrobe or anybody else. I am disappointed to hear that
the minister has just brushed off the question and
expressed no interest at all in the financial operations of
councils in this state.
However, I make a plea to the minister in respect of this
particular issue: only recently an alternative site for new
council headquarters, being the former City of Morwell
offices, currently housing the Central Gippsland
Institute of TAFE, has possibly become available for a
new site for city offices. I ask the minister whether she
would at least show some interest and instruct the
council to consider the feasibility of that particular site
becoming the new city headquarters.
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Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — If
the member thought that my previous response was a
brush-off, let me be even more clear in my response.
Unlike the former government, this government does
not intervene to sack councils, to install preferred
commissioners, to direct councils. This government
supports elected councils in taking decisions which they
are fully entitled to make. I will continue to exercise my
responsibilities as the minister responsible for the Local
Government Act to ensure that the act is fully complied
with and to ensure that the requirements under the
Financial Management Act are complied with, and
unless and until there are issues with that, these are
decisions the council is fully entitled to make.

Gas: appliance safety
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I refer my question
to the Minister for Energy Industries, the Honourable
Theo Theophanous. Can the minister inform the house
of steps being taken by the Office of Gas Safety to
prevent deaths and injuries as a result of incorrectly
installed gas appliances?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I welcome the question and I thank the
honourable member for it. I would also like in
answering the question to put on record my thanks to
Mr Forwood who has raised an issue with me following
concerns expressed yesterday on 3AW regarding safety
issues with some brands of gas wall ovens.
A caller had suggested that a gas oven had led to a
fatality about a month ago. I have received advice that
the caller was probably mistaken and that while a
fatality did occur in Mornington about a month ago, it
was caused by an instantaneous gas hot water heater
that had not been properly maintained and not by a gas
oven. However, the Office of Gas Safety has for some
time been dealing with a safety issue relating to gas
wall ovens, and I think it is important for the house to
understand what that issue is.
Safety alerts and notifications were issued to all gas
fitters last year about the faulty installation of some
Westinghouse and Chef wall ovens which had the
potential to cause fires. While the appliances
themselves were not faulty, confusion with a similar
model that did not require a flue led to some of the
ovens being installed without proper fluing. In addition,
the Office of Gas Safety sent advice to over
2000 households where the particular ovens had been
installed.
The Office of Gas Safety is continuing to work with the
manufacturer, Electrolux, to identify all of these
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installations. However, I am informed that not all of the
remaining ovens have been able to be tracked down. I
am therefore again today calling on Victorians who
have a Westinghouse or Chef gas wall oven to examine
the Office of Gas Safety’s web site on
www.ogs.vic.gov.au for specific details of model
numbers and installation dates to see if their wall oven
is one of those that may have been installed incorrectly.
Alternatively, consumers may ring the Office of Gas
Safety on 1800 069 588. I have also issued a media
release detailing the models involved.
The Bracks government supports the Office of Gas
Safety in promoting gas safety in Victoria. Gas
companies have also worked with the office to promote
gas safety to consumers through winter safety
campaigns to promote the safe use of heating
appliances and a summer campaign to promote the safe
use of barbecues. Gas is a cheap, reliable and essential
fuel for many Victorians. However, consumers also
need to exercise commonsense, care and responsibility
in its use. Where consumers have any doubt about the
safety of their gas appliances or whether they have been
properly installed, it is important that they make contact
with the Office of Gas Safety to have them checked and
to ensure that they are indeed safe.
Finally, in relation to the fatality that I mentioned
earlier, I understand the Office of Gas Safety has been
working in conjunction with the police and the coroner
on the investigation into the tragic death of a young
woman from carbon monoxide poisoning in
Mornington on 29 March 2003, but this is unrelated to
these gas wall ovens. The Bracks government puts
safety above all else for Victorians, and it will continue
to do so.

Commonwealth Games: budget
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
question to the Minister for Commonwealth Games.
My question is in relation to the Commonwealth
Games, and I refer to the minister’s statement on
27 September 2001 that the budget which accompanied
the games bid would provide the basis for the state’s
financial commitment. Given that the cost to the state of
hosting the games has now doubled, does the minister
stand by that statement?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question in relation to the Commonwealth Games
budget. He would appreciate that, given recent
announcements about the budget, we are confident that
the games will be exemplary in terms of not only
showcasing this state but also benchmarking
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international events, in particular the Commonwealth
Games, to the world.
It is important to understand in relation to the budget —
in and around and relating to the budget — that the
government has capped its contribution. That is what
the most recent public announcement was about. Whilst
it will cost in the order of $1.1 billion to deliver the
games, the government’s contribution has been capped
at $474 million for operating costs and in the order of
$223 million for capital costs.
Many of those costs have already been factored in and
allocated, particularly the Melbourne Cricket Ground
and some of the other major facility developments that
are currently taking place and the operating costs not
only of the Office of Commonwealth Games
Coordination but also Melbourne 2006. We are very
confident that the partnership between the Office of
Commonwealth Games Coordination, the Melbourne
2006 organising committee, the Australian
Commonwealth Games Association and the
international Commonwealth Games Federation will
ensure that we have a budget that is responsible, a
games that is the benchmark and envy of all the world,
and that it will be a games that we can all take great
pride in come March 2006.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Given that
the cost to the state of hosting the games has now
doubled, I want to ask a supplementary question about
the minister’s commitments. The minister continually
makes statements which are later proved false — for
example, on 10 April the minister said in this house that
he was no longer a company director, yet Australian
Securities and Investments Commission records show
he was and continues to be a director of Madden
Communications. How can Victorians have any
confidence in the minister’s recent commitment,
including his comments today about the
Commonwealth Games budget, when he continues to
mislead this house?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I take up the issue in
relation to the member’s question. That statement is
absolutely incredible, because anybody would know
that the list of pecuniary interests is declared in this
Parliament and it is out there for all to see, and I
encourage the member to read it.
Hon. Philip Davis — You made that statement in
the house.
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN — The member can try to
yell me down if he wants to, but if he wants to listen to
the answer I ask him to refrain from shouting. The
statements I made were in relation to the question the
member asked about a particular issue. Those
statements have been made, and I recommend that if
members have any interest in those matters they should
go to the list of pecuniary interests, which is a public
document for all to read.

Auditor-General: role
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — I refer my
question to the Minister for Finance, Mr John Lenders.
What action has the government taken to further
improve the capacity of the Auditor-General to fulfil his
role?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I thank
Mr Somyurek for his question, for his ongoing interest
in the role of the Auditor-General as an important
independent watchdog and for his support during the
years of the Kennett government when, like a lot of
other people on this side of the house, he was out there
campaigning for the Auditor-General to have more
powers.
The Bracks government has introduced the Audit
(Amendment) Bill into the Legislative Assembly this
week. It is similar to the Audit (Amendment) Bill the
opposition so vigorously opposed in the spring session
of 2001 and the autumn session of 2002 and which it
bounced between the two houses.
This bill will achieve a number of objectives for the
Auditor-General. It will provide him with greater
protection; it will expand the scope of his powers; it
will assist the efficiency and operations of his office
and it will improve the accountability of the
Auditor-General. I will give a number of examples of
how it will assist the ability of the Auditor-General to
fulfil his important office. Under this bill the
Auditor-General will now be able to transmit his
reports to the Parliament when it is not sitting, and the
reports will be made public at this time. Currently he
does not have that power. However, reports will still
need to be tabled when Parliament resumes, and they
may debated at that time. This house will undoubtedly
debate some Auditor-General’s reports tomorrow
morning.
Under the existing provision for the Auditor-General to
contract out his financial statement audits the delegation
threshold will increase to facilitate the sign-off of these
audits by private sector service providers acting as his
agents. This will place greater accountability on service
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providers and improve the efficiency of the contracting
arrangements. Provision has also been made for a more
practical time frame for the Auditor-General to prepare
the state’s annual financial report.
These reforms will significantly improve the capacity
of the Auditor-General to do his job. While in
government the Liberal and National parties wound
back the powers of the Auditor-General and restricted
his capacity to scrutinise government. It is a sad record
of the Liberal and National parties, and clearly it is one
the Victorian community took a very strong view on
during the Mitcham by-election and also in 1999.
The Auditor-General has indicated that he supports
these reforms, and the Bracks government is committed
to greater transparency and accountability. A classic
example occurred only a few weeks ago when the role
of the Auditor-General was enshrined in the state’s
constitution. It shows the Bracks government’s
commitment to the Auditor-General. No other state in
Australia has done this.
In summary, the Bracks government remains firmly
committed to transparent and accountable government
and believes the Auditor-General has a vital role to play
in achieving that objective. The reforms I have outlined
and others contained in the Audit (Amendment) Bill
will significantly assist the Auditor-General in
executing his functions. The government believes in
transparency and democracy, and this is evidence that it
is getting on with the job.

Small business: redundancies
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Small
Business, the Honourable Marsha Thomson. I refer the
minister to the claim of the Australian Council of Trade
Unions currently before the Australian Industrial
Relations Commission (AIRC) for increases in
redundancy packages of up to 20 weeks, the extension
of those packages to part-time and casual workers and
the inclusion of gross weekly earnings, including
penalty rates as part of that submission.
The Victorian government’s submission in fact does
not back a continuation of an exemption for small
business — that is, businesses with less than
15 employees — from the payment of those
redundancy packages. The Beattie and Gallop
governments both backed a continuation of that
exemption, and the New South Wales government has
advised the AIRC that the revision is inconsistent with
its guidelines. I ask the minister if she will now support
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the current exemption of the payment of redundancy
packages for small business.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The Victorian minister responsible for
industrial relations matters is the Honourable Rob Hulls
in the other house. He prepared a submission on the
government’s position to ensure that Victorian
employees have rights that entitle them to fair treatment
by employers and fair wages and conditions, and that
was taken into account in the drafting of the submission
by the minister responsible.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I note the
minister’s answer to that, which I am incredulous about
because of her role in small business. In defending
small business I would have thought she would have
had significant input into that particular position. I also
note the minister’s announcement this week of the
welcome appointment of Mark Brennan as the Small
Business Commissioner. Understanding the fears of
small business owners about the massive impact of the
Australian Council of Trade Unions redundancy claim
currently before the AIRC, if redundancy packages of
up to 20 weeks are extended to small business and
include casual and part-time workers, I ask the minister:
will she issue an instruction to the Small Business
Commissioner to urgently review the Victorian
government’s submission to the AIRC to seek a
continuation of that exemption for small business from
payment of redundancy packages?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — It is very misleading or ignorant to refer to
matters that may be raised with the Small Business
Commissioner but are beyond the responsibilities of the
Small Business Commissioner. If people had a look at
the legislation they would see it refers to the monitoring
of regulation.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — And telling the government
about issues that affect small business.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — It does not refer to
open gambit. In the debate the opposition was very
clear about limited resources that might be made
available. The tasks before the Small Business
Commissioner are great, and those matters will take up
the full time of the Small Business Commissioner.
They are quite detailed and outlined within the
legislation of the Small Business Commissioner’s
responsibility, and Small Business Victoria — —
The PRESIDENT — Time, Minister.
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Women: IT careers
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — I refer my
question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology. Given the government’s
awareness of the low numbers of young women in the
information and communications technology industry,
will the minister outline what the government is doing
to encourage young women to look at careers in ICT?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
honourable member for her question, because 81 per
cent of the 60 000 Victorians who work in the
information and communications technology (ICT)
sector are male. This shows that there is a lot of work to
be done in developing an IT sector that opens its doors
to careers for young women. About half of the young
women are reluctant to look at a career in the IT field.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — They identify it with
nerdy males.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — That is exactly right;
they identify IT with nerdy males.
The Victorian government wants to ensure that it
provides for ICT careers for the future and that the
skills are there for future industry needs. In order to do
that we have been promoting the importance of
information and communications technology careers to
young people.
The government’s highly successful New Realities
campaign has already reached more than 23 000 young
people over the past two years, conveying the message
that technology skills are important to virtually all
careers. However, if we are to ensure that the right
people are available with the right skills to fill the jobs
for the future, we need to focus on actual technology
careers now. So there will be a refocus on New
Realities for 2003.
We also want to ensure that young women and girls are
targeted in this campaign and that we are opening up
career opportunities in the ICT sector to young women.
For these reasons we will campaign under the focus of
‘Technology skills: get creative with your job futures’.
On 15 April I launched the 2003 campaign at an
Australian Information Industry Association event.
Those present from the ICT associations and from
educational institutions welcomed the new campaign
and see it as an important step in ensuring the long-term
viability of the ICT industry.
The New Realities campaign will roll out right
throughout Victorian secondary schools until
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September this year. The campaign includes profiles
and examples of dynamic young women in the industry
who act as positive role models for the new generation
of girls who can turn over that nerdy image of young
men in ICT. It also includes presentations on
technology careers for Victorian secondary school
students in regional and metropolitan Victoria and
information to assist teachers incorporating the
messages of the New Realities campaign into the
general school curriculum will be included. Some 45
written and 8 MTV-style video case studies profiling
young women will also be included with examples of
how they got into their careers and the pathways that
led them there.
This is an important initiative by the Bracks
government. The New Realities ICT careers campaign
is another example of the Bracks government’s
commitment to helping the state’s ICT industry — a
sector that generated $18.3 billion in 2001–02. We
want to see this industry continue to grow.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The time for questions
has expired.

TRAVEL AGENTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Consumer Affairs)
introduced a bill to amend the Travel Agents Act 1986 to
make further provision for the Travel Compensation
Fund and for other purposes
Read first time.

HEALTH LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care)
introduced a bill to make miscellaneous amendments to
the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981,
the Health Services Act 1988, the Human Tissue Act
1982, the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act 1996, the
Mental Health Act 1986 and the Nurses Act 1993 and for
other purposes.
Read first time.
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FIREARMS (TRAFFICKING AND
HANDGUN CONTROL) BILL
Second reading
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

In the aftermath of the Port Arthur incident in April
1996, the Australasian Police Ministers Council
(APMC) entered into the National Firearms Agreement.
Under that agreement, broadly uniform regimes for the
regulation and licensing of firearms were put in place in
all states and territories.
Australian governments have subsequently entered into
two further agreements to enhance community safety
while preserving the privileges of responsible firearms
owners.
The first, the handgun control agreement, arises from
the tragic events at Monash University on 21 October
2002 and the community’s resultant demand to restrict
the availability and use of handguns, particularly
concealable handguns, for target shooting purposes to
minimise the risk of future tragedies. That agreement
will significantly strengthen controls over access to
handguns throughout Australia.
The second, the firearms trafficking policy agreement,
is designed to provide a broadly national approach to
allow police to better detect and deter the illegal trade in
unregistered firearms, which is an issue that has come
to police attention nationally in recent years.
This bill will amend the Firearms Act 1996 to give
effect to these two agreements in Victoria by:
restricting the range of handgun target shooting
matches in which sporting shooters can compete,
and the handguns that can be used for those
legitimate shooting matches;
providing for a system of graduated access to
handguns for target shooting based on training,
experience and match participation;
giving shooting clubs greater access to information
by requiring a prospective member to produce a
police clearance prior to acceptance as a member,
information on other shooting clubs a person belongs
to, and their current firearms ownership;
allowing the Chief Commissioner of Police to refuse
and revoke firearms licences and applications on the
basis of criminal intelligence;
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increasing penalties and introducing new offences
relating to the illegal disposal and acquisition of
firearms — especially with respect to handguns;
introducing a new penalty for a subsequent finding
of guilt for possession of an unregistered firearm;
introducing new interstate trafficking provisions;
introducing a new requirement for dealer licence
applicants to disclose their ‘close associates’ to the
chief commissioner, and for certain information
about those ‘close associates’, including a full set of
their fingerprints, to be provided to the chief
commissioner; and
allowing some handguns, which may not be
possessed by anyone, other than for very strictly
controlled purposes, to be prescribed in regulations
to be category E handguns.
Handguns available for target shooting
COAG agreed to restrict the classes of legal handguns
that can be imported or possessed for sporting purposes
to those meeting recognised sporting shooter
classifications in the Olympic and Commonwealth
games and other accredited events. Those target
shooting disciplines and matches that will be available
to target shooters for the purposes of retaining
ownership of handguns will be prescribed in
regulations.
Handguns will generally be available in 27 matches in
seven target shooting disciplines for competitive target
shooting purposes, and will be restricted to:
a maximum calibre of .38 inches, other than for
specially accredited handgun events, which will be
prescribed in regulations, in which handguns will be
available up to a maximum calibre of .45 inches;
a minimum barrel length of 120 millimetres in the
case of semiautomatic handguns, and a minimum
barrel length of 100 millimetres for revolvers and
single-shot handguns; and
a maximum magazine capacity of 10 rounds.
However, in line with the handgun control agreement,
highly specialised target pistols will be allowed
irrespective of their barrel length, as often they are
large, visually distinctive and not readily concealable
due to their overall size. Handguns used for prescribed
approved black powder matches may be prescribed to
be permitted for target shooting in other calibres.
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Minimum participation rates for continued access to
handguns for the purpose of target shooting
COAG agreed that target shooters needed to show a
dedication to the sport in order to maintain possession
and use of handguns. In order to achieve that end the
bill will require people who wish to retain handguns for
target shooting to compete in a minimum number of
competitive target shooting matches.
Each year, a licensee will be required to compete in a
minimum of four competitive approved target shooting
matches for each type of handgun that he or she
possesses per annum, and an overall minimum of
10 competitive approved target shooting matches per
annum. For example, a person who possesses only one
.22 calibre handgun will have to compete in a minimum
of 10 competitive approved target shooting matches per
annum, whereas a person who possesses a .22 calibre
handgun, a.32 calibre handgun and a.38 calibre
handgun will have to compete in a minimum of
12 competitive approved target shooting matches.
A person who fails to meet the minimum participation
requirements will be compelled to surrender either of
the handguns for which he or she has failed to meet the
requirements, and, if he or she has failed to meet the
overall minimum requirements, the handgun licence.
However, the bill will enable a person who will not be
able to meet the requirements because that person is
temporarily incapacitated or will be absent from the
jurisdiction to apply to the chief commissioner to retain
their handguns after entering into safe storage
arrangements. This application must be made in
advance of the failure to meet the participation
requirements.
Graduated access to handgun licences
The handgun control agreement requires the imposition
of a graduated scheme of access to handgun licences for
target shooting.
The bill will provide that a person must be a member of
an approved handgun target shooting club for a
minimum of six months before he or she is entitled to
apply for a general category handgun licence. During
this time, a person will have to:
demonstrate that he or she has a good knowledge of
firearms and firearms laws;
safely participate in the number of approved target
shooting matches;
demonstrate that he or she can comply with the
storage requirements of the act; and
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successfully complete an approved handgun safety
training course.
The approved club must also endorse any application
by the member before it can be considered by the chief
commissioner.
During the first six months of a person holding a
general category handgun licence, the bill will ensure
that that person may only possess a maximum of two
handguns — and each application for a permit to
acquire one of these handguns must be endorsed by an
approved target shooting club to which the person
belongs. During this period, the person will be able to
possess one .177 calibre air pistol, and either one .22
calibre pistol or one centre fire pistol. This requirement
will ensure that a person cannot acquire a large number
of handguns quickly after first obtaining a general
category handgun licence.
The bill will provide that any application for a permit to
acquire a handgun made after this period will also have
to be endorsed by the approved club to which the
person belongs.
The bill will also restrict the current exemption for a
person to ‘try out’ handgun shooting without a permit
or licence. The bill will allow a person to try out
handgun target shooting a maximum of three times
before a person must join an approved club and obtain a
permit or a licence to continue with their interest in the
sport. To fall within the conditions of the exemption, a
person will also have to provide evidence of their
identity and declare that he or she is not a prohibited
person. There will be a maximum penalty of
120 penalty units or 2 years imprisonment for providing
false information in the declaration.
Collectors of firearms
While the Handgun Control Agreement is principally
concerned with the use of handguns for target shooting
purposes, it requires some amendments to the act for
handgun collectors.
The bill replaces the existing firearms collectors licence
with two new firearms collectors licences.
A category 1 handgun licence will be required for a
person who wishes to collect longarms and handguns
manufactured prior to 1 January 1947. This category of
collector licence will remain generally available to
collectors who meet all of the licensing and safety
requirements prescribed in the Firearms Act.
However, collectors wishing to possess handguns
manufactured on or after 1 January 1947 will be
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required to obtain a category 2 firearms collectors
licence. A collector wishing to collect these handguns
will be required to demonstrate a greater degree of
commitment to the collection of historical arms.
Importantly, the requirements for museums will remain
unaffected.
Registration of all handguns
The bill will ensure that all handguns must be registered
in Victoria. At present, firearms manufactured prior to
1900 for which ammunition is not commercially
available, are not subject to the registration
requirements set out in the act.
This new registration requirement will mean these
handguns need to have a unique identifier attached to
them. However, the bill also provides that a person who
has a particular reason not to have a unique identifier
affixed permanently to the handgun — for example, to
preserve its historical significance or value — will be
able to apply to the chief commissioner to fix the serial
number to the firearm other than by stamping. Where a
unique identifier is not stamped onto a firearm in
accordance with the new provision, the chief
commissioner will be able to impose conditions on the
licence, including requiring increased security
arrangements in the location in which the handgun is
stored.
Extension of the immunity for approved clubs
Section 183 of the act provides for an immunity from
civil and criminal liability for certain classes of medical
professionals and officials of gun clubs when they
provide information to police in good faith that, in their
opinion, a person is not fit and proper to possess, carry
or use a firearm.
The act applies to registered medical practitioners,
registered psychologists and registered nurses. The
COAG agreement requires that the immunity be
extended to a number of other classes of health
professionals.
The bill will apply the immunity to prescribed classes
of social workers and professional counsellors.
The immunity will be extended by the bill to apply in
situations where the bill requires nominated officials of
approved shooting clubs and approved firearms
collectors clubs to report in good faith to the chief
commissioner their reasonable belief that a member is
not a fit and proper person to possess and use firearms.
This provision will assist Victoria Police to ensure that

FIREARMS (TRAFFICKING AND HANDGUN CONTROL) BILL
Wednesday, 30 April 2003

COUNCIL

only people who are fit and proper to obtain and
maintain their firearms licence in fact do so.
Refusal and revocation of firearms licences on the
basis of criminal intelligence
The bill will give the power to the chief commissioner
to refuse or revoke a licence under the act on the basis
of criminal intelligence.
It is in the interest of public safety that persons thought
by police to present a safety risk are not given access to
handguns under the licensing system. Where a person is
the subject of a covert investigation or intelligence
operations reveal the person is associated with serious
criminal behaviour, it is not in the public interest for the
chief commissioner to grant him or her a handgun
licence. It is expected that the chief commissioner, who
must make this decision personally, would not refuse or
revoke a licence on the basis of criminal intelligence in
the absence of very strong information that the life or
safety of a person is at risk as a result of the subject
having access to handguns.
A person who has a handgun licence refused or revoked
by the chief commissioner on the basis of criminal
intelligence will have the opportunity to apply to the
Supreme Court for a review of the chief
commissioner’s decision. The government considers
that the Supreme Court should retain its existing
discretion to determine whether the secrecy of the
criminal intelligence should be maintained, rather than
the act imposing a blanket prohibition on its disclosure.
This position is consistent with the government’s policy
on an open and transparent court system. However,
given the serious circumstances in which the chief
commissioner would make such a decision, the
government expects that the Supreme Court would
exercise its existing discretion to preserve the secrecy
of the criminal intelligence in appropriate
circumstances where a person’s life or public safety
would be put at risk as a result of the criminal
intelligence being made public.
Firearms trafficking
As indicated earlier, the bill will also implement the
Firearms Trafficking Policy Agreement for Victoria.
The bill will not only make it more difficult for
criminals to access firearms in Victoria, but will help to
maintain the principle of uniformity essential to the
efficacy of the national agreement.
In acknowledging that the greatest risks to the
community are posed by illegal firearms, the bill will
significantly increase penalties for people found guilty
of firearms trafficking or who otherwise possess, use or
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sell firearms outside of the licensing and registration
system. The bill will help police to better detect and
deter people from possessing and using illegal firearms.
Category E handguns
The bill will remove some classes of handguns from the
ordinary class of handguns and create new restrictions
on those handguns that are not appropriate or desirable
for possession by any ordinary law-abiding firearms
owners. The new category E handgun category will
consist of models of machine-pistols and handguns that
are prescribed in regulations so that they are not readily
available to people who have a general category
handgun licence. The bill broadly equates those
handguns to the category E longarm licence category in
the act.
A person who wishes to possess one of these handguns
will need to be able to demonstrate a compelling reason
why they need to possess one. This will be over and
above the ‘genuine reason’ requirement imposed under
the National Firearms Agreement. The maximum
penalties for a breach of the controls on category E
handguns will be broadly the same as those for
category E longarms which, owing to the nature of
these firearms, are the most severe in the Firearms Act.
The chief commissioner will also be able to place any
conditions on a category E handgun licence that she or
he considers to be appropriate in the circumstances.
However, in recognition of the serious risks to public
safety posed by these types of handguns, some of the
penalties are significantly increased by the bill.
Increasing the penalties for the illegal possession,
carriage or use of firearms
Experience has shown that simply apprehending the
final buyers and sellers of unregistered firearms has
little or no long-term impact on the trade in prohibited
firearms. In order to effectively reduce the number of
unregistered firearms in circulation, it is necessary to
both identify and eradicate the source from which these
firearms flow to the black market and to introduce
harsh penalties as a deterrent to repeat offending.
The possession, carriage and use of unregistered
firearms is a very serious matter because it flies in the
face of firearms laws by subverting the licensing and
registration system which is the cornerstone of the
national agreement. Unregistered firearms, and
particularly unregistered handguns, are the firearms of
choice of firearms traffickers.
It is because the trade and use of unregistered firearms
is so serious that the bill significantly increases the
maximum penalties for possession, carriage and use of
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unregistered firearms in the act. Possession of an
unregistered general category handgun will attract a
maximum penalty of seven years imprisonment, and
acquiring or disposing of a general category handgun
other than through a licensed firearms dealer will attract
a maximum penalty of five years imprisonment. Where
the handgun is a category E handgun, unregistered
possession will attract a maximum penalty of 14 years
imprisonment and acquiring or disposing of the
category E handgun other than through a licensed
firearms dealer will attract a maximum penalty of
10 years imprisonment.
In addition to these penalties, any person who is in
possession of a traffickable quantity, defined as 10 or
more, of unregistered firearms, without having notified
the Chief Commissioner of Police that the unregistered
firearms require registration, will commit an offence
and be subject to a maximum penalty of 10 years
imprisonment or 1200 penalty units. A person who
finances a trafficking operation will face maximum
penalties of 600 penalty units or seven years
imprisonment. Introducing this provision will take
away any protection that the current form of the law
may afford to criminals operating behind the scenes in
arranging and financing firearms transactions that are
contrary to the act.
The bill also introduces a ‘subsequent offence’ penalty
provision to better differentiate between those persons
who organise and profit from the trade in unregistered
firearms and those who commit one offence against the
act. The bill provides for the maximum penalty for a
subsequent offence to be 10 years imprisonment in the
case of a general category handgun and 17 years
imprisonment in the case of a more dangerous
category E handgun.
Improving recording provisions with respect to
firearms
The registration and licensing of firearms can only be
effective where the firearm bears a unique identification
or serial number and can, therefore, be effectively
monitored by police. A number of firearms are
manufactured without serial numbers. This loophole
can give traffickers a significant opportunity to divert
firearms from the legal firearms market.
To prevent this opportunity, the bill includes a
provision that will ensure that a registrable firearm that
does not bear a unique identification mark cannot be
registered until a unique identification mark has been
stamped on to the firearm. Engraving a unique
identification mark is not considered satisfactory as it
can be easily removed for criminal purposes.
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The removal of serial numbers makes it almost
impossible for police to monitor the movement of
firearms, or to determine the correct make of the
firearm. It is a key technique used by firearms
traffickers and criminals in an attempt to avoid
detection. The technique lessens the value of a firearm
for a genuine collector and makes legal resale
extremely difficult.
The present maximum penalty for obliterating a serial
number is 240 penalty units or four years
imprisonment. To reflect the seriousness of this action,
the bill increases the maximum penalty to 600 penalty
units or seven years imprisonment.
The bill also makes it an offence to possess a firearm on
which the serial number has been defaced or altered. As
this is another of the key techniques of the firearms
trafficker, it will attract a substantial maximum penalty
of 240 penalty units or four years imprisonment.
The bill will also improve the recording provisions with
respect to firearms in several other ways.
The bill creates an obligation in the act to ensure that a
person must seek the permission of the Chief
Commissioner of Police before that person may alter
the licence category of a firearm, and a person must
advise the chief commissioner within seven days if he
or she alters the calibre of a firearm within the same
licence category. These provisions will apply in all
circumstances other than where the alteration of a
calibre is provided for in the original manufacture of the
firearm — for example, competition handguns with
interchangeable barrels.
The ‘close associates’ of firearms dealers
The bill will amend the Firearms Act to introduce a
requirement for licensed firearms dealers to disclose
their ‘close associates’ when applying for a firearms
dealer licence. The intent of this proposal is to ensure
that the holder of a firearms dealer licence is the actual
person primarily responsible for the management of the
firearms business named in the licence and is not
merely a ‘front person’. It will ensure that prohibited
persons cannot use ‘front people’ to continue to do
what they are prohibited from doing themselves.
It is also designed to strengthen the existing act by
ensuring that anyone who has a financial interest in the
assets or capital of a firearms dealership, or participates
in the management of a firearms dealership, is fit and
proper to do so.
The Firearms Act 1996 currently requires a person with
a firearms dealers licence and any person that works in
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a firearms dealership to provide a full set of their
fingerprints with the licence application. It is proposed
to extend the requirement to disclose the full name and
address of any close associate to requiring a full set of
fingerprints from any close associate. This requirement
will ensure that the requirement to disclose the people
managing and working in a firearms dealership is
consistent with the requirements imposed on licence
applicants and any employees of the applicants that
currently exists under the act.
The bill provides for the Chief Commissioner of Police
to receive information about the close associate held by
other law enforcement agencies in Australia or
overseas, in circumstances where it is not possible to
obtain a full set of that person’s fingerprints. It is
expected that, in practice, this provision will be utilised
only where a full set of fingerprints cannot be obtained
from a close associate who is resident in a foreign
country.
A person whose close associates are not fit and proper
persons should not be able to hold a firearm dealers
licence. Where the close associates of a dealer or dealer
applicant are not fit and proper persons, the chief
commissioner must not issue a firearms dealers licence.
Other trafficking offences
It is proposed to better prevent the manipulation of the
licensing and registration system by increasing the
scope of trafficking-related activities that are
recognised as illegal under Victorian law. To that end,
the bill also makes a person a prohibited person if the
person has been convicted of a conspiracy offence
anywhere in Australia within the past 10 years. This
means that any person who is imprisoned for an offence
against sections 321 or 321A of the Crimes Act 1958 in
Victoria, or against an equivalent provision in any other
state or territory or the commonwealth, cannot have a
firearms licence for 10 years after they are released
from prison.
In addition to these provisions, the firearms policy
trafficking agreement requires that the commonwealth
government introduce a cross-border firearms
trafficking offence with a substantial maximum penalty.
Clause 70 amends section 190 of the Firearms Act 1996
stating that it is the intention of section 183 (as
proposed to be amended by clause 66 of this bill) to
alter or vary section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975. I
foreshadow that an amendment will be proposed in
Committee changing the reference in clause 70 to
clause 66 to a reference to clause 67. This change is
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necessary because of an amendment made in the other
place.
I wish to make the following statement under section 85
of the Constitution Act 1975 of the reason for altering
or varying that section by the proposed clause 70. That
clause extends the immunity from civil or criminal
proceedings granted by section 183 of the Firearms Act
1996 to particular classes of medical professionals and
officials of shooting clubs who report to police their
belief that a patient or member respectively is not a fit
and proper person to possess firearms. This is necessary
to ensure that these people are able to assist in
protecting community safety by alerting the chief
commissioner to persons who are not, in their belief in
good faith, fit and proper people to possess firearms.
The Firearms (Handgun Control and Trafficking) bill
will allow responsible shooters who are law-abiding
owners of handguns to continue to pursue their sport
while enhancing community safety by:
reducing the range of handguns available to those
used in legitimate sporting events;
restricting access to handguns for people who have
not participated in competitive shooting matches
with, and do not have the support of, legitimate sport
shooting clubs; and
making it more difficult for organised criminals to
circumvent the licensing and registration systems
under the Firearms Act.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA
(East Yarra).
Debate adjourned until next day.

COMMONWEALTH GAMES
ARRANGEMENTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Commonwealth
Games).
It is with pleasure that I introduce this bill, which will further
assist the state in preparing for the 2006 Commonwealth
Games in Melbourne.
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The purpose of this bill is to further develop the legislative
framework to facilitate the state’s preparation for the 2006
Commonwealth Games in Melbourne.
The Commonwealth Games Arrangements Act was
introduced in October 2001. During the passage of the act the
government foreshadowed its intention to progress the diverse
range of games-related infrastructure developments and other
matters under one act, rather than through separate acts or
planning processes.

COUNCIL

Wednesday, 30 April 2003
Moving now to the body corporate provisions, parts 3 and 5
of the amendment bill amend the principal act and the Project
Development and Construction Management Act 1994 to
constitute the Secretary to the Department for Victorian
Communities as a body corporate with appropriate powers
and functions.

It was also indicated to make a number of amendments to the
act specifically covering operational arrangements,
administrative processes and general powers to enable the
staging of the games.

Clause 13 provides part 3 of the principal act is amended to
create the Secretary to the Department for Victorian
Communities as a body corporate with powers to enter into
contracts or arrangements concerning the management and
development of the Commonwealth Games. Such powers can
be delegated with the approval of the minister and the
exercise of these powers is subject to the direction and control
of the minister.

This is the first legislative amendment to the principal act
required for the Commonwealth Games and there will be
further amendments to the act as we move into the pre-games
and games-time phases of planning and delivery.

We are including in this amendment the provisions of the
Project Development and Construction Management Act
(Further Amendment) Bill 2002 which was introduced last
session and lapsed due to the proroguing of Parliament.

I will commence with the infrastructure-related amendments.
These amendments are essential to ensure the timely
provision of games infrastructure including the Melbourne
Sports and Aquatic Centre and the games village.

The amendments are required to complete the implementation
of the government’s machinery-of-government changes and
to create under the Project Development and Construction
Management Act 1994 the Secretary to the Department for
Victorian Communities as a body corporate to take
responsibility for Commonwealth Games projects.

It is important that these facilities are developed in such a way
as to enhance Melbourne’s sporting and urban infrastructure
and deliver long-term benefits to the Victorian community.
To ensure that the complex nature of the Melbourne Sports
and Aquatic Centre and games village infrastructure
developments can be administered under the one act as
intended, part 2 of this bill amends section 1 of the principal
act to broaden its purpose and widen the definition of games
facilities. This is necessary to ensure the act can facilitate
Commonwealth Games infrastructure projects, the detail and
complexity of which were not known at the time of
introducing the principal act.
Part 2 also amends the principal act to determine the games
village land which was not known at the time the principal act
was introduced. It also defines the games village project.
A new part — part 4A — is being inserted into the principal
act to provide the Minister for Commonwealth Games with
the relevant planning powers to ensure that the games village
will be developed in a way which meets the immediate needs
of the games and the longer term needs of the community.
The games village development will be the most significant
games infrastructure development undertaken in the lead-up
to the games. As required under the act the Minister for
Commonwealth Games will consider the report of the
Commonwealth Games village advisory committee before
making a determination on the planning scheme to apply to
the land.
The particular provisions for the games village project reflect
the longer term nature of that development and the need to
integrate that development within the statewide planning
system in the post-games phase.
The bill also introduces a range of machinery amendments,
which ensure the act can be used to administer infrastructure
developments for the whole of Commonwealth Games and
beyond.

The bill introduces a new provision to enable nomination
orders and application orders to be amended or revoked. This
will enable changes to be made to the management of a major
project including transfer of projects from one facilitating
agency to another, where required.
The government is delighted to present this bill which will
ensure the appropriate legislative framework is in place to
enable preparation for and staging of the games including
providing a lasting legacy for Victorians through the
development of significant sporting infrastructure.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS
(Eumemmerring) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until next day.

MELBOURNE CRICKET GROUND
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
It is with pleasure that I introduce this bill which will further
facilitate the northern stand redevelopment of the Melbourne
Cricket Ground in time for the Commonwealth Games.

MAJOR EVENTS (CROWD MANAGEMENT) BILL
Wednesday, 30 April 2003
The Melbourne Cricket Ground holds a special place in the
hearts of all Victorians and not since the Olympic Games of
1956 has Victoria been host to such an important sporting
event as the 2006 Commonwealth Games. Accordingly, this
bill further facilitates the government’s determination that
‘Victoria maintains its mantle as Australia’s sports capital by
maintaining and upgrading our major events and sports
training infrastructure’.
The bill contributes to the government’s commitment to
growing Victoria together by:
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The bill proposes to permit the MCC to receive and retain all
gate receipts and other revenue arising in the course of its
management of the MCG while the MCC continues to be the
lessee and the manager of the MCG in accordance with the
agreement between the club and the trust.
The bill also proposes to amend the description of the land in
the schedule to the Melbourne Cricket Ground Act 1933 to
provide for the identification of an additional part of Yarra
Park as being part of the MCG with subsequent trade-off as
follows:

providing a safe and healthy environment for both
participants and spectators;

land relinquished at the corner of Jolimont Street and
Jolimont Terrace totalling 750 square metres;

redeveloping the MCG as the people’s ground and
providing greater seating capacity for major events; and

additional land required for the practice wicket area of
107 square metres; and

strengthening Victoria’s sport, recreation, major event
and tourism base and encouraging and supporting its
contribution to economic and social development.

additional land required in Yarra Park near Jolimont
Street of 502 square metres.

The proposed bill also fulfils this government’s election
commitments to:
complete the MCG northern stand development;
maximise the economic and social benefits of the
Commonwealth Games; and
reinforce the enriching role that sport and recreation
plays in people’s lives.
The purpose of this bill is to provide amendments to the
Melbourne Cricket Ground Act 1933 that facilitate the
redevelopment of the MCG and ensure that the management
of the northern stand project and MCG meet agreed
outcomes.
The bill also provides for an increase in trust membership
from seven (including the chairman) to a maximum of nine.
This will enable a greater mix of experience in sports, sports
administration, business and financial affairs to be available
to the trust. This delivers on the government’s promise to
redress concerns that there is insufficient flexibility and
diversity in the skills available to the trust following the
substantial reduction in membership by the then government
in 1989.
The proposed bill permits the trustees, with the approval of
the minister, to delegate any part of the functions or powers of
the trustees, other than the power of delegation, to the
Melbourne Cricket Club and enables the MCC to subdelegate
these functions and powers.
The reinstatement of these powers is supported by the MCG
Trust and MCC and will provide the MCC with certainty
regarding its management relationship with the trust given its
substantial investment in the facility.
This will in effect overturn the amendments made by the
previous Liberal government, which have made it difficult to
distinguish the trust from the MCC in some circumstances.
A business plan is to be prepared by the MCC as ground
manager, for approval by the trust. The bill proposes to
reinforce the role of the MCC in the reporting process to
government and clearly articulate the trust’s power to
delegate its management responsibility to the MCC.

This trade-off is achieved with no net loss of public open
space.
The bill also provides ‘relevant stratum’ for the northern stand
development for those parts of the new stand, which project
beyond the current boundary line above ground level.
The bill will ensure that the MCG continues to be Australia’s
premier sporting venue for major events.
Victoria as a whole stands to benefit from the redevelopment
of the MCG, not only for its world-class capacity to host
major events but importantly for its accessibility as the
people’s ground.
The government is delighted to present this bill as a
substantial contribution to improved standards and
management arrangements for our premier sporting facility.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS
(Eumemmerring) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until next day.

MAJOR EVENTS (CROWD
MANAGEMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
It is with pleasure that I introduce this bill to promote the
safety and enjoyment of participants and spectators at major
sporting events.

MAJOR EVENTS (CROWD MANAGEMENT) BILL
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The government has previously stated that it would introduce
measures to curb crowd misbehaviour at major events that
spoils the enjoyment of others and places Victoria’s sporting
reputation in jeopardy.

Part 3 of the bill provides uniform conditions of entry at
declared venues including the inspection of bags, baskets and
receptacles to ensure that prohibited items are not brought
into the venue.

There is increased concern in the community regarding the
adequacy of crowd control at major events.

These searches are undertaken by properly authorised venue
staff or security agents on behalf of management and the
legislation proposes to formalise this process. Similarly,
patrons may be asked to submit to security screening at
events.

Spectators often pay a considerable premium to view these
major events and expect that they will be able to enjoy the
event without undue disruption.
There is also increasing concern by athletes to ensure that
their safety is guaranteed prior to agreeing to participate in
events. This is highlighted by the International Cricket
Council’s stance on security for players and spectators at
venues.

The bill uniformly prohibits the possession of certain items
while providing flexibility to prohibit additional items. These
include:
laser pointers
whistles/loud hailers

There is also an increasing incidence of inappropriate items
being brought into sporting venues which presents authorities
with significant concerns regarding the safety of patrons.

fireworks/flares/pyrotechnics/firearms/weapons

This bill contributes to the government’s commitment to
Growing Victoria Together by:

skateboards/bicycles/rollerblades.

animals other than guide dogs

providing a safe and healthy environment for both
participants and spectators;

These are either dangerous or unacceptable at events with
large crowds.

improving the general amenity and enjoyment for
spectators at major events while reducing the incidence
of misbehaviour;

In the case of alcohol it will be at the discretion of the venue
manager as to whether it is permitted to be brought into the
venue.

strengthening Victoria’s sport, recreation, major event
and tourism base and encouraging and supporting its
contribution to economic and social development; and

The bill provides uniform forfeiture provisions in relation to
the prohibited items including disposal procedures, which
address public concerns regarding the security of their goods
while ensuring that management is provided with a clear
mechanism for the disposal of items.

providing powers and processes to ensure the safety of
participants and spectators that are transparent, fair and
equitable.
The proposed bill also fulfils this government’s election
commitment to legislate to give police and ground
administrators greater powers to curb crowd violence.
The purpose of this bill is to:
ensure the safety of both participants and spectators;
provide a deterrent against potential offenders;
provide powers and processes to control activities which
are transparent, fair and equitable;
ensure a duty of care by venue operators; and
increase public awareness.
The bill provides for major sporting venues such as the
Melbourne Cricket Ground and Telstra Dome to be declared
venues for the purposes of the legislation along with adjacent
land where necessary.

The government will not tolerate troublemakers at sporting
events and the bill provides increases in penalties to deter
potential offenders. These include requiring individual
patrons that disrupt or interrupt an event to leave the venue
and not re-enter.
The bill also deals with unapproved entry onto a playing field.
As this practice of disrupting events is both dangerous to the
contestants and the offender the offence will carry a
significant penalty of up to $6000.
It is also proposed that the ground invasion offence may be
subject to an infringement notice served by a police officer.
Following a first offence or in the case of a serial pest the bill
proposes to enable the banning of repeat offenders from
entering venues for the period of an event at a magistrate’s
discretion. This will ensure the event can be staged without
these offenders interrupting proceedings and placing at risk
Victoria’s reputation for holding major events in safety.

In addition, the bill provides for some major events to be
immediately declared under the legislation with other major
events declared through a system of ministerial orders.

The collective provisions of this bill will result in the
community being protected from offenders that ruin the
enjoyment of others at major events and provide certainty to
management and event organisers that spectators and
participants will be afforded a suitable level of protection
from inappropriate behaviour.

The bill authorises officers to undertake the functions required
under the legislation to detect contraband items and manage
behaviour.

The government is pleased to present this bill as a substantial
contribution to improving the standards and management
arrangements for our premier sporting events.
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I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring).
Debate adjourned until next day.

SOUTHERN AND EASTERN INTEGRATED
TRANSPORT AUTHORITY BILL
Second reading
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

In doing so I note that the bill was amended in the
Legislative Assembly to clearly indicate that the
freeway project which the Southern and Eastern
Integrated Authority will oversee and facilitate extends
between the Eastern Freeway and the Frankston
Freeway.
Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government):
The bill establishes the Southern and Eastern Integrated
Transport Authority and provides that authority with
functions and powers to enable it to oversee and facilitate, on
behalf of the state, the delivery of the southern and eastern
integrated transport project. This implements the government
decision to establish a special purpose statutory authority to
oversee and facilitate the delivery of the project.
The project joins together the Scoresby freeway project and
the Eastern Freeway project into one project under the
government’s Partnerships Victoria policy. The project
involves the development of an integrated transport corridor,
and will include a continuous freeway link of about
40 kilometres between the Eastern Freeway and the Frankston
Freeway, connecting Melbourne’s eastern and south-eastern
suburbs.
The project will vastly improve the connections between
major industrial areas, the ports, the airport, major freight
routes and other industrial precincts.
The bill provides the framework for government delivery of
the project. The establishment of a separate authority will
enhance the project, strengthening focus on the complex
legal, commercial and technical/engineering issues inherent in
delivering a project of this size and complexity under a
Partnerships Victoria framework.
By using the Partnerships Victoria framework, the
government is seeking the best deal for taxpayers by
optimising the risk to the private sector and encouraging
innovative design and operational solutions so as to deliver
the best value-for-money outcome.
Coordination of the delivery of such a vast and complex
project is best undertaken by one organisation. For example,
this will ensure that the tunnel sections and the rest of the
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project are delivered in coordinated time frames, thus
avoiding severe traffic congestion in the Ringwood area. The
authority will comprise a board of between three to five
members, appointed by the Governor in Council. It will have
a chief executive officer and be able to engage staff.
The bill confers on the authority powers and functions to
enable it to facilitate the delivery of the project. These include
facilitation and coordination of the project; engagement with
the private sector from the bid phase onwards; negotiation
and management of contracts; and facilitation and
coordination of consultation with statutory bodies, agencies
and other persons affected by the delivery or operation of the
project.
Further project-specific legislation to underpin the delivery of
the project as a public-private partnership will be introduced
in due course.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung)
on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until next day.

UNIVERSITY ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 29 April; motion of
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries).

Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — The
opposition does not oppose the bill and has consulted
widely. I shall briefly run through the bill and pick up a
couple of issues of concern particularly in relation to
the payment of university councillors and in relation to
visitors to universities.
The bill will ensure that the universities promote critical
inquiry which then emphasises the focus of education
as being a primary and important function of the
university ahead of commercial interests. This is one of
the main purposes of the bill.
The bill also ensures that university council members
have a duty to proceed in the best interests of the
university rather than to any constituent body by which
they were either appointed or elected. I shall not go into
any detail on the purposes in the bill other than to say
that they are well canvassed in the report of the review,
and there are a couple of significant legal precedents for
that clause to be inserted.
The bill will ensure that university councils provide for
protection against any conflicts of interest of council
members. Some university acts currently do not address
this issue, and the bill ensures that there is a consistency
across all our universities.
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There is also a clause in the bill that council members
external to the university are to be remunerated, with
some exceptions. Members of the Legislative Council
and the Legislative Assembly, members of federal
Parliament as well as the High Court are excluded from
any form of remuneration for their membership of
university councils.
The role of the university visitor is now to be
ceremonial. Specifically the Victorian Governor is the
visitor. He or she has the responsibility to deal with
complaints from students and staff that have remained
unresolved through mechanisms provided by the
university. This authority has rarely been exercised, and
there are options in the form of the Victorian
Ombudsman for the aggrieved to seek recourse should
they not be satisfied by the appeal process of the
university.
The bill will also ensure that the Auditor-General has a
very clear authority to audit overseas entities of
universities just as he does for the universities’
commercial activities within Australia. Yesterday I
made mention of a couple of instances.
In addition, the Melbourne University Act will now
include an objects clause regarding the university’s
international standing and commitment to excellence,
access and equity. These new objects are in the form of
clause 17 of the bill, and there is no need for me to go
into the detail because they have obviously been agreed
to by Melbourne University. Along with my colleague
the Honourable Bill Forwood and others who attended
the briefing we were somewhat surprised that the
Melbourne University Act did not have objects, but we
guess it is probably historical. I do not know whether
the Honourable Bill Forwood will elaborate on that
point or maybe Ms Hirsh may have some history, but
time will tell.
Furthermore, the promotion of the critical inquiry
mentioned earlier is also an object which will be
included in each university act, and I must say again I
was somewhat surprised to see that that already was not
an object in any of the university acts. I would have
thought that would have been one of the most important
objects. Anyway, all of the university acts will now
have that very important provision.
These amendments will be consistent within all of the
university acts as well as the Victorian College of the
Arts Act. As well, the bill will make a provision of
5 per cent of the annual income of the trust funds
administered for each university to be recovered for
administrative costs associated with them. This is
particularly worthwhile for the University of
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Melbourne, which I understand has some 400 trusts to
administer daily, and again this has been done through
a consultative process.
It is agreed that due to the continued expansion of
universities into commercial ventures, it is essential that
the Auditor-General has the authority to conduct an
audit on all commercial activities. If one reads the
appendices in the review papers, one can see the
enormous number of commercial ventures that
universities these days are involved in. They are a
necessary adjunct to the universities: they greatly assist
not only in the funding of their establishments, but also
they are an important aspect of the research process
conducted by universities.
The issue of remuneration, however, seems to the
opposition to be a somewhat unnecessary measure. It is
claimed by the government that this will broaden the
selection of council members; however, we believe the
appointment to a university council should be enough
in itself. It is a prestigious position, and there is an
intrinsic reward in being on that council.
Prior to the amendment of the university acts some time
in the last couple of years many members of Parliament
were members of university councils. I know Mr Bill
Forwood is currently on the Melbourne University
council, and I know he believes that is a very worthy
and prestigious appointment. I had the privilege to
serve on the Monash University council for a short time
prior to the amendment of the legislation I mentioned,
and again I must say it was an extremely worthwhile
experience. I thought there was a lot of prestige
involved in being a member of that council, and it
certainly opened my eyes to how efficient and well run
Monash University was.
In relation to this payment, I note that in the review of
university governance all sides of the case — those in
favour and those against remuneration for university
councils — are well set out, and I note that Deakin
University, along with a number of private
submissions, strongly supported the retention of
honorary membership of university councils. In doing
some research for the debate I was able to find in the
Monash University council minutes of 2 September
2002 that it, too, was not going to go down this path of
having remuneration for its councillors, and the bill
reflects this in that it will not be mandatory for
university councils to do this; it will be up to individual
university councils to make the decision as to whether
there will be remuneration or not, and I think that is a
very sensible outcome.
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We questioned those who gave us the briefing on what
the remuneration fees might be for university
councillors, and we were advised that it would be
consistent with the sorts of payments that are applied to
other boards. I note that in the Government Response to
the Review of University Governance the government
has stated that in supporting this recommendation it is
intended that the minister determine the levels, and they
will be consistent with cabinet guidelines for the
appointment and remuneration of part-time,
non-executive directors of state government boards and
members of statutory bodies and advisory committees.
This government response further says that the levels of
remuneration to be paid by the universities will reflect
the size and complexity of each university. The minister
will, within the first five years of implementation,
assess the effectiveness of this system.
The opposition’s opinion is that if university
councillors are paid a fee, this ought to be public
knowledge. We believe each university community as
well as the community at large is entitled to know who
is receiving the payment and what amount of payment
is received. In any scheme such as this, whether it be on
community health boards, university councils or
whatever, payments of this nature ought to be open and
transparent.
I do not think there is anything more I need to canvass
about the remuneration of council members so I will
refer to visitors. Although generally the
recommendations of the review and subsequent
proposals set down by the bill have been welcomed by
stakeholders, the restriction of the role of the visitor
again has not been welcomed by all. I note in the
review of university governance that the university
visitor is referred to as follows:
The university visitor is an ancient and honourable office.
Something is lost when a charming tradition is discarded and
when universities break their links with their past, however
tenuous.

I guess there is a lot of sentiment attached to this
position, but at the end of the day there seems to be a
consensus among all of the universities that the role of
the university visitor has somewhat changed over the
years, so there was general agreement that the position
of university visitor become one of a ceremonial role.
The fear that was expressed to us was that it would
perhaps weaken the whole appeal process, as
previously the visitor, when petitioned, could appoint a
Supreme Court judge to investigate a complaint, with
the findings and decisions of that judge binding on the
university.
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The alternatives provided by the university, the
Ombudsman and the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal are somewhat limited in their
power to make binding decisions, but we do not think
there are any problems that are insurmountable in
relation to that point. From memory there is a case
afoot at the moment dealing with students from the
Victorian College of the Arts in relation to the
copyright of their material. I think it may be before the
visitor, and I am not sure whether the minister will be
able to correct me on that point or not, but the last
clause in the bill will ensure that anything that is
currently before the university visitor will continue to
resolution.
I do not think there is anything more that the opposition
has to say on the bill. Mr Bill Forwood will make some
relevant points about Melbourne University. As I said
yesterday, I commend the government for the way it
went about the evolution of the bill. It should serve as a
model to all. A very high-powered group of individuals
participated in the review. Is it any wonder that we had
the quality review that was conducted? I do not wish to
name the members of the review panel: they are all
listed on page 10 of the university governance review.
Without saying anything more, I commend the bill to
the house and wish the universities well in their new
system of governance.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — Before I start, I must
congratulate Mr Brideson on the very comprehensive
consultative task that he undertook and spoke about in
the debate last night. It sounds as though an extremely
broad consultation took place.
Following the very good review of university
governance by high-powered people, as Mr Brideson
said, the government accepted the need to strengthen
the role of university councils in relation to the core
business of teaching and research and their commercial
activities. Given that the commercial activities of
universities have come about fairly recently, it is
important that their governance be looked at and
monitored very closely.
The bill before the house implements decisions by the
government that flowed from the review of university
governance that started late in 2001 and was completed
last year. The government has already taken action to
implement those decisions that do not require
legislative amendment — for example, annual reporting
requirements to Parliament have been extended to
include risk management plans and to provide
information on all of a university’s subsidiary
companies. Again this acknowledges the fairly recent
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ventures into commercialism that most universities
have undertaken. It is essential that we all have
confidence in the activities of our universities and this
bill strengthens the governance arrangements and
increases public accountability to make sure that they
continue to offer the best possible higher education.
Universities need to accommodate the changing context
within which they are required to operate — that is, the
increasingly commercial context that it is now
necessary for them to undertake. They need to turn
more and more to revenue raising through commercial
activities, which is a great pity, but that is the real world
and the way that things are. Therefore it is essential that
university councils have the capacity to accept the
responsibilities that come with that increased
commercial activity.
The bill enshrines the promotion of critical inquiry in
each university’s objects and clarifies the role and
responsibilities of council members and their
responsibility for any conflict of interest that may arise,
which I will speak a little bit more about down the
track.
A key decision of the government on the review of
university governance was that certain university
council members should have the opportunity to
receive remuneration in recognition of their
contribution as council members, although no member
is obliged to receive any remuneration. But if a person
is well qualified to assist and support the governance of
a modern university and would be financially deprived
by undertaking that role, then remuneration is an
appropriate way to ensure that that person is able to
serve on a university council. It may well increase the
number of people who are willing or able to consider
seeking membership of a council. If you have financial
reasons for not being able to serve, this provision
should help. It is also a recognition of the considerable
time and effort proper governance of a university
requires of its councillors, again looking at the modern
commercial nature of universities.
Fees are to be set consistent with government
guidelines and will reflect the scope and complexity of
the role of a council member. Council members who
are full-time staff of the university or who are full-time
Crown employees in other fields are not eligible to
receive remuneration. Members of state and federal
parliaments as well as judges of the High Court of
Australia and the Victorian Supreme Court are also
ineligible to receive remuneration. This provision
should broaden the expertise and experience available
to councils.
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My old university was Monash, and I have never had
the privilege of serving on that council, but — —
Hon. Andrew Brideson — And it is now gone
forever!
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — What has gone forever?
Hon. Andrew Brideson — The opportunity.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — Yes. I served for a short term
on the Swinburne University council after its inception.
That period was interrupted by certain things that
happened to me in my life generally which rather
curtailed many of my activities in 1992, but I did enjoy
working on the Swinburne council for a short period
after its inception and prior to my demise as a member
of Parliament, when I went and did other things. That
was very interesting and enjoyable.
I had previously served for many years on the Outer
Eastern College of TAFE council, which is much
different from a university council, but was also a very
enjoyable experience.
A key aspect of the government’s decision on the
review is to clarify and strengthen the role of the
Victorian Auditor-General in regard to the financial
operations of our Victorian universities. Again, this is
in response to the commercial nature of many activities
undertaken by the universities. The Auditor-General
already has responsibility to audit the financial
activities of universities here in Australia, but it has
been unclear as to the Auditor-General’s power in
regard to the overseas operations of our universities.
The bill will remove any ambiguities in this regard.
Where a university has a 50 per cent or greater
shareholding in a company formed or operating
offshore, the university will be required to provide all
relevant information to the Auditor-General to enable a
complete audit against generally accepted Australian
accounting principles.
The provisions in the bill remove any doubt in the
mandate of the Auditor-General to audit companies that
are controlled by Victorian universities but are
established overseas and represent a significant increase
in the public accountability of Victorian universities —
a very important and significant addition to tighter
governance.
Provision will of course be made for those
circumstances where, because of law in the other
country, the Auditor-General will not be able to
conduct an audit of the university’s operations, but the

UNIVERSITY ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Wednesday, 30 April 2003

COUNCIL

1067

Auditor-General will also be able to exercise judgment
as to when an audit may or may not be necessary.

up governance arrangements in Victorian universities,
and I commend it to the house.

Also, as Mr Brideson mentioned, each act that
establishes our Victorian universities has a provision
for a university visitor. It is a traditional position that
dates back to the first European universities. Currently
in Victoria the visitor attends to ceremonial duties and
is also required to act as the final arbiter on internal
grievances from students and staff against decisions
made by the university. It is clear a visitor is now rarely
seen as a viable dispute mechanism. Grievances are
settled by the university’s own dispute resolution
processes as a rule or by the aggrieved person usually
resorting to the state Ombudsman. Universities have
always abided by recommendations from the
Ombudsman.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I welcome the
opportunity to make a few comments on the University
Acts (Amendment) Bill and indicate that the National
Party will support it. It looks to be a very large bill but
in fact much of the content is a replication of
amendments to each of Victoria’s university acts and
the Victorian College of the Arts Act as well, so it is not
a total and very complicated bill. It introduces probably
five or six different new principles in each of the
university acts. I note that the Australian Catholic
University is not included because of the reciprocal
arrangements that need to be made in all states of
Australia, but apart from that, all Victorian universities
are represented in this bill before the chamber.

When the government’s decisions on the review of
university governance were announced in July last year,
the minister indicated that a number of these decisions
needed to be implemented through legislative change.
One of those was that the role of the university visitor
would be changed to that of a ceremonial role only,
given that that is the nature of the role that the visitor
undertakes or has undertaken generally for some years.

The first amendment applying to most of our university
acts here is to add an additional objective, which is to
promote critical inquiry within the university and the
general community. However, I note that for
Melbourne University a number of objectives are
inserted into its act because that had not been done
previously.

Going through the Ombudsman and the Victorian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal can lead on if a grievance
is not satisfied through the rest of the court system, if
need be, but most grievances can be satisfied within
universities, and it is very seldom that a grievance has
to go outside the university as most universities have
pretty good grievance settlement procedures. In both
New South Wales and Tasmanian universities the
visitor has ceremonial functions only. That has
happened already there.
Of the 20 submissions received by the review, most
either expressed support for the changed role of the
visitor or were silent on the matter. There was no
particular opposition to that.
The government agreed with the review when it noted
that retention of the university visitors jurisdiction to
review university decisions is now anachronistic. It
does not assist people in seeking to review universities
decisions and may delay them in identifying the most
appropriate forum.
The government agreed with these findings of the
review and has moved to make the necessary changes
to university enabling acts. It is firmly believed that this
will increase student and staff access to a dispute
resolution process that best meets their needs. The bill
overall is an important step in enhancing and tightening

I say as an aside, I note that Melbourne University is
celebrating the 150th anniversary of its establishment
on 10 and 11 May this year. That is an outstanding
effort, and I am sure that weekend will be one of great
celebration for all connected with Melbourne
University in the past and those currently connected
with the university.
Melbourne University has been a forerunner of the
excellent quality standards that have been set by all
Victorian universities, and we congratulate it on its
successful 150 years in the past and wish it well too for
the future. I know Mr Forwood, being a member of that
university council, will enjoy the weekend of 10 and
11 May.
The second main issue is that this amendment bill will
expand upon the responsibilities of university council
members. I noted with interest that the
Honourable Carolyn Hirsh laments the opportunity she
did not have to be a representative on Monash
University council, being an old student of Monash. I
say to her that I had a go at it myself. I am an old
Monash student, and I had a period of time on the
university council. It was an interesting experience, I
must say — not always an easy experience, but it was
an interesting experience. I served on that council with
Senator Kay Patterson, the now federal Minister for
Health, who was a member at that time. Gerard
Vaughan was I think the Labor member on that
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particular council, and also the Honourable James
Guest was a member, so I was in rather illustrious
company on Monash University council at that time. As
I said, it was an interesting and challenging experience.
But that opportunity has changed. As we know, the
Kennett government changed the composition of
university councils not to exclude members of
Parliament from them, but to not give them as-of-right
positions. I think that was appropriate. People should be
appointed to those councils on merit. I am pleased that
some members like the Honourable Bill Forwood stay
on a university council. Others of us may still apply in
the future if our wish is to serve, but I did have that
opportunity and I thought I would mention that.
The responsibilities of university councils are altered
slightly. A typical alteration is described under clause 5
in the explanatory memorandum:
… a council member is responsible to the council for
furthering the purposes of the council and the university
rather than any constituent body or person that elected or
appointed the member.

I think that is as it should be as well. It also prohibits a
council member from making improper use of any
information acquired in the course of their duties and
from obtaining any advantage from such information
either for himself or herself or any other person. So
once again I think they are appropriate measures to
insert in the responsibilities of university councillors.
The bill also provides for the remuneration of certain
council members.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Not all, as the Honourable
Carolyn Hirsh said. Members of the judiciary and
members of Parliament are excluded from receiving
remuneration, and I understand the remuneration will
be set by the university council itself. I am not sure
whether remuneration is absolutely necessary for
university councillors. I think most people who serve in
such positions do it for the love of the job and the
concern and interest they have in it, so I am not sure
whether remuneration is always necessary.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Yes, it is up to the university
councillors themselves. The decision will be made by
them.
The bill will also make the role of the university visitor
ceremonial only. That has been explained by both
previous speakers. Up until now the university visitor
had a rarely used function and was used as a last-resort
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person to hear internal grievances. That function has
been rarely used and is probably not overly necessary,
so the National Party does not object to that change.
The next amendment of any significance clarifies any
doubts about the Auditor-General’s ability to audit
companies established overseas but owned by Victorian
universities. Everyone on both sides of this house
would agree that that is an important change. An
inquiry into such matters prompted the majority of the
bill that we have before us today. It is important that the
operations of universities, whether they be within
Australia or overseas, should be available for audit by
the Auditor-General.
The last significant amendment in the bill allows
universities to use up to 5 per cent of their trust moneys
for the purposes of administering those trusts — not
administering the university as such, but just
administering those trusts. The University of
Melbourne has something like 400 trusts, and we can
see from the argument put forward that it would take a
fair amount of time and expense to administer them
properly, so we do not hold any objections to some of
the trust moneys being used for the purpose of
administration, so long as that administration is
confined to the operations of the trusts themselves.
I will make two other brief comments. I read the
second-reading speech with interest and noted that in
the last 12 months we had something like
212 000 students studying at our universities in
Victoria. That is a significant number. I know other
students applied for entry but missed out because there
were insufficient places. It is a really difficult decision,
and the state and federal governments need to work
closely together to resolve the issue. Nevertheless,
212 000 students is a significant number to be
undertaking graduate, undergraduate and postgraduate
courses in Victorian universities.
I also noted with interest that some 43 500, or 21 per
cent, of them were overseas students. Although some of
them may be scholarship students, I gather that the vast
majority of them were full-fee-paying students. I know
the argument is often put in our community that
full-fee-paying overseas students are taking the places
of Australian students, but that argument does not hold
water in my eyes. The fact that we have so many
full-fee-paying students allows for a critical mass — it
allows extra courses to be run and in a positive way
actually provides additional places for Australian
students to study at our universities. Promoting our
education to overseas students is an important export
income dollar earner. It is admirable that we are able to
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attract so many overseas students to study in Victorian
universities.
The other comment I want to make is the role of
universities in regional and rural areas of Victoria. This
is an issue that we as members of Parliament need to
watch closely, because with the financial pressure
universities seem to be under there is an increasing
trend to contract out the number of courses offered
through the regional and rural campuses of our
universities. For example, at Monash University
Gippsland campus the council is currently trying to
resolve an issue related to the offering of an engineering
course there. It was initially proposed by Monash
University that that course be terminated, which
provoked a lot of concern amongst the local
community, and people put forward submissions to the
university council for its consideration.
I was one of the persons who put forward a submission.
The issue is close to being resolved, and I am optimistic
there will be a fairly positive resolution so that some
form of an engineering course will be offered at
Monash University Gippsland campus. I am hopeful
that will be the case. That is the sort of thing that we
need to be ever vigilant about: we need to ensure that
universities continue to offer and hopefully expand the
number of courses at regional campuses.
There has been some pressure on some of the rural
campuses of the University of Melbourne through the
courses offered by the Institute of Land and Food
Resources over the years. Campuses like Longerenong
and Dookie — —
Ms Buchanan interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Yes, Creswick. There has
been some pressure on some of those courses, and we
as members of Parliament need to be diligent and
strong advocates for the provision of those courses,
because the fact is that country students are
underrepresented in higher education courses and we
need to do as much as we can to try to address that
particular issue. I have even suggested to the federal
government that it should assign funding for a number
of positions in courses to be delivered at regional
campuses. I will put that suggestion forward to Brendan
Nelson, the responsible federal minister, through my
national leader, John Anderson. I am hopeful that the
federal government will give consideration to actually
tagging funding to places for courses being delivered at
regional campuses.
But some good things — I would not want to give the
impression that it is all negative out there — are
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happening at our regional campuses. I want to briefly
mention two of them: the fine work the Royal
Melbourne Institute of Technology is doing with the
East Gippsland Institute of TAFE in Sale and
Bairnsdale. RMIT is now offering a Bachelor of
Nursing course at the Sale campus of the East
Gippsland Institute of TAFE and a Bachelor of
Commerce course at the Bairnsdale campus of TAFE.
That is good because it provides students who are living
in East Gippsland with greater opportunities to pursue
professional courses like commerce and nursing. In
addition RMIT, in conjunction with the East Gippsland
Institute of TAFE, had an excellent marine research
facility in Lakes Entrance. Next year they hope to open
a brand-new facility on Bullock Island at Lakes
Entrance. Some positive things are happening in East
Gippsland with the relationship between RMIT and the
East Gippsland Institute of TAFE.
In the Latrobe Valley Monash University is working
very closely with the Central Gippsland Institute of
TAFE, with Gippsland Group Training, a private
provider of vocational training, and with Kurnai
College, one of our local secondary colleges, to
establish an education precinct at Churchill. It is a
project that I worked on hard when I was a part of the
previous Kennett government. Now, four years later, at
the start of 2004 we expect to open an education
precinct at Churchill, which for the first time in
Victoria, I think, will bring together on the same
campus university students, vocational students
undertaking TAFE courses, apprenticeship students
involved with the private training provider, Gippsland
Group Training, and also Victorian certificate of
education students from Kurnai College.
There will be a great deal of opportunity to expand the
interactions and pathways in vocational education
between higher education and secondary education
with that education precinct. There are some very good
things happening between the university sector and
other sectors of education in regional areas. I offer the
house those two today. With those few comments, I am
pleased to indicate the National Party’s support for this
bill.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I rise
to speak briefly on the University Acts (Amendment)
Bill, and in doing so I congratulate the three previous
contributors to the debate — Mr Brideson, Mr Hall and
Ms Hirsh — on their well-thought-out and considered
comments on the bill. I think we are in furious
agreement that this is an important piece of legislation
for an important sector of our community and society.
The tertiary education sector is vital in so many ways,
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not least, of course, because it is the future for so many
people in our society. The contributions we have heard
today from the three previous speakers indicate just
that. Unfortunately, while the Liberal Party is not
opposing the bill it is also not supporting it.
Hon. J. H. Eren — What does that mean?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It means that rather
than getting on our white charger, waving the flag and
saying, ‘We think this is terrific’, we have a quibble
with it. We support much of it, particularly the aspects
that have arisen from the review of university
governance — and I recommend that interested people
read it; it is available from the web site. As my
colleagues have said, it is a considerable document. A
lot of the credit should go to the members of the
committee but also to its secretary and others who
worked so well on it, because this is a quality document
that will stand the test of time. In my view, so is the
government’s response which is a measured and
considered document. You may not agree with
everything in it, but it is well thought out and reasoned,
and it does articulate the reasons why the government
has decided to go the particular way it has.
While there are many aspects of, firstly, the review of
university governance, and secondly, the bill that has
flowed from it that we fully support, we do not support
the issue of payment for council members. That is an
issue on which there was furious debate during the
review process. I recommend that people read what
Deakin University said in its submission about it.
There is an argument — and many people have said
it — that if you make it possible for universities to pay
for external council members you will get the prospect
of people who could not have otherwise served. There
is merit in that argument. But, as has been said, I serve
on the council of the University of Melbourne. I think
next week is my 10th anniversary so I have been there a
while, but I have not been there long in an institution
that is 150 years old. Next week will see the 150th
anniversary celebrations, including a conferring
ceremony for some honorary doctors of laws and the
Town and Gown dinner on that night as well. It is a
significant time for the university.
In my time on the university council we have always
tried to focus very much on the overall interests of the
university. The problem with bringing in a structure of
paying some council members is that we are likely to
end up with a three-level structure. I make the point
clear that there are those who will have the capacity to
be paid if the university so desires. Then there will be
those who will not be able to be paid. Then there will
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be those who, either because they work at the university
or because they are like members of Parliament or High
Court judges, are not able to be paid. In summary, there
are those eligible to be paid who will be paid; those
who are eligible to be paid who choose not to be paid;
and there will be people not able to be paid. So for the
first time instead of having unanimity in the structure of
the council — with everybody not being paid — you
will get different tiers.
Some people say it will not make that much difference,
but it is disappointing when this sort of artificiality
comes into it. When the previous government brought
in payment for hospital boards my understanding is that
everyone got paid; I stand to be corrected on that, but I
am pretty sure everyone got paid as a board member. It
is not going to happen this time. Because of the
structures of university councils we are going to have
some members not being paid and some members
being paid.
The thing that amuses me most about this is that each
university has student members. Under the structure
proposed in the bill the student members of the council
who will be elected by their peers will be entitled to be
paid. I am looking forward to some of the battles for the
position of elected representative on a university
council. They used to be pretty ideological in my day at
university — and they still are — and in
Mr Theophanous’s day, when he was a radical student
at La Trobe University. I should make the point that
like many people in this place, Ms Hirsh, Mr Hall and
Mr Brideson got the opportunity to serve on university
councils, but Mr Theophanous got there early as a
radical student.
We are now faced with the prospect of university
elections for student representatives to council being
focused also on the fact that these positions will
become, I suspect, the highest-paid university student
positions available. That will bring a new approach to
university elections. Obviously staff members of
universities will not be paid but the students will have
the capacity to be paid.
I note in particular the provision to be inserted by
clause 18 which relates to this issue. It states:
An elected or appointed member of the council, other than a
member who holds a full-time office … a full-time office
under the Crown … at the discretion of the council, may be
paid …

There is a discretionary element in it. It will be
interesting to see what the universities choose to do
about that, but the prospect of having student elections
for people to go onto council and get paid — and we do
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not know the amounts but I suspect it will be in the tens
of thousands of dollars, if not twenties of thousands,
perhaps not quite that high — —
Hon. H. E. Buckingham — About $10 000.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — About $10 000. That is
a few hours part-time work at the local restaurant!
Hon. J. H. Eren — Get to the point.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I will get to the point.
At most universities currently there are vigorous
contests for elected positions on student unions, student
representative councils and various bodies. Most, if not
all, of them are positions that people do because they
are contributing to the wellbeing of the university.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Honorary positions.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, honorary
positions. Now we are introducing a structure where
there will be two positions at each institute where there
will be an emolument payable, and a quite substantial
amount — although we do not know we suspect it will
be around $10 000. That will bring a sharper edge to
the elections for those positions. At the moment they do
deals. I must say that at the moment Melbourne
University is extraordinarily well served by its student
representative who is doing his second year; he is an
outstanding contributor. Without naming names, in the
past some serious duds have been elected by students.
Hon. Andrew Brideson — You are not talking
about Melbourne University, are you?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am not talking about
anybody. I am saying there have been some serious
duds as you would expect, but I think the prospect of
having students able to be paid for serving on the
governing body of their institution will bring a very
sharp focus.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Maybe we should not
pay members of Parliament so we get better candidates.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — That is the argument,
but whether that applies to students is a separate issue.
It is an argument that has been accepted by the
government in relation to this bill, but I am articulating
the reason why we support much of the review of
governance and particular other bits. We do not
wholeheartedly support the bill because we take a
different position on the issue of paying council
members.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD — If you read the
government’s response to the review, it states in
relation to this particular aspect:
The tradition of service of pro bono publico is a worthy one
that served our universities well.

I agree with that. Now there is a counterargument that
the minister has put, and others will put, that in some
circumstances some people should be paid because it
widens the pool. The minister and I happen to disagree
on it, but it does not in any way diminish my support
for the bill or what it will do. I am just outlining one of
the side effects that will have particular sharpness, it
seems to me, in student elections. I have said what I
wanted to say on that. I should also say that I had some
concerns about various aspects of this bill and I was
pleased with the briefing I received from the
department and the minister’s adviser on this. They
considered some of the concerns that I raised.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Did you go to
Melbourne uni?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That explains a lot.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I want to put on the
record my appreciation for the assistance I received at
that time.
Let me quickly turn to the insertion of the objects
clause in part 4 covering Melbourne University. It goes
in after section 4(1) of the Melbourne University Act
which states:
A University is hereby declared to have been established on
the 11th day of April 1853 at Melbourne.

I think that 10 May, the day we are having the 150th
anniversary celebrations, is the anniversary of the first
meeting, I suspect, after it had been established a month
earlier. But immediately after section 4 is going to be
inserted section 4A which deals with the objects of the
university; and, as some members have said, the objects
have not been spelt out in the Melbourne University
Act in the past. They are really worth considering
because they go to the heart of what a university should
be. I will not go through them in detail, but they neatly
encapsulate the real reasons that we should have
universities, and in particular the structure within which
they should operate.
I am privileged to have had the opportunity to serve on
the council of the University of Melbourne for quite
some time. As a university we have taken the
governance issues very seriously. If you look at the
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chapter headings of the review, much of it talks about
general governance and accountability, commercial
activities and managing risks through good governance.
In the institution which I know a little about, those have
been crucial aspects of the behaviour of the council. For
quite some time now we have had a particular part of
the council agenda dealing with risks. The compliance
officer of the university attends the council meetings
and is there for quizzing by council members.
I do not know what the practices are in other
universities, but I know that at Melbourne University
we have been particularly focused on commercial
activities and have council subcommittees that look at
the commercial activities of the university. As I said,
we also deal in a structured way with risk and
compliance at the university, and I think it is only
responsible to do that. It is good that this bill, flowing
out of the review of the university governance, should
focus on these issues.
With those few words I commend the bill to the house.
As I said, the Liberal Party does not fully support it
because of the reasons I outlined in relation to payment
of council members, but I wish to thank the department
officials and the minister’s adviser for their briefings
and assistance on this bill.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the members for their
contributions during this debate. I note that the
opposition and the National Party are supporting this
legislation which is a significant step forward. I do not
think there is a need for much discussion. I simply
thank all of the members on both sides of the house
who have contributed to the debate and I wish the bill a
speedy passage.
Read second time.
Motion agreed to.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

PAY-ROLL TAX (MATERNITY AND
ADOPTION LEAVE EXEMPTION) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 8 April; motion of Mr LENDERS
(Minister for Finance).

Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I rise to
speak on the Pay-roll Tax (Maternity and Adoption
Leave) Exemption Bill. In doing so I state that the
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Liberal Party does not oppose this bill. The main
provisions of the bill grant an exemption from payroll
tax for paid maternity leave and paid adoption leave of
up to a maximum of 14 weeks. It applies to leave
granted from 1 January 2003. The exemption is
extended to adoption leave for both male and female
employees and maternity leave for female employees,
but it is not extended to paid paternity leave.
In our modern society the issue of the work-family
balance has become one of the most important issues
for working parents. It has also become a serious
consideration for employers and a hotly debated issue
in the media. At a broader level, it is driven by
population policy — the demographics of our ageing
population and falling fertility rates. These are all
important issues which deserve a great deal of
consideration by governments and society as a whole.
By 2040 the proportion of our population of people
over 65 will have risen from 12 per cent to nearly
25 per cent, and our working age population will have
declined from 67 per cent to around 60 per cent. This
phenomenon is often described as an ageing population.
It is driven partly because we are living longer, but it is
also a symptom of a fertility crisis.
To replace ourselves we would need every woman to
have on average 2.1 children in her lifetime. In 1961
our total fertility rate was 3.6; by 1976 it had declined
to 2.1; and today it has declined to as low as 1.7. The
international experience has shown us that over the past
40 years fertility rates have declined in all advanced
industrial nations. In fact, there is a strong connection
between falling fertility rates and rising standards of
living.
Governments of all advanced industrial nations are
searching for the answers to address their falling
fertility rates. One of the initiatives undertaken by many
countries has been the provision of a universal paid
maternity leave system.
It is worth mentioning at this point that the Gauthier
and Hatzius population study of 1997 conducted across
22 industrialised countries in the period 1970 to 1990
concluded that maternity leave and its duration and
benefits did not appear to be significantly related to
fertility. Many countries that provide universal paid
maternity leave have fertility rates lower than
Australia’s. In Spain the fertility rate is only 1.13; in
Japan it is 1.3; in Germany, 1.3; and in Italy, 1.2.
Unfortunately the Pay-roll Tax (Maternity and
Adoption Leave) Exemption Bill is merely
smoke-and-mirrors legislation that will not address the
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real issues involved in assisting families. It will create
an expectation among the community that paid
maternity leave will become available for all workers,
but I do not believe it will provide one additional paid
maternity leave position.
The government’s own figures show us that it does not
expect an increase in the number of paid maternity
leave positions to increase due to this legislation. It has
estimated the cost of the payroll tax exemptions to
be $1 million and does not refer to an estimate of the
change in those numbers that would come about as a
result of this bill. In other words, Treasury does not
believe the introduction of this legislation will bring
about any significant changes, or it believes the changes
would be so small as to not be significant to its
calculations.
That shows this bill is just a bit of trickery on behalf of
the Bracks government to make it appear that it is
contributing to this important debate. But in fact all this
legislation will do is widen the gap between those who
already have access to paid maternity leave and those
who have not.
This legislation will create the haves and the have-nots.
Between employers the haves will be the large
companies which are already caught in the payroll tax
threshold and which will now receive the exemption.
The have-nots will be the companies which provide
paid maternity and adoption leave but are not caught in
the payroll tax threshold and will therefore not receive
any incentives from the government.
In reality this incentive is only for big business. At only
a 5.35 per cent saving, I do not believe the incentive
will be great enough to encourage new employers to
offer paid maternity or adoption leave.
The bill will also create the haves and the have-nots
between employees. The haves will be those who work
for the companies who pay maternity and adoption
leave, and the have-nots will be the large proportion of
employees who will not have access to paid maternity
and adoption leave.
It will also create the haves and the have-nots between
natural and adoptive fathers. The haves will be the
adoptive fathers and, because for some reason this bill
discriminates against natural fathers, the have-nots will
be the natural fathers. Surely this government does not
suggest that a natural father’s involvement in a new life
coming into a family comes to an end at conception and
that the natural father should have no further
involvement after the birth.
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The cost of this bill is estimated to be $1 million. We
should examine just how many employers will benefit
from the subsidy and just how far the money will go
around. There are approximately 20 000 payroll-tax
paying employers in Victoria. If you divide that number
into 1 million you will see that each employer would
receive $50 — $50 per payroll-tax paying employer in
Victoria. At least that would pay for one week’s tolls
for one vehicle on the Frankston–Mitcham freeway! If
you go even further and divide the $1 million by
149 400, the number of employing businesses in
Victoria, you will see that it would provide an incentive
of $6.69 per employer — not even the cost of a day
pass on the
Mitcham–Frankston freeway.
In comparison to the tokenism of this bill put forward
by the Bracks government to try to give an impression
that it is contributing to assisting Victorians to balance
work and family, the Liberal federal government is
actually doing the hard work and offering real
assistance direct to families. In the 2002–03 financial
year the federal Liberal government is offering
$19.3 billion to families through family tax benefits,
child-care benefits, maternity allowances, parenting
payments and the baby bonus.
The Bracks government should be ashamed of itself,
because this is nothing more than smoke-and-mirrors
legislation to appear as if it is contributing to this
important debate. Rather than trying to deceive
Victorians the Bracks government should be providing
real assistance to Victorians who aspire to raising a
family.
The government should take this opportunity to put its
own house in order. While it continually preaches to all
employers that they should offer 14 weeks paid
maternity or adoption leave, its own practice is to
provide only 12 weeks paid maternity leave, 6 weeks
paid adoptive leave to male and female employees, and
1 week’s paid paternity leave to natural fathers.
Once again the Bracks government has shown that it
does not have the real answers, that it is not prepared to
do the hard work, and that it is merely a government of
spin rather than substance.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — The
opposition has treated this bill with the disdain it
deserves, and I intend to do likewise — because it is a
stunt, that is what it is. It is conceded the $1 million —
if employers believe it is actually worth the
administrative cost of claiming it — will come out of a
budgetary estimate for receipts from payroll tax
of $2710.1 million for 2002–03. That is not even a drop
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in the bucket. It is just so miniscule, yet it was all part
of the spin doctoring of this government prior to the last
election. We know that prior to the election this
legislation was introduced in another place and debated
over there. It did not get over to this place before the
government rushed off to have the election at the
earliest moment it possibly could. It is now re-presented
in order to meet that election commitment.
I wish the government was as assiduous with meeting
and sticking to its major election commitments as it is
to meeting these very minor ones because, as we heard
in the house earlier today, this government has
dishonoured some quite major undertakings.
I really think it demeans society to have governments
prepared to bring in measures such as this with the
fanfare with which this measure was brought in. A
press release was issued by the Treasurer in another
place with the headline, as it were, ‘An attack on this
iniquitous payroll tax’. It was as if somehow or other
tremendous relief was going to be accorded to
employers across the state for what everyone
acknowledges is a tax on jobs.
Hon. J. H. Eren interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It is a tax on jobs that all
governments, I have to acknowledge, have lived on and
by. I would refer Mr Eren to moves the previous
government made to set in place a staged reduction in
payroll tax.
Hon. J. H. Eren interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — There was no spin
doctoring about it at all, Mr Eren. It was an absolutely
up-front acknowledgment of what that government was
doing. Certainly the benefits that those moves accorded
added up to a lot more than $1 million per annum,
which is all that is in this particular piece of legislation.
It is worth illustrating what the National Party did in
terms of having an analysis done by ACIL Consulting
to look at the slightly faster trains project and what the
material benefit would have been. The Minister for
Finance laughs at that. Perhaps he has not heard that in
country Victoria that is what this project is now widely
known as — the slightly faster trains project — because
we heard before the election that it is going to cost
$880 million and that private enterprise was going to
contribute a fair bit. We told the government that it
would not find any private enterprise investors prepared
to take on what it was offering. We were pooh-poohed.
We have now been proven right. We are still yet to see
any material work done on this project.
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ACIL, in the very good report it did — I will make the
report available to the house, as there are plenty of
copies around this building; we had a lot printed
because it was such a good document — indicated what
would have been the net present value if the money that
is proposed to be spent on this project had been spent
on a reduction in payroll tax for industries located or
wishing to locate in country Victoria. It would have
been an extraordinary benefit for regional Victoria, and
it would certainly have generated a lot more benefit to
the state than this measly $1 million is going to do,
dressed up as it is as some mighty breakthrough in the
payroll tax regime.
I do not want on this occasion, because I do not think it
is appropriate, to launch into a treatise as to how payroll
tax generally should be managed and progressively
reduced. I intend to do that at a more appropriate time. I
simply want to reinforce the point that has been made
by Ms Lovell — that is, this piece of legislation, as
good as it might be in the sense that it will give some
minor benefit to one or two employers, is really not
worth using up the house’s time with.
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I am very pleased,
unlike some of my parliamentary colleagues, to rise to
support the Pay-roll Tax (Maternity and Adoption
Leave Exemption) Bill this afternoon, because I believe
it is quite a significant bill. It provides for payroll tax
exemption in respect of paid maternity leave and paid
adoption leave. It is part of the Bracks government’s
agenda to facilitate a greater balance between work and
family life for Victorian families.
Although the actual aggregate dollar term may be
relatively small and cannot be measured accurately at
this stage, it is a significant government contribution
towards providing incentives for employers to
encourage greater provision of paid maternity leave and
adoption leave for young families. It is an exemption
that could be applied before or after a birth or adoption,
and it is to be provided over a 14-week period for those
who qualify. It will be retrospective from 1 January
2003.
The initiative has to be seen within its broader
context — that is, the charter for work and family
balance the Bracks government committed to during
the last election. This bill is one part of that overall
program, which sees the government taking
responsibility for greater facilitation of work and family
balance in our community.
The charter has various other planks to it. There is also
the commitment to a return-to-work grant of $1000 to
assist parents who have been out of the work force for
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more than two years to provide full-time care in
re-entering the work force through retraining and the
provision of child-care support while retraining.
There are a whole range of other charter initiatives. For
example, working in partnerships with industry and
business to fund pilot projects to assist women and men
to balance their work and family commitments and to
extend the results of those pilots to other businesses.
The funding of research into work and family balance
and the development of policy and support for
innovative industry practices in this area is also an
initiative.
There is a commitment to engage with the federal
government and to seek sufficient federally funded
child-care and outside-school-hours-care places to also
contribute to striking a better balance between work
and family life. There is a commitment to work towards
integrating the system of child care and preschools so
that parents can be provided with maximum flexibility
and schools can be assisted to help establish
out-of-school-hours care and vacation programs, which
are vital to enabling full participation in the work force
at times when families do find it most difficult.
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dilemmas facing a mother and a family when trying to
juggle new babies, finances and work.
At the time I had two sons, who were born in
Melbourne. I was fortunate to be in the front line of
major changes in the teaching profession, and I
benefited from the provision of 3 months paid
maternity leave and a further 15 months maternity leave
without pay after my sons were born. In fact, if I had
been able to have a longer period of maternity leave
than that total of 18 months that was available at that
time to me as a teacher I would probably still be
teaching today and may not be here in this place. It was
the fact that I had to return to teaching after 18 months
which meant that I in the end left teaching at that time.
It is about options and choices that are open to parents
and families at these vital periods in their lives. I am
certainly in favour of any initiative that will encourage
employers, however large or small that group, to offer
paid maternity leave and adoption leave to young
families who are seeking that choice.

The charter and the legislation reflect the fact that the
Bracks government, unlike the opposition, understands
the pressures on families to balance their work and
family commitments. It is not that one can downplay
one part of this complex equation. In fact, there is a
range of factors, and it is a complex matrix of pressures
that families are faced with when they address the
difficulty of trying to strike the right balance. Therefore
the government has the responsibility of trying to be
fairer and to do that in a better way in Victoria.

The 14 weeks provision is consistent with the
recommendation of major participants in the debate on
a national paid maternity scheme in Australia. The
14 weeks is recommended by the federal Sex
Discrimination Commissioner and is certainly what the
Victorian government has submitted as the desired
outcome for a national paid maternity scheme to the
federal government. That 14 weeks relates to
work-related entitlements for maternity leave for
women because it would provide a significant period
for their health. It is a significant period which allows
time for the establishment of breastfeeding, bonding of
a baby and mother and time for the adjustment of
mother and child. Therefore it would contribute to the
health and wellbeing of mother and baby in those
circumstances. So far as making that available to men,
the maternity leave exemption is designed for women,
but it is applicable to the adoption situation where there
would be an option for a mother or a father to claim that
exemption.

It may be of interest to members opposite — and I am
sure every member of the house — that before the last
election Emily’s List conducted some gender gap
research and found that the major issue for women in
our community in Victoria is the issue of balancing
work and family. The research also showed the
importance of this issue was not only for those women
of childbearing age but also it was the predominant
issue for young women, which we can perhaps
understand, and also for older women. I can identify
with that, being a woman who has had first-hand
experience many years ago of the difficulties and

Other members have made the point that the tax that
may be forgone in the implementation of the provisions
of the bill has been estimated to be approximately
$1 million per annum, and the exemption would be
available to all employers of employees who are paid
maternity or adoption leave, and in terms of both types
of leave whose employees are registered for payroll tax.
It is estimated that it is about 24 per cent of women in
the work force. It would apply to large employers
because they are the ones who would be over the
payroll tax threshold. I can see that for some larger
employers there could be many women on the work

There is the commitment under the charter for work
and family balance to keep lobbying and to keep trying
to persuade the federal government to implement a
national paid maternity leave scheme, which is the most
important objective the government wants to see
achieved.
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force who would benefit from this provision and could
benefit from the statement by the government that they
are valued in the work force and that the government is
making a contribution to removing what, I am sure,
would be seen as an irksome payment that an employer
would have to make if that person were on leave.
It is too simplistic to talk about haves and have-nots in
this situation. This is one move towards encouraging
larger employers to take a step in the direction of paid
maternity and adoption leave. There is a need, as part of
the overall strategy and program, to find other
incentives for smaller employers and to look into what
other means could encourage them to take similar steps.
In my view this demonstrates leadership on the part of
the Bracks government, and the denigration by the
opposition misses the point about the importance of this
move in assisting Victoria’s families to balance work
and family life. While it is one step in one particular
area of work life, the larger challenge is to achieve a
comprehensive national paid maternity scheme.
A Melbourne University study has found that women
on low incomes will be the ones to benefit most from a
national paid maternity leave scheme. Australia lags
behind many other countries in support for a national
paid maternity leave scheme for families. In fact,
Australia and the United States of America are the only
two Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development nations which lack national paid
maternity schemes.
It is revealing when one looks at other international
comparisons to see where we as a country stand. At the
end of February I was present at a gathering of women
trade unionists at Federation Square for the 8th World
Women’s Conference. There was a rollcall of countries
that presented what they enjoyed as maternity leave
entitlements.
I am sure members of Parliament would be surprised to
find that in Bangladesh women in the work force are
entitled to 12 weeks at 100 per cent pay; in China it is
90 days at 100 per cent pay; in Kenya, 2 months at
100 per cent pay; El Salvador, 12 weeks at 75 per cent
pay; Barbados, 12 weeks at 100 per cent pay; and
Algeria, 14 weeks at 100 per cent pay. I could go on
with many other countries that were represented at that
conference that were able to say that they had achieved
something
So the bill before the house is not as it is being
portrayed on the opposite side — it is not to be
denigrated. It is an important step and an important
government contribution, and in fact other states are
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aware of this bill and see it as an important step forward
towards a national paid maternity scheme and worthy
of emulation in other states. It is reflective of the fact
that the Bracks Labor government is providing
leadership on this issue.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I am
pleased to contribute to the debate, albeit briefly, and
indicate that I certainly think this legislation is worth
while in terms of providing some sort of incentive or
signal that the Victorian government does have an
interest in a maternity scheme that enables more
women to have their children and to establish
relationships with those children — or that child,
obviously, in the first instance — before having to
return to work.
But this legislation is very limited in its scope and
cannot be regarded, from my point of view, as much
more than a signal. The number of employers affected
by this legislation is obviously limited. It will affect
only the larger employers, employers that are already
paying payroll tax, because the incentive is entirely
related to a payroll tax concession.
Therefore, almost no small businesses will be included
in this provision unless they have fairly significant
payrolls, and in that context it is a fairly limited
provision. But it is an important one, and I certainly do
not denigrate it as an initiative. It is worth pursuing this
sort of initiative, and I share the interest of Glenyys
Romanes in exploring other ways in which we might
provide greater incentives to the business community to
support women in taking maternity leave and
continuing to be paid during that period.
Clearly, from my perspective, maternity leave is a
community issue, not an issue for individual businesses.
I would obviously encourage businesses as much as
possible to support their employees and to recognise the
benefits of retaining good employees by providing
them with an opportunity to make some choices at a
time in their lives which is very exciting and important.
I encourage business to enable them to make choices
that perhaps allow them to consider continuing
employment with a company rather than having to
leave because their choices are limited.
It is important for businesses to start to recognise that
the costs associated with, for instance, training a new
person to take up a position that somebody in that
company is already holding could well be greater than
continuing to pay wages over a period of maternity
leave as set out in this legislation of, say, 14 weeks. For
many companies of the size we are talking about the
training costs could well be very close to or greater than
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continuing to pay over that period, and the ability to
establish loyalty among staff and to draw on the
experience, knowledge and motivation of staff
members in pursuing your business interests means that
trying to provide this facility makes a lot of sense.
However, as I sometimes say in this chamber, it is not a
one-size-fits-all situation. Some companies can manage
it, and some other companies, which have every good
intention of trying to introduce these schemes into their
companies and would love to introduce them, simply
cannot do it within the context of their business because
of competitive pressures or lack of funds in the business
or insufficient profitability and so on. They often do
recognise, however, the value of not having to come up
with the costs of replacing a person even over a short
period or not having to lose a trained person and recruit
somebody all over again.
Many businesses recognise that, but the economics are
difficult. There is no doubt that as a country our falling
birth rate will be a major social problem into the future.
It is something that we all, particularly as legislators but
also as community members, need to start thinking
about. We need to look at ways we can ensure that
being able to make the choice to have children is made
easier for people and that we are not continuing to put
obstacles in the path of people who want to have
children. It is in the community’s interest, long term,
that we increase the birth rate in this country and that
people exercise the choice that many of them would
like to exercise but for a range of reasons — very often
economic reasons — feel they are unable to exercise.
I agree that there is a need for us to look at a national
scheme. It is important that a federal government look
at a scheme as part of a package. It might even be
specifically what has been recommended to the
government in terms of the 14-week paid maternity
leave. I am not opposed to the proposal, so long as it
makes it easier for women to make a choice and to have
children in a way that, as Glenyys Romanes said,
recognises the importance of that bonding period for a
mother and child.
Women are very concerned about the quality of their
time with their children, if they are to have those
children and continue to work in the longer term. They
are very keen to establish a very strong bond with the
child early, and obviously it is vital to ensure that
breastfeeding and so on is established. They want to be
able to see their child settle into the family. That is
crucial in terms of building relationships for the future.
It is something that concerns all women with children
who are also looking at trying to balance the family
economics. It is apparent that this would be better
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introduced at the federal level, giving women the
choice and not simply placing another onerous
obligation on the business community.
Of course, members of the business community have a
role to play. In many cases they are keen to play a role,
because they recognise the value of their employees in
almost every case; but I do not think they should be
required to meet all of the obligation where it is very
much a community issue. Notwithstanding that, the
federal government is showing some leadership in this
and is looking genuinely and seriously at this whole
issue. I accept that the state government has also been
quite genuine in bringing this legislation to Parliament.
The opposition has canvassed the views of many
organisations with regard to the legislation. It has to be
said that it has not been a burning issue with the
organisations we have discussed it with. Most of them
would say that this is a worthwhile initiative as far as it
goes, but as we have said, it is a fairly limited provision,
and in fact even for those employers that would take up
this concession, it represents only a 5 per cent saving on
the total outlay of maintaining the staff member over a
14-week period.
So 5 per cent of that employment cost is not a great deal
of saving or assistance to an employer in providing for
the staff member. Employers are far more likely to look
at how the equation stacks up in recruitment costs of
either a short-term or a long-term replacement staff
member including the training costs, the loss of
knowledge and experience from the business and so
forth. They are all important issues that employers will
weigh up.
Not all employers are in a position to take this up even
though it is a worthwhile initiative and they should not
be admonished for that. This is part of a contribution to
a debate and to a process and all members of this house
look forward to a successful conclusion which will
allow women to make the choices that they want to
make about having children and maintaining their
employment opportunities, and they certainly should
not be penalised for that. Wherever possible they
should have an opportunity to access some sort of paid
remuneration in the 14-week period which has
generally been agreed as a very important time in terms
of the bonding process. Therefore an opportunity for
women to maintain their remuneration during that
period is in the best interest of families and the
community.
I would argue that it is also in the best interests of
employers, but they need to be shown constructively
that that is the case and they should not simply be
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admonished if they are unable to participate in these
programs at this time. The opposition will obviously
not oppose the legislation. It is a worthwhile step, albeit
a fairly limited one.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I will
keep my remarks very brief. I thank Ms Lovell,
Mr Baxter, Ms Romanes and Mr Atkinson for their
contributions. It is a very worthwhile bill obviously
because it is on the government’s program, and I urge it
a speedy passage through the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUSINESS LICENSING LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 April; motion of Mr LENDERS
(Minister for Finance).

Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — In rising to
speak on this bill I will make a relatively brief
contribution in the interests of expediting the
government’s legislative program, and at the insistent
urgings of my honourable friend, the Opposition Whip,
Mr Stoney. I point out firstly that the Liberal Party
views this bill as a very non-controversial machinery
bill and will support it.
By our analysis, the bill augments measures that have
already been taken through the Electronic Transactions
Act, which enables certain documents to be lodged
electronically via the Internet. It amends five other acts:
the Associations Incorporation Act 1981, the Business
Names Act 1962, the Estate Agents Act 1980, the
Motor Car Traders Act 1986 and the Travel Agents
Act 1986. It removes from those pieces of legislation
further impediments to the conduct of business online.
Specifically the opposition notes that the bill facilitates
online transactions between the private sector and the
government in the specific areas of licence applications,
licence renewals, business name registrations and the
formation of incorporated associations. Annual
statements and auditors reports can also be lodged
online.
The bill also allows certain public registers to be
searched online and, where necessary, the bill provides
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for safeguards to privacy such as passwords,
confirmation or changes to those passwords by letter
and access to private information to be held on
restricted registers after appropriate applications are
made for that to occur. The opposition notes and is
pleased that the Privacy Commissioner and Liberty
Victoria have reviewed the privacy provisions in the
bill and support them. They believe they are adequate
and the opposition concurs with that view.
The bill also allows smaller associations to appoint
what is known as an unregistered liquidator to oversee a
voluntary winding-up of a small incorporated
association. Obviously the rationale behind this, which
the opposition supports, is that small associations often
have limited financial resources and in order to engage
registered liquidators they would have to expend
considerable financial sums, which often they do not
have at their disposal. This measure allows them to
wind-up voluntarily if they are under a certain size with
a certain cap on assets, at a much lower charge. Of
course a certified practising accountant would be
required for that, but not necessarily one that has been
registered as a liquidator, which seems to us to be a
reasonably sensible change.
The opposition does take issue with the government on
one small matter here, but it is a matter which many in
the industry have raised with us and are probably still
raising with us — that is, that we have had to wait a
considerable period of time for this legislation to be
brought forward.
We in the Liberal Party recognise the sense behind
allowing small business in particular to lodge these
types of documents and make these sorts of
applications for licences, renewals and so forth, and we
support them, but small businesses in particular and
those in country Victoria specifically have been waiting
at least 12 months since this legislation was first read a
second time in the other place. That was in May 2002,
so almost 12 months has elapsed.
We were told, and the business sector was told, by the
government at the time that the reason for that is that
important consultations and amendments would need to
take place, and we all believed that was occurring. But
when we review the 21 changes that have occurred to
various clauses as a result of that 12-month delay, and
presumably further consultation on the part of the
government, we see that these changes are not
substantive in any way. They are actually stylistic; they
deal with wording. There are 21 of them, but they
change words like ‘third’, ‘fourth’ and ‘fifth’ to
‘thirdly’, ‘fourthly’ and ‘fifthly’, and make some very
insignificant, unimportant changes, For that the
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business sector has had to wait an extra 12 months and
the opposition does not understand why that was
necessary for things that should probably have been
done by parliamentary counsel before the initial
second-reading of the bill.
But nonetheless now that the bill has reached us, we in
the Liberal Party do support it. We may be a little
underwhelmed by the scope of the bill because we
believe since the advent of the Bracks government
e-business and e-commerce have not been the highest
priority of the government, and we believe there is a
very large amount of work yet to be done in that area.
We do that because we come from a background where
the last Liberal government, the Kennett government,
was acknowledged as a world leader in e-commerce
and e-business practices, and it is clear that work done
by the Kennett government has led to this piece of
legislation being brought before us.
Work done by the Kennett government also led to the
Electronic Transactions Act, which this bill augments
and enhances. Those provisions would not have been
considered by the Parliament if the Kennett government
had not initiated the process. My point here, and the
point of the opposition, is that we can support this bill
because in the process of this legislation being put
together we appreciate the genesis of it; we appreciate
that the concrete steps that led to it coming to us today
were first put in place by the previous government, and
so we have no problem in supporting it.
There are, however, some issues with the scope of the
bill about which the opposition is a little concerned.
Whilst licence applications and renewals and business
name registrations and searches of registers are useful
things, we cannot help but take the position that this bill
does not go far enough and could have gone a lot
further in enhancing opportunities for electronic
business and e-commerce in the state. It is no secret,
and I have already mentioned the huge achievements of
the previous government which devoted enormous
resources, senior government attention — —
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — Actually no,
Mr McQuilten. Mr McQuilten interjects that the Cain
government was right into e-business. If e-business was
around when the Cain government was in office, I do
not recall any major initiatives of the Cain government
in the e-business area. In fact Internet take-up at that
time was probably less than 5 per cent. It really was the
Kennett government, and it was acknowledged as such,
that has driven Victoria forward in this area.
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The creation of www.vic.gov.au was a Kennett
government initiative, and of course, within that,
Business Channel, where the private sector had access
to government business services. That was first
introduced by the Kennett government and was an
Australian first. There was a genesis to this process that
we are going through now. The genesis was the
Kennett government.
Land Channel was another part of that service that was
introduced, and planning information and transactions
could be conducted online for land sales — again, an
Australian first initiated and introduced by the Kennett
government.
Skillsnet was another e-commerce and e-business
initiative of the Kennett government where training in
e-commerce and Internet tools were provided online for
members of the public and for businesses. This was not
just an Australian first; it was the first time anywhere in
the world that this had occurred, and I think it is
beholden on the chamber to recognise that in the
genesis of e-commerce legislation we owe a lot to the
previous administration of this state.
It is interesting to note also that the Data Protection
Advisory Council drove forward privacy law to benefit
Victoria so it could trade with the European Union and
other overseas markets, bringing our privacy law into
line with theirs so that e-commerce could be conducted,
and conducted to the great profit of Victoria. Again that
was an initiative of the previous government and one
that continues to this day, and we are glad it does. We
support the continuation of that initiative.
The electronic business framework group was a very
important initiative which has brought us to this point.
It was set up so that it could look at the legal framework
not only for the Electronic Transactions Act, which was
introduced by the Bracks government but determined
largely in the period of the previous government, but
also this particular bill and these initiatives here. It
included setting up the legal framework for all of the
things that we see as the key elements of this bill today,
and that group obviously has a lot of credit to take for
what we are debating here now.
The Kennett government also created something it
called the virtual opportunity congresses. These still
operate today and we in the Liberal Party support their
continuation. They are an invitation-only world leaders
e-commerce conference and they attracted massive IT
investment to Victoria and encouraged e-business in a
way that had never been seen before. They continue to
this day. We still support them and we applaud the fact

BUSINESS LICENSING LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
1080

COUNCIL

that the Bracks government has seen the wisdom in
continuing with that valuable program for the state.
Many members may be aware of the name Interact. It is
the largest e-commerce exhibition in the southern
hemisphere and was initiated as one of the key
commitments in the 21st century agenda of the previous
government.
I would also like to mention VicOne, which established
the world’s biggest wide area network, facilitating
private sector access to high speed data links in this
state for the first time. That was again another initiative
of the previous government. It continues today, and has
allowed many international firms access to those
services which previously were not available. That has
been a huge boon to e-business and e-commerce
activity generally in the state of Victoria.
Looking at this bill I wonder whether professionals in
the industry would be as underwhelmed with its scope
as we in the opposition are, although acknowledging
the positive aspects of it. It is interesting that Bill Gates,
the chairman of Microsoft, described Victoria as a
world leader in the e-commerce area.
Hon. Andrea Coote — He would not do it now.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — I do not believe he
would do it now. He would probably have a look at this
bill and be as underwhelmed by its vision as we are. It
is useful, potentially interesting, but not visionary, and
he would probably agree with the opposition that the
provision of government services online and the
promotion of e-business has slowed considerably since
the advent of the Bracks government. The fact that we
have had to wait 12 months for 21 inconsequential
amendments in this particular bill is evidence of that
fact.
Bill Gates held a conference in Seattle, which was a
personal invitation-only conference to discuss the future
of e-business. It was a worldwide conference. He did
that in 1998–99. Only two politicians in the world were
invited to that conference on e-business: one of them
was Al Gore, former Vice-President of the United
States of America — and perhaps someone in the
chamber can assist me with name of the other one.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Alan Stockdale!
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — Absolutely, my
Honourable friend Andrea Coote is very well informed.
The only other politician who was invited personally by
Bill Gates to that visionary conference on e-commerce
and e-business was Alan Stockdale — none other than
the former Treasurer of Victoria and the former
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Minister for Multimedia — the first such ministry
created by an Australian government, I might add. Bill
Gates, a man of such vision, obviously recognised the
huge contribution made by the previous government to
this area of government administration. He saw us as a
world leader and was prepared to say so and
acknowledge it publicly.
I believe, like many in the IT sector, that under the
Kennett government e-business and e-democracy
initiatives were proceeding apace to such an extent that
we were making progress in initiating reforms like
these not only as the first in Australia but often as the
first in the world.
But to some extent under the Bracks government we
have become laggards in this very important global
e-commerce area. To many we have become losers,
because the number and amount of IT investment in
Victoria has obviously slowed. Many large IT operators
have left the state, and e-commerce has not benefited
from that. In the world e-commerce race it is now clear
to many that Victoria is no longer at the forefront; it is
lagging well behind.
Notwithstanding this, the opposition supports the
limited initiatives taken in this bill. We do not
understand why it has taken 12 months to change the
wording of 21 clauses. We criticise that, but we support
the initiatives that have finally come to us, and I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — The
National Party would also like to say at the outset that it
will not be opposing this bill. We have consulted with a
number of peak bodies and independent businesses on
this bill, and our lack of opposition mirrors those
discussions. The legislation affects the real estate, travel
and motor car traders industries, and it will effectively
enable licensing transactions to go online to create an
improvement to the current process of registering
businesses and other associated practices.
As the Honourable Andrew Olexander said, this is the
second time this bill has been through the Parliament.
When it was previously debated in the Parliament it
was not opposed. The parliamentary session was cut
short with the election, and this legislation was put on
hold. Its reintroduction is without any major or
significant changes.
The bill effectively has a number of purposes. It
amends the Associations Incorporation Act 1981, the
Business Names Act 1962, the Estate Agents Act 1980,
the Motor Car Traders Act 1986 and the Travel Agents
Act 1986 and enables government services under each
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of these acts to be delivered via the Internet. We think it
is a good bill.

use within our community. We commend this bill to the
house.

The bill will bring Victoria into line with the other
states, and the National Party expects it will be of
assistance to small businesses in rural and regional
Victoria. We welcome the removal of the need for
people in isolated areas to have documents
accompanied with statutory declarations. The situation
will now be that applicants will be able to certify that
they have the authority to act on behalf of businesses,
and any documentation presented by applicants can be
certified as being true and correct. We think these basic
and commonsensical initiatives need to be supported.

Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to make a contribution in support of
the Business Licensing Legislation (Amendment) Bill
2003. I wish to indicate at the outset my appreciation
and the government’s appreciation for the fact that both
opposition parties are supporting this legislation and the
need for it. As honourable members would be aware,
the Bracks Labor government has been committed to
the delivery of government services online as part of its
commitment to e-government and information and
communications technology in this state. The
government committed to this strategy as part of its
Connecting Victoria statement issued back in
November 1999.

The National Party has been assured that the measures
in the bill to minimise risk in taking business licensing
transactions online are adequate. We think the risk
minimisation measures taken are adequate. This has
mainly been achieved by the use of pass codes.
Hopefully pass codes will alleviate the majority of
concerns that people have when it comes to security
issues associated with doing business online.
The bill will expedite the process of conducting
searches to identify providers of services and goods so
consumers can be assured that the people they are
dealing with, or about to deal with, hold the appropriate
licences. We think that is exceptionally important and
something a lot of people will use in the everyday
business world. It will now be expedited by the ability
to find these things online.
There are also provisions to protect businesses that
operate from homes, and, if necessary, information may
be withheld at the discretion of the registrar provided
exceptional circumstances justify such restrictions. We
think these commonsensical measures that have been
taken provide a well-balanced bill.
The bill will help the disadvantaged who may not be as
mobile as the majority of the population. In the
National Party’s opinion any legislation which helps the
disadvantaged should be supported.
Finally, the National Party has identified that the
farming industry will be appreciative of more
government services being put online and farmers will
be able to enjoy the equal opportunities late at night
after they have finished their work. They will have
access to all the services outlined in this bill.
We commend the government for picking up this
legislation, which was originally initiated by the former
coalition government. It is good to see a bipartisan
approach to information technology and its practical

The purpose of the legislation is to ensure that all
appropriate transactions with government can be
conducted online. We have been seeing more and more
such transactions facilitated by legislation passed in the
previous Parliament, and this bill seeks to supplement
that legislation by providing greater access to electronic
transactions for the Victorian community.
The previous speakers have already indicated that
providing such electronic transactions is more
convenient for members of the public. It improves
efficiency not only for government but also for our
citizens, in particular the people who live in rural and
regional Victoria and find it more difficult to access
government services and those types of transactions.
I should note at the outset that whilst the legislation is
seeking to make it easier for people in rural and
regional Victoria to transact such matters online, these
online services and transactions do not in any way
denigrate the existing services that are available to
people over the counter, by telephone or by post. This is
just providing one further option to rural and regional
Victorians. It is also for people who might be
housebound or find it more difficult to get access to
government services because of disability or other types
of issues.
The legislation seeks to achieve greater facilitation of
online transactions by amending a number of pieces of
legislation. These include the Associations
Incorporation Act 1981, the Business Names Act 1962,
the Estate Agents Act 1980, the Motor Car Traders Act
1986 and the Travel Agents Act 1986. There are also
consequential amendments to the Business Licensing
Authority Act 1998.
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It is envisaged that transactions in relation to
incorporated associations and business names will be
available online during the course of this year and that
transactions relating to estate agents, motor car traders
and travel agents will be developed at a later stage. In
particular, it is expected that estate agent transactions
will be brought online in the near future. This obviously
has the purpose of enabling not only members of the
community but also small businesses to conduct more
and more transactions online, thus providing them with
greater efficiencies and reducing overhead costs to their
businesses.
The legislation also seeks to clarify information that is
currently available on public registers established under
each of the pieces of legislation I referred to and in
particular to enable a person to have public access to
their personal information held on such public registers
restricted. I note it is possible to get online at the
moment and do a search of an incorporated association
or business name. I have actually used that service as a
member of Parliament, and it is of great convenience to
members of the public. However, there may well be
privacy reasons why a person wishes to have their
personal details suppressed. These are situations that we
are accustomed to in respect of people in, for example,
family violence situations. They may wish to have their
home addresses restricted for that reason.
It is envisaged that public access to personal
information would only be restricted in exceptional
circumstances, and a person who is affected by a
decision regarding access to personal information will
have a right to apply to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal for a review of that decision.
In respect of making online transactions easier, the bill
seeks to make a number of similar changes to all the
acts I have mentioned in respect of removing
requirements that documents lodged with the registrar
be accompanied by either statutory declarations or
certificates, and there are different requirements under
the different statutory regimes. However, it is felt that it
makes it a lot more difficult to conduct a transaction
purely by electronic means when you are required to
provide hard copy documentary evidence in the form of
either multiple signatures on documents or statutory
declarations. A number of those requirements will be
removed by means of this bill.
The flip side of that is that associations and other types
of bodies affected by these regulatory regimes should
be required to keep hard copies of documentary
information should it be required by Consumer Affairs
Victoria or the Business Licensing Authority. The bill
seeks to impose new requirements on associations and
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other organisations to keep documents for a period of
seven years. That is a requirement that many businesses
are very familiar with in terms of keeping records for
taxation purposes. It is not an onerous requirement.
The bill also seeks to remove a requirement in the
Business Names Act 1962 that a person not resident in
Victoria appoint a person as his or her resident agent.
All resident agents appointed before the
commencement of the bill will remain until the
cessation of their appointment. The reason for
removing this requirement is that the need to appoint a
resident agent in Victoria is an imposition on business,
and it is felt that this requirement is no longer
necessary.
Notices to a person in relation to whom the business
name is registered will be able to be served at a
registered business address or a nominated postal or
electronic mailing address. The bill also seeks to
remove the confusion surrounding the use of the word
‘statement’ in the Business Names Act and to
modernise that act by replacing ‘statement’ with the
words ‘document’ or ‘notice’ wherever appropriate.
The bill will also make life easier for small incorporated
associations by enabling small associations with gross
assets of $10 000 or less, or another amount prescribed
by regulation, to appoint a registered liquidator when
voluntarily winding up. This provision will assist small
associations that often cannot afford the cost of
appointing a registered liquidator to undertake such a
voluntary winding-up.
The bill also enables online transactions to be verified
by use of a pass code, credit card payment or electronic
funds transfer. In respect of incorporated associations,
for example, one of the amendments to the
Associations Incorporation Act allows the registrar to
reinstate an association where the registrar is satisfied
that the association’s registration should not have been
cancelled.
There are a number of other consequential and detailed
amendments which it is not necessary for me to cover,
given that the opposition has not indicated any concerns
about those provisions, but I note that there are a
number of consequential or technical amendments that
have been made to each of the statutory regimes for the
purpose of providing better administration of each of
the acts. I also note in concluding my contribution that
the government undertook consultation with affected
stakeholders before bringing this bill back to the new
Parliament.
The changes to, for example, the Business Names Act
and the Associations Incorporation Act were canvassed
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in a discussion paper which was widely circulated to
stakeholders. The Estate Agents Council and the Real
Estate Institute of Victoria have also been consulted
with respect to the changes to the Estate Agents Act
1980. Both those organisations have supported the
general thrust of the changes proposed.
For all the reasons I have indicated and in order to
expedite the greater take-up rate of electronic
transactions with government and provide greater
efficiencies and convenience to members of the public
and to businesses in Victoria, I commend the bill to the
house.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I rise to
speak on the Business Licensing Legislation
(Amendment) Bill. In so doing I point out that the
Liberal Party supports the bill. The bill augments
measures already taken through the Electronic
Transactions Act, which enables certain documents to
be lodged electronically via the Internet. It amends five
other acts — the Associations Incorporation Act 1981,
the Business Names Act 1962, the Estate Agents Act
1980, the Motor Car Traders Act 1986 and the Travel
Agents Act 1986 — to remove further impediments to
the conduct of business online.
Specifically this bill facilitates online transactions
between the private sector and government in the
following areas: licence applications, licence renewals,
business name registrations, formation of incorporated
associations, and annual statements and auditors
reports.
The bill also allows certain public registers to be
searched online. Where necessary, safeguards to
privacy are included, such as passwords, confirmation
of change by letter and access to private information on
restricted registers. Finally, this bill allows a small
association to appoint an unregistered liquidator to
oversee a voluntary winding-up.
This legislation is long overdue. Victoria was once a
leader in the information technology field, but
unfortunately the Bracks government has let us slip
from that position. Bill Gates described the
performance of the Kennett government in this area as
the best in the world. Under the Kennett government
Victoria strengthened its capabilities as an investment
destination, built strong, globally successful firms
including Looksmart and Melbourne IT, and
consolidated its international reputation as an advanced
consumer market and test bed of innovation in
information services and technologies.
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The Kennett government attracted technology
investment worth $4 billion, created more than 10 000
jobs and facilitated increased exports worth $1.3 billion
per year. The Kennett government sought to ensure
rural and regional areas had first-class access to modern
information technology and telecommunications, and
through the rural and regional strategy the Kennett
government encouraged regional communities to
identify opportunities for economic and social
development using new technology.
The Kennett government spent more than $10 million
establishing the VicOne network to provide a high
bandwidth connection to the Internet for every
Victorian school and all government offices and
facilities. The Kennett government also established the
infrastructure that assists in delivering local call Internet
access to approximately 95 per cent of Victorians.
One of the Kennett government’s most outstanding
successes was the training of more than 16 000
Victorians who may not have otherwise had access to
the Internet via the Skillsnet program. The Kennett
government also provided online computers to all
public libraries. The provision of online facilities under
the Kennett government has made doing business in
country Victoria so much easier. Transactions that
would have taken days by mail or may have required
business operators to travel vast distances to attend the
office of a government department can now be carried
out with ease over secure Internet connections.
This bill builds upon the e-business initiatives of the
Kennett government and also reflects Liberal policy
taken into the last state election. I have pleasure in
supporting this bill.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — In
conclusion I would like to thank Mr Olexander,
Mr Drum, Ms Mikakos and Ms Lovell for their
contributions, and I wish the bill a speedy passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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CATCHMENT AND LAND PROTECTION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 April; motion of Ms BROAD
(Minister for Local Government).

Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — At the
outset I will make some general comments about
noxious weeds as pests in this state to remind the
chamber of some of the issues we are dealing with
when debating this bill. It is a very interesting issue and
we should be mindful of putting into perspective what
we are speaking about when we debate the bill. The
Liberal Party is supporting this bill, and I will explain
some of the issues we are dealing with and put them in
their right perspective.
First of all it is important to understand that the list of
noxious weeds and animal pests has not been revised
since the introduction of the Catchment and Land
Protection Act 1994. That is quite some time ago. The
pests and weeds that come into this state on a regular
basis through a variety of methods develop very rapidly
and, as we shall see, cause an enormous amount of
problems for the economy, land and people in this state.
I would also like to say that given a cursory look this
bill seems to have all the right ingredients, but on
further and intensive investigation you can see that it
does nothing very much to change the current situation.
The bill is shallow and is quite disappointing; it could
have been a lot stronger. To put it into perspective,
there are more than 1000 weed species in Victoria. The
estimated annual cost to agriculture, natural
resource-based industries and the environment is about
$360 million.
Weeds are the second most serious threat to
biodiversity through habitat loss worldwide. An
interesting article in the Herald Sun of 27 April under
the heading ‘Victoria’s wildlife at crisis point’ states:
Victoria seems destined to become the extinction centre of
Australia.
A report commissioned by the federal government has found
many areas of the state have more than 150 threatened species
including the Murray Mallee subregion, which has 236.
…
Areas with high numbers of threatened species included the
Murray-Darling Depression, Victorian Midlands, South-east
Highland, Riverina, South Coast Plain and Volcanic Plains
regions.

When we consider noxious weeds and pests we can see
that these threatened species are under even more
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threat, and it is important and incumbent upon all
Victorians to address this issue to ensure that we lose
no more species and protect our biodiversity. I agree
with the spirit of this bill in relation to protecting
threatened species.
Noxious weeds currently comprise 28 per cent of flora
species in Victoria, and pest animals such as wild dogs,
foxes, feral pigs and goats are estimated to cause
$120 million damage annually to agriculture and the
environment in Victoria — to just the threatened
species I have been talking about. I will repeat that
because these numbers are huge. We are talking about
an annual impact on the agricultural environment and
biodiversity of this state of $120 million and damage by
feral animals plus noxious weeds costing $360 million
annually. This is a huge amount of money and we
really have to address this issue. As I said, this bill goes
some way to doing that.
The purpose of this bill is to improve the control of
noxious weeds and pest animals by ensuring that
land-holders meet their legislative responsibilities. The
spirit of the bill is that it certainly attempts to do that,
but it is a great pity that it did not go further, when it
had the opportunity to go further.
The theme going right through the bill is that the
emphasis of blame is on the landowners, on the
businesses and on the individuals and not on Crown or
public land. This is a real problem that needs to be
addressed, and I believe the National Party will address
it later in the debate. I must say that the funding
allocated to addressing the Crown and public land
issue, which is something I will deal with later in my
contribution, is certainly not adequate enough.
The motivating force of this bill seems to be threefold.
One is that on the fringes of the metropolitan rural area,
on the interface between metropolitan Melbourne and
rural Victoria, is land earmarked by a lot of developers
for future development. We only have to look around
all the peripheral areas of Melbourne to see how
quickly development is taking off. There are some very
successful developments, and it is pleasing to see them.
But in the interim developers often sit on land with a
huge amount of weed on it, and to date they have been
rather recalcitrant about doing anything about it. A
number of areas have serrated tussock, and once it gets
into the land it is virtually impossible to do anything
else with that land. It develops very quickly and causes
enormous problems.
In the past the developers would receive land
management orders, but they meant nothing to them.
They would get the infringement notices and basically
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ignore them. The fine was only $2000, and for some of
the large developers $2000 is really nothing at all. It
might be for the rest of us, but for the developers it is
certainly nothing and they took no notice. They were
irresponsible and continue to be irresponsible with their
management of land while it is in their control.
This bill will provide for much higher fines. I should
think the new fine of $24 000 will focus their minds
quite succinctly and that with that sort of fine
developers will suddenly take a bit more notice. It is
pleasing to see that inclusion in the bill.
Another issue is that apparently if developers get a
number of land management orders they simply change
the name of their companies. They have been avoiding
the issue, but under the new legislation they will have
to focus their attention on having to clean up their land.
The bill will enable land management orders to travel
with the land so the next person who purchases the land
will know there is a land management order on it and
that they will have to work out how to attend to it and
clean it up.
Another reason for this bill to come into being is the
need to address the increasing trade in exotic pests.
Exotic pests bring in huge amounts of money. They are
smuggled in and are kept in odd places in people’s
houses and elsewhere. They include various snakes and
other reptiles, mammals, and some other animals. The
trade in exotic pests is increasing and the department
and the minister have been very concerned about the
increase.
Another interesting motivator for this bill is the increase
in the number of what I call decorator plants — plants
that you go to your local florist or nursery to buy. They
look good and very decorative, but the grasses you may
want to put in your new Japanese-looking garden can
turn out to be dangerous to rural Victoria. One of these
is Mexican feather grass.
Hon. Andrew Brideson — What is its botanical
name?
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — I have no idea what its
botanical name is, Mr Brideson, but I am sure there is
one. It has crept out into rural Victoria and is causing
some quite dramatic problems. People who buy these
plants at nurseries and florists have no idea of the
ramifications, but problems are on the increase and the
bill will start to address these issues.
The bill introduces a single-step approach to issuing
land management notices and simplifies the
complications and red tape that are currently there, and
I think everyone would be pleased about that. As I said,
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it increases the penalties for non-compliance of land
management notices and it provides any subsequent
landowner to be bound by the land management notice
requirements, as I explained before when talking about
developers. The bill also enables the minister to declare
a newly introduced weed by notice in an emergency
situation. An emergency situation would be a situation
such as the one I spoke about, where we suddenly see
innocently arrive on the shelves a decorator plant which
will cause havoc in Victoria. The bill provides the
minister with an opportunity to urgently address such a
situation.
The Victorian Farmers Federation is supportive of
many aspects of the bill, but it is considerably
concerned about the lack of accountability of noxious
weeds and feral animals on public land. The Victorian
National Parks Association welcomed parts of this
legislation, particularly the areas that address the
spreading of weeds by vehicles, which I will come to in
a moment. It is especially supportive of clauses 6, 7, 15,
18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 27 and new section 83E.
I would like to take this opportunity of thanking the
departmental officers for the comprehensive briefing
they gave us at very short notice. They were very
thorough, spent a lot of time with us and were very
helpful, but I was slightly disappointed they were not
able to clarify a number of areas. There were several
grey areas that they were not really certain about. One
of those was about dealing with wild dogs. I asked
them, ‘What constitutes a wild dog? Is a dingo a wild
dog? How do you define a dingo? What is the
difference between a dingo and a wild feral dog?’. They
said, ‘Well, if you think you’ve got a dingo, you’ve got
a dingo’, and I felt that was a little vague. A number of
those sorts of issues came up at the briefing that I felt
needed tightening up. It was not their fault; I think the
legislation should have been a little tighter.
I have run through some of the issues and outlined the
purposes of the bill. But there are some aspects of the
Catchment and Land Protection (Amendment) Bill that
I would like to look into in greater detail. New
section 58A, inserted by clause 15, at paragraph (5)
states:
(5) The minister must not make a declaration under this
section in relation to a plant unless he or she is satisfied
that urgent action is needed to protect the state from an
adverse economic, environmental or social
impact caused —

by a plant.
This goes back to what I was speaking about before
with the decorative plants and the emergency situations
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that occur. The department enlightened me about a
weed called the branched broomrape. The weed, which
is in South Australia and is banned here in Victoria,
affects plants like cabbages, carrots and grain
dramatically. In South Australia the branched
broomrape, which has a small purple flower, is causing
havoc on agricultural land. That is an example of the
sort of issue this clause could address.
New section 70A, inserted by clause 19, deals with
vehicles. I would like to talk about the problems with
vehicles and weeds. On this issue we need to change
the culture of how we drive between various farms and
between various rural regions in Victoria. Most people
are aware of it, but in many cases they do not think
about it, and we need a vast awareness and education
program which looks at how we can do this better.
This bill specifically deals with people in utility
companies — gas, water and electricity companies —
who drive their vehicles onto one segment of a road,
perhaps to deal with one stage of roadwork, and then
drive to another region and spread plants. For example,
serrated tussock, which I spoke about before, is a weed
that can be easily transported by vehicles. We must
develop a culture where, when we drive through these
areas and are dealing with these sorts of pests and
noxious weeds — and this applies particularly to utility
companies — we wash down vehicles, we are
responsible, and we understand the ramifications and
implications. Ragwort is another weed which is highly
toxic and causes enormous problems and which can so
easily be transported by vehicles.
Another issue that has to be looked at — and I think it
will come under this section — is the transportation of
hay. I spoke before about the department having several
grey areas it was not able to help us with. One is about
the fining of people who transport hay with, for
example, the noxious weed Paterson’s curse in it. They
were not able to say, and this bill does not clarify, who
will be responsible and who should be fined or
prosecuted for transporting hay with Paterson’s curse in
it.
Should it be the farmer who grows the grass? Should it
be the subcontractor who harvests it? Should it be the
truckie who transports it? Or is it going to be the
recipient at the other end? Who actually is going to be
responsible for that hay which is transported from one
part of the state to the other?
We have heard some amazing and incredible stories
resulting from the drought this year of support that one
farmer has given to another. Right across this state
people who are in drought-affected areas have been
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given an enormous amount of support by being given
hay from areas where people had hay. That is very
noble and I commend that spirit. However, we have to
be careful in the transportation of this hay that we are
not spreading diseases that in the long term cause more
problems than what are seen initially.
Another area of concern is the spread and sale of
noxious weeds. This goes back to the sale of the plants
that I mentioned before. It covers plants such as pampas
grass and marijuana. Again it is one of those areas that
prompted the introduction of this bill. It is pleasing to
see that provision included.
Clause 29 looks at the issue of public land. As I said
before the idea of noxious weeds on public land and the
Crown, as a very bad neighbour, comes up time and
again. People say continuously that they have cleaned
up their own areas, but it is the noxious weeds and the
feral animals that come from Crown land, be it
roadsides or Parks Victoria, which are infecting farms
in a bad way.
How would prosecution come about? At the moment
Parks Victoria, for example, says that it cannot possibly
afford to clean it all up because it does not have the
money. Can the farmer, too, turn around and say, ‘I
can’t afford to clean this up either’? What happens also
to the farmer who says, ‘I’ve cleaned up everything, but
it’s been reinfected by the adjacent park’? Indeed, the
issue continues on and on this way, and I do not believe
the bill addresses it closely enough. We need to be
watching it very carefully.
Unless there are increased resources provided for weed
and feral animal control on public land we are going to
continuously have a problem with these weeds that I
have been speaking about. As I said, the branched
broomrape is a frail-looking purple flowering plant and
it is causing enormous problems. Let me put it into
context: it costs $1000 per hectare to eradicate this
weed.
The government has talked about its promises in the
publication entitled Agriculture — Labor’s Plan for a
Sustainable Future. The document refers to weed and
pest management on public land and states:
Labor recognises that government must be a good neighbour.

It has got a long way to go in a lot of farmers’ opinions.
On top of our commitment to tackle weeds on private land,
Labor will commit $14 million over four years to fight weeds
and pests on public land.

That is all very welcome and — please do not get me
wrong — I certainly commend the fact that the
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government has recognised it needs to be putting in
some money, but I go back to branched broomrape. It
costs $1000 per hectare to clear up and eradicate this
plant. We are pleased to see that the bill addresses some
of the issues from the introduction of noxious plants
such as branched broomrape because the community
certainly cannot be expected to afford to look into it. I
encourage the government to triple — in fact,
quadruple — the amount of money it is giving towards
the management of noxious weeds and pests in this
state. The promised amount is certainly not enough. It
needs to be very high on the list of budgetary
expenditure. I call on the government to significantly
increase it.
The creation of box-ironbark forests has added
105 000 hectares of new park that must be managed. It
is imperative that the government has a good look at
this. It is all very well and easy to identify a new park
and say, ‘We’ve got this new park. Here it is. It’s
terrific!’, but it has to be managed and properly
resourced. We have to not only halt what is happening
in these national parks now, but we also have to ensure
that we do not increase the numbers of new noxious
weeds and feral animals and pests.
In the election campaign we heard that we have
suddenly got a new park — Angahook Lorne State
Park, in Anglesea, through the Otways — and it is very
encouraging to see that park. But, again, where are the
resources to clean it up? There is an enormous problem
with ragwort right through the Otways. What resources
is the government giving to address this issue and to
clean up the ragwort that is already there? What is the
government going to do to stop more ragwort getting
into this park? I did not see anywhere in the
discussions, debate or promises anything at all about
the funding that was going to clean up this particular
area. These are two specific areas of new parks — the
box-ironbark and the new Angahook Lorne parks —
that need to have significant additional resourcing.
The bill does not address the issue of roadside weed
control. I saw a rather pathetic sign in Bairnsdale last
week which said, ‘Beware of the African Love Grass’. I
am not terribly certain what the African Love Grass
looks like, but obviously it is a big problem in
Bairnsdale. This goes back to the heart of what we
should be looking at. We, as city travellers into rural
Victoria, should be made aware of what these problems
are. We need to understand how we avoid spreading it.
We need to understand what some of the issues are.
I am sure all of my country colleagues are very aware
of the roadside weed problem and how it literally leaps
into their land and causes profound trouble.
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The department gave us a comprehensive document
entitled Catchment and Land Management
(Amendment) Bill, which goes into detail on a whole
range of things. It talks about pests and exotic animals,
which I touched on earlier but on which I will expand.
It looks at lions, squirrels, monkeys and snakes, and
states:
The trade and possession in these animals is closely aligned to
the trade and possession in native Australian wildlife. Many
species bring thousands of dollars, and the trade is regarded as
being second in value to the illegal drug trade.

That puts into some perspective what we are dealing
with and what the ramifications can be for all of us,
particularly as many of the species are small, breed
rapidly and can be very well hidden. One does not have
to look much further than the rabbit to see what
happened when people introduced two rabbits hundreds
of years ago and thought what a great idea it was. We
have lived with the problem ever since and have to
continue to manage it.
Another comprehensive document that was given to us
at the briefing is entitled Victorian Pest Management —
a Framework for Action. The introduction states:
To be effective, pest management must be part of the holistic
management of land and water resources, i.e. it needs to be an
integral component of programs designed to protect and
enhance biodiversity, native vegetation, and primary
production, and for programs that seek to remedy salinity, soil
erosion and other forms of land and water degradation. Good
‘landscape’ management requires the government, land and
water managers and the community to work together to
develop and implement long-term, effective, safe and
integrated management processes that protect and improve
both productive capacity of land and the integrity of natural
ecosystems.

How does the government justify that statement with its
attitude or lack thereof in looking into noxious weeds
and pests on public land? I do not believe, and certainly
from the evidence I have seen from travelling
throughout rural Victoria, that the government is a good
neighbour in the management of public land, noxious
weeds and pests in these areas. It is certainly not good
enough.
The National Party will be speaking about this in
greater depth, but we as Liberals feel very concerned
about this lack of management. Once again, the
government has let down the public in the private areas
and private enterprise by not acting as a good
neighbour. The government is not a good neighbour. I
do not believe it fits the parameters in the introduction
of the state-produced document.
The theme seems to be to put blame on the individual,
the private operator, the farmer and everybody other
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than public landowners. The bill provided a great
opportunity to promote better awareness and certainly
to provide more money for these new and extensive
parks, but it has not been addressed. Grey areas still
need to be looked at and tackled. It is one of the very
hard things that need to be tackled. I certainly
encourage the minister to look into this in greater depth.
I encourage the parliamentary secretary, Mrs Carbines,
to take it back to her minister and make certain that he
ask in the next budget, which is coming up rapidly, for
a huge increase in funding in this area.
The document gives an idea of the way in which the
government places the emphasis back on to private
individuals. The document states:
State and local government, catchment management
authorities, industry, individual land-holders and the wider
community all share a responsibility for the implementation
of strategic and integrated pest management programs to
ensure the long-term protection of our natural, social and
economic values.

Earlier today when speaking on another bill I
mentioned that there was a lot of rhetoric and spin, but I
am hoping this is not rhetoric and spin. I hope there will
be some validity and something done about this. In
summary, it is a very difficult position, and the Liberal
Party understands the amounts of money that are
needed. We support the bill and the spirit of it, but the
problems are a huge cost to this state and it is
recognised by the government and other people. We
certainly encourage greater expenditure on this issue.
The document also states:
It is not reasonable to expect that pests will be eradicated
from a region or the state where they are well established.
Established pests, however, need to be prevented from
spreading into other valued areas at risk and their impact
limited where they are established.
Risks of introduction and spread must be communicated to
the community so that attitudes and behaviour are modified,
community vigilance increased and cooperative mechanisms
developed to minimise these risks.

I certainly concur with those sentiments. It is something
the government should address. I believe the Liberal
Party will welcome and support a step in this direction.
I support the bill.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I was
having a deep and meaningful discussion with my
colleague the Honourable Bill Baxter about roadside
weeds which, obviously, I will certainly touch on
during my contribution. I am pleased to rise on behalf
of the National Party to speak on the Catchment and
Land Protection (Amendment) Bill. This legislation is
important for our party and our people in general, the
people we represent in country and regional Victoria. I
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do not think I have ever been to a National Party annual
conference where there have not been half a dozen
resolutions on various types of weed control, whether it
be on channels, on roadsides or wherever.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — And on public lands!
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — And on public lands,
Mr Baxter. Management of weeds on public land
certainly sparks quite a spirited debate at our annual
conferences. Further, in attending many farmer
meetings over the period of my representation in
politics and before politics I do not think I have ever
experienced a meeting without having the issue of
weeds on roadsides, channels and private and public
land discussed. The bill is important to the National
Party and the people we represent.
We have consulted with the Victorian Farmers
Federation, using that base representative area. I shall
read a letter in which the VFF puts forward its views
quite clearly. The letter states:
The VFF has been briefed by your department regarding the
proposed amendments to the Catchment and Land Protection
Act 1994 (CALP Act). As they stand, the VFF supports the
proposed amendments. However, the organisation’s full
support for the changes is conditional on the following:
The government must commit to improving resources of
weed and pest management on public land. The CALP
act must apply equally to government-managed land. It
would be extremely unfair and inequitable to punish
private landowners under the legislation if weeds and
pests are allowed to multiply unabated on public land.
The legislation must also provide provision for private
land-holders to defend themselves against prosecution if
they can demonstrate poor public land management
practices are the source of their weed and pest
infestations.
At present, the responsibility for managing
regional-controlled weeds on roadsides falls upon the
adjoining landowner. The VFF strongly believes the
adjoining landowners should not be required to carry
this responsibility and that the legislation should be
amended to reflect this.

The letter is signed by Paul Weller, president. That very
clearly sets out the VFF’s view, and certainly it would
be the National Party’s view also. We do not oppose the
bill, but I give notice that we will be moving a reasoned
amendment because of the sentiments expressed in the
VFF’s letter and our belief that weed and pest
management controls fall short in equity and fair
treatment between private and public land.
I will now move the reasoned amendment:
That all words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in place thereof ‘this bill be withdrawn and be
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redrafted so as to apply the same disciplines on weed and pest
animal management on public land as they apply to private
land’.

I will leave my remarks on the amendment until the end
of my contribution this evening. The purpose of the bill
and the reasoned amendment involve seven main
issues. The first move is to allow a land management
notice to be served without the prior issuing of a
direction to take action in respect of noxious weeds.
Members of the National Party believe this is quite a
sound process. It shortens the time between an
inspection by a departmental officer and the action to
be taken, and we think that is sound because otherwise
it could be months or even longer before action is
taken. I will make some more comments about that a
little later.
The second main issue is that land management notices
will be binding on subsequent landowners. We believe
that is a reasonable idea as well, as it continues the
identification and eradication program, regardless of
who owns the land.
The third matter we looked at as a main issue was
increases in the penalties for failure to comply with land
management notices and other matters relating to
weeds and pest animals. We see that as quite a tough
measure, but there is no doubt that that is supported by
the farming community and people who take an interest
in weed control.
I will return to the fourth point later, but the fifth main
issue is that a landowner cannot appeal to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) against a
land management notice dealing with noxious weeds
and pests, and I suspect the reason for that is that, again,
it can be a stalling process and we could find that a
weed gets away from us. It is a tough measure, but the
National Party believes tough measures are needed for
weed control, provided equity and fairness are in the
process.
The sixth point we picked up was that the minister may
in an emergency situation declare a weed by notice. We
again support this particular area of the bill, and I will
comment further about that a little later on. In fact, the
committee on which I served had a view on this as well.
The seventh matter we looked at was prohibiting the
movement of certain vehicles and machinery from land
to road unless reasonable precautions are taken to
decontaminate them of weeds.
So that is where the National Party stands in a snapshot.
We will go into a little more detail as we go through the
bill. I was fortunate enough some years ago to serve on
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the Environment and Natural Resources Committee
(ENRC). That committee looked at weeds in Victoria.
It did a great job. I will not elaborate on who was on the
committee or the terms of reference, but there is some
very good information in the 1998 Report on Weeds in
Victoria, and I have used it extensively in my
representations on weed control.
In fact, just to confirm that weed control is important, I
will look at land use in Victoria as described in the
report. About 4.5 million hectares of the state is used
for cropping, mainly in the north and south-western
regions of Victoria; and grazing of sheep, beef and
dairy cattle is Victoria’s most extensive agricultural
land use. It occurs over 8 million hectares of both dry
land and irrigated pasture.
Grazing is concentrated mainly in the south-east,
north-east and Gippsland regions, and of Victoria’s
agricultural land 0.5 per cent is used to grow
horticultural crops. The horticultural industry is based
primarily in the Port Phillip region and around the
major rural centres and irrigation areas such as Mildura,
Shepparton, Orbost, Warrnambool and Hamilton.
It is interesting to note that we have not done a lot of
extensive studies into the cost of weeds. The
information in this report was from a study conducted
in 1986 by a man named Combellack. He estimated
that the cost of agricultural weeds to Australia in 1986
was $3.3 billion. In Victoria the figure was
$357.6 million, and this estimate accounted for the
direct costs of agriculture and weed control of
$185.2 million and the indirect costs of yield losses and
contamination in agricultural crops of $172.4 million.
Those figures are old. I suspect they are a lot higher
now, and really we should be doing some more
research into the economic damage weeds can cause in
this state of ours. The figures highlight the importance
of weed control.
Moving on in the report, it talked about enforcement.
The committee agreed with the department at the time
that landowners should first be educated to ensure that
they knew how to manage the weeds on their properties
and also knew what their responsibilities were under
the Catchment and Land Protection Act, known as the
CALP act, and that they should be encouraged to meet
those responsibilities through the provision — and this
is important — of information coordination services
and other incentives.
The committee also believed that, where education and
encouragement had failed to achieve compliance,
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enforcement action must be efficient and effective. One
of the recommendations, recommendation 10, was:
Where education and extension measures fail, the Department
of Natural Resources and Environment should, as a matter of
policy, rigorously enforce compliance by landowners with the
Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994.

The committee went through an extensive consultative
process around Victoria and found that there were two
main impediments to effective enforcement of the
CALP act. The existing enforcement process was the
first one. It was administratively cumbersome and
protracted and might ultimately fail during a
prosecution. The second one, which I think is
important, was that catchment management officers are
required to fulfil dual roles as extension and
enforcement officers, which may hinder the
enforcement of the CALP act — a couple of quite
important points.
I will not go into great detail of what the committee did,
but it was meticulous in its approach, and it was
acknowledged that allowing a land management notice
to be served without the prior issuing of a direction to
take action in respect of noxious weeds could probably
be shortened in some cases by weeks and in some cases
by months. So, as I said, without going into detail on
the work of the committee, it would certainly support
that provision in the bill.
The bill also provides for authorised officers to enter
and inspect land to see what weeds are there. The
committee said that as a matter of principle government
officers with intrusive powers should take all
reasonable steps to notify occupiers before entering
private property for weed inspection purposes, but the
committee also recognised that in some circumstances
the requirement to give notice is impractical and
significantly hinders officers in the exercise of their
duty. This was recommendation 11 of the report — it is
good to see these recommendations coming to fruition
now:
The Minister for Conservation and Land Management amend
section 82 of the Victorian Catchment and Land Protection
Act 1994 to permit authorised officers acting under
sections 80 and 82 of the act to enter land to make an initial
inspection where an occupier is absent and consent to enter
cannot be immediately obtained.

Following the inspection the authorised officer should
be required to post a notice of inspection on the
property. I am not sure whether that is going to happen
under this bill: it was not made clear as we went
through it. In one of the recommendations the
committee thought that a letter of direction should be
issued immediately before it was lagged through this
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process. But this bill short-circuits that, and that is
probably a good idea.
Moving to the separation of powers of extension and
enforcement officers, it is important that they should be
separated, because it is very difficult for departmental
staff who are extension officers to become enforcement
officers at the same time. Enforcement is a sensitive
issue, and it is difficult to combine the enforcement and
extension roles, particularly in the weed control area. I
ask the government to consider recommendation 13 of
the report, which states:
The Department of Natural Resources and Environment —

we do not call it that now; it is the Department of
Sustainability and Environment.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — The Department of Sparks
and Embers!
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Sparks and embers is a
cynical term, Mr Baxter, that unfortunately is often
used following the bushfires in country Victoria. The
Department of Sustainability and Environment should
separate the roles of enforcement officer and extension
officer. That is a good idea if you think it through,
because the extension officer can go out and talk to the
landholder and encourage them to do things. It is a
totally different role from the role of the enforcement
officer.
The issue of the minister declaring a weed in an
emergency was also dealt with by the report, and the
recommendation was that the then Minister for
Conservation and Land Management ensure that a rapid
response plan for the eradication, containment and
ongoing management of new infestations in Victoria be
developed and implemented. It would have saved a lot
of problems if we had done that when skeleton weed
came into Australia and with serrated tussock, which is
in many areas. It is a particularly good idea to have a
task force that could quickly move in and eradicate a
dangerous weed so that we would not have the ongoing
problems that we have observed over most of our
history.
The seventh recommendation of the report was about
the moving of machinery along roads. I can assure the
Parliament that farmers are very careful about
transporting weeds, firstly along the roadsides and
secondly to another property of theirs or perhaps a
neighbour’s property. They take that responsibility very
seriously, and I am sure the tightening of those
provisions in the bill would be supported by our
farming community.
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I will move on to what is thought to be a pet subject of
mine — that is, roadside weeds. Roadside weeds are
one of the most vexed questions the farming
community faces. It is not a small issue, because there
are 160 000 kilometres of road in Victoria and 7 per
cent of Victorian public land is made up of roads. They
cover a large area, and weed control is a massive
problem. I will not go into detail, but particular roads
are managed by the state through Vicroads; other roads
in, say, some tourist areas are managed by local
government. But the majority of roads in Victoria are
undeclared roads, and at the end of the day they are the
responsibility of the adjoining landowner, and most
farming people believe that is not a fair way to look at
it. It is not fair for a number of reasons. One is that the
adjoining landholder does not own the land; it is owned
by the Crown. There are safety issues if people are
working on the road and anything happens in that area,
and there is native vegetation along many undeclared
roads which you cannot touch if you are looking to
eradicate weeds or vermin.
So the adjoining landholder shoulders most of the load
in relation to weeds on roadsides. The view of the
Victorian Farmers Federation is that they should not,
and the National Party supports that, particularly as
adjoining landowners, whoever they might be, do not
own the road. The National Party wondered at one
stage how anyone could sue anyone else if they did not
own the land, and that is an interesting technical legal
problem I would have thought.
But in a practical sense the landowner, who is the
adjoining landowner, does most of the work. In the
reasoned amendment the National Party asks for
support to assist in relation to weeds on a roadside. The
only reason the landowner whose property adjoins the
roadside does the work is that no-one else does it: it is
as simple as that. Mostly adjoining landowners do the
work well, but it certainly is not fair.
The report contained some good documentation about
how it could be managed through a shared approach,
called special area plans, which meant that the
department and the local community would identify a
particular area with a problem weed and would then
join together with government and, working with the
catchment management authorities, they would jointly
approach the problem. I had some experience with that
approach, and it worked particularly well in the Swan
Hill area with a problem weed called hard-headed
thistle or Russian knapweed. We had special area plans
that were tough, and if people did not adhere to them,
there could be forced entry, and the landowner had to
pay for it. They are tough measures, but they worked
quite well. But at the end of the day it seems basically
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unfair that the adjoining landowner is responsible for
the weeds on property they do not own.
The recommendation the committee put forward was
that the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment, as it was in those days — now the
Department of Sustainability and Environment —
assumed responsibilities, using catchment management
authorities for the implementation of roadside
management strategies based on the principles of
partnerships between the state government, local
government, landowners and the community for
roadside weed management, which at the end of the
day may be the only way we can get through this
particular problem.
The Victorian Farmers Federation view is widely
shared by most country people that in fact it should not
be their responsibility to fix up the weeds on the land
next to their property. The only reason they have said
they do it is that if they do not do it no-one does. So we
believe the amendment would certainly move towards
curing some of that particular area.
I will read again the relevant part of the reasoned
amendment:
… the same disciplines on weed and pest animal management
on public land, as they apply to private land.

This is not going to be just on roadsides. This will apply
to all public land in Victoria. My research tells me that
there are about 3.8 million hectares of land under the
control of Parks Victoria. There are about 3.5 million
hectares which are forests controlled by the
department — and I guess it would be the Department
of Sustainability and Environment. That is well over
30 per cent of the land in Victoria. That is a lot of land
and it takes a lot of looking after. There are wilderness
parks, national parks, state parks, roadside reserves,
streamside reserves, river reserves, and the list goes on
and on.
In fact when I looked at the amendment, I was
interested to note that in the report it has been picked up
again, and the committee considered that the long-term
environmental weed problems should be addressed
through the implementation of long-term strategic
plans. Such plans should therefore have guaranteed
funding for the duration of each plan, and the
committee heard evidence that the current budgetary
arrangements for the management of parks guarantee
funds to the park manager for a maximum period of
12 months, and it believes that should be stretched out
longer. It is all about funding and that is what the
committee was looking at.
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Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.01 p.m.

Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Before the dinner break I
was making the point that the National Party’s reasoned
amendment would put equity and fairness into weed
and pest management around Victoria and that there
would be equity and fairness between public and
private land. I was also utilising the report of the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee, of
which I was a member some years ago, in 1998. The
report is entitled Weeds in Victoria Inquiry. The links I
wish to create with the views of the committee relative
to public lands are that they would in fact add some
rigour to the debate and also complement the
amendment that we are putting forward tonight. I do
this because I believe the same rigours of enforcement
and commitment to weeds should be applied to public
land as are applied to private land.
The committee also had a number of discussions with
the managers of public land in Victoria. Out of that
discussion they came to the view that they should
develop and implement strategic weed management
plans for the land under public management. The
recommendation was that the then Minister for
Environment and Conservation ensure that all
managers of public land in Victoria develop and
implement weed management plans for the land under
their management. The committee noted that there was
an absence of substantial or guaranteed core funding for
weed control in parks and reserves, and public land
management had become increasingly reliant on
short-term funding initiatives. That was the tenor of the
discussions that the committee had with people, not
only public land managers — the officers
themselves — but also from other people involved
from the community.
I can remember one of the rangers in charge of a
particular piece of public land saying, ‘From my point
of view the amount of time I put into community
conservation grants, good neighbour and national
heritage trust grants can dominate my time for short
periods. At times it could take up to 30 per cent of my
work’.
I would put to the house that if 30 per cent of the
person’s work was put into managing weeds and pests
on public land, we probably would not be moving this
amendment here tonight to try and force equity and
fairness between public and private land.
The next issue I wish to move to is to confirm that the
amendment should be supported by all members of this
house. The ENRC was an all-party parliamentary
committee, and the base view of that committee
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structure was quite clear. They said the government
needs to be a good neighbour. Not only that, we need
the government to act like a good neighbour. Those
who have lived in the country know the value of good
neighbours. They maintain their fences and control
their stock, their pests, animals and particularly their
weeds.
This amendment strongly suggests that the government
should follow that path as well. This amendment
suggests also that the rigour that is needed to be applied
to government would mean that it would need to have
the same sort of disciplines applied to it as the
government would apply to private landowners.
Let me assure the house that landowners who live
alongside public land are quite often frustrated with
weeds and pest animals that come out of the public land
and infiltrate private land, regardless of the work those
private landowners might put into the eradication of
weeds and pest animals in their own areas.
The National Party says quite clearly that if
governments want parks, okay, governments will take
parks and they will have parks. But the responsibility
that goes with that decision is also that governments
must look after them. It is all very well having a piece
of legislation and having whatever system is needed to
clearly enunciate that we will have a new park. It is
really a bad piece of governance unless that park is well
maintained and that government adopts a good
neighbour policy as we would expect from private
land-holders.
We have heard over the last two months in this
Parliament the talk about the fires in the north-east, in
Gippsland and in the north-west part of the state. The
accusation — and it is true — is that the government
has not been a good neighbour. It has set up its parks,
but it has not been a good neighbour in relation to
managing the risk in those parks, particularly for those
owners of private land adjoining the parks.
We suggest that unless this amendment is agreed to by
this house the government will not be the good
neighbour we — and particularly those of us who live
in country Victoria — would expect. Unless the same
rigorous disciplines that apply to private land are
applied to public land that will not occur.
It is a wonderful chance for the government, and I am
sure the Liberal Party will support the National Party’s
thrust in relation to this amendment. It would be
wonderful if the members of the government showed
some leadership, initiative and a bit of style to address
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the situation of weeds and pests on public land and the
issue of government being a good neighbour.
I would have thought talk about equity and the same
treatment being given to all would suit the ideology of
the Labor Party particularly well. As we have seen from
the various committees, debates and reports I have
quoted from tonight, we cannot rely on the government
being a good neighbour. Given the information we have
received we cannot accept that there is the goodwill of
government for it to become a good neighbour. Firstly,
it does not have the discipline, and secondly, it
probably does not have the resources to manage the
land. We must have some sort of discipline applied and
injected into public land care and maintenance, and this
amendment will create that opportunity.
Some really good things can come out of it. We can
have better sustainability of our public lands. I
remember when I was on that committee we went
through some parks that were not in good condition.
The second part that we have tried to hammer tonight is
that the government could be a good neighbour if this
amendment is passed through the Parliament tonight.
As a practising farmer — not now but I was — I saw
nearly all of that. Our property is adjacent to Crown
land reserves along the edge of some of the lakes in the
northern Mallee. The Crown land reserves spring up
along the way on our Mallee roads. Years ago they
were absolutely full of rabbits, but they are not now,
thank goodness, because of the calicivirus, which has
done a magnificent job in reducing the rabbit
population in the state and throughout Australia.
But Crown reserves do have weeds. Supposedly if you
are a private land-holder you are responsible for the
land over your fence, but if you go in to plough it up to
get rid of the weeds and happen to knock a tree over,
you will be treated fiercely by the organisations in
charge.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — You are treated like a
criminal. I admit there are different circumstances all
over the state: those who have travelled through rural
areas would understand and support that. There are
different sorts of weeds and pest animals and there are
different sorts of land structures that require different
approaches to manage a particular issue.
I would like to make it clear here tonight that there is no
criticism being made of the government people who do
their best to maintain the good order of the parks and
the lands next to them. I think they do a fantastic job in
attempting to maintain public land, but the government
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does not have the discipline that this amendment would
provide. I say again, the same discipline needs to be
applied to public land as for private land. I say again
that the people charged with that responsibility do a
marvellous job, and I can still see in my own mind the
frustration of the officer saying, ‘Thirty per cent of my
time is taken up compiling submissions to get some
money to manage the parks, the weeds and the vermin
that are in the parks’. What a waste of time!
It is a good opportunity for the government to show
some initiative and support the amendment the National
Party is putting forward tonight. In the debate that will
ensue now the amendment has hit the table of the
Parliament, I know government members will attempt
to ridicule it. They will try to make fun of it. If they do,
it will be at their own peril given what the people in
country Victoria will think of them. I remind them of
what country people will think of them if they do that.
We have heard over the past couple of months what the
views of country people are and how the government
has poorly treated the farmers who have been exposed
to the ravages of fires which started on public land. The
fires came out of the public land and ruined a lot of
their land and fences, and landowners have been treated
extremely badly. Now is the time to get it right. If
government members ridicule this amendment, the
people of country Victoria will pass their judgments on
that ridicule.
The government must be a good neighbour. There is no
way that it could not be a good neighbour if it puts its
mind to it. It must accept its own responsibilities, the
same as a private landowner does. In conclusion I urge
all members of the house to support the reasoned
amendment that has had a lot of thought put into it, not
only in the last day or two as we have gone towards this
debate but over many years throughout country
Victoria.
The National Party is not against the bill; it does not
oppose the bill, but it sees this as a real chance to go
forward and for the government to show some
leadership — to be a good neighbour. I urge all
members of the house to support the reasoned
amendment the National Party has moved in relation to
this bill.
Mrs CARBINES (Geelong) — I am very pleased to
speak on behalf of the government in support of the
Catchment and Land Protection (Amendment) Bill. The
bill aims to strengthen Victoria’s capacity to actually
minimise the impact of declared weeds and pest
animals that threaten the sustainable natural resource
management in our state. Pests, be they flora or fauna,
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undermine our natural resources. They displace our
native species and contribute extensively to land and
water degradation.
I quote from page 6 of the Victorian Pest
Management — Framework for Action that was
released by the Bracks government last year. It is the
very first framework for Victorian pest management. It
details the threats posed by pests and says:
Since European settlement the rate of change has been
extensive and rapid. Of the 90 species of non-marine
mammals known to have inhabited Victoria upon European
arrival, 19 are now extinct in the state. Five of these are now
totally extinct. Many other species have much-diminished
populations and distributions. More than 900 species of
Victorian plants are either rare or threatened. Invasion by
introduced terrestrial and aquatic animal and weed species has
been a significant component of this change.

Those figures about the impact of European settlement
on our state are very damning indeed and the very
reason that the Bracks government has felt compelled
to introduce this bill.
There are over 1000 weed species in Victoria. They are
estimated to cause $360 million worth of damage each
year to agriculture, natural resource-based industries
and, of course, our environment. Pest animals infest our
state, with rabbits, wild dogs, foxes, feral pigs and goats
seriously degrading our catchments, rivers, bays and
inlets. The dollar figure attached to this damage
annually is huge; it is estimated to be $120 million.
These animals often thrive on Victoria’s native species
and ruin their habitat.
A further threat to our biodiversity, environment and
agriculture comes from exotic pest animals such as
introduced reptiles, mammals and birds. Most of these
species adapt easily to life in Victoria. Exotic animals
often carry diseases which threaten even human lives.
They threaten livestock, domestic and native animals,
and our economy. The trade in exotic animals in
Victoria is worth thousands of dollars and
internationally is regarded as second only to the
international illegal drug trade.
The Catchment and Land Protection (Amendment) Bill
before the house will amend the principal act to
strengthen Victoria’s capacity to protect the
environment from such pests. In 1998 the Environment
and Natural Resources Committee inquired into weeds
in Victoria and recommended that the act be amended.
It is interesting that the National Party has moved its
reasoned amendment tonight to basically throw out the
bill and redraft it because when the ENRC considered
the issue of weeds in 1998 the National Party was part
of a coalition government with the Liberal Party. It was
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in government in Victoria. Did it then act on this? No.
Yet five years later it decides to move an amendment in
the house at the 11th hour, after five years of work, to
throw out the bill and start work on it again. What an
absolute joke!
The community has demanded the changes that appear
in the bill. It wants the government to better protect our
environment. The Bracks government has heeded that
request and worked very hard to make sure it reflects
the community expectation as evidenced by the bill.
Last year the former conservation minister in the other
house, now the Minister for Community Services, the
Honourable Sherryl Garbutt, launched the document
Victorian Pest Management — Framework for Action.
This was the very first document regarding pest
management — a framework and strategic direction for
pest management in our state — to be released. No
such strategy was released by the former Kennett
government, of which the National Party was part.
There was no strategic management direction from it.
In 1998 when the National Party was in government,
the ENRC said the legislation needed to be amended,
but did it act on that recommendation? No. Yet five
years later, at 5 minutes to midnight, it decides to
introduce an amendment to the bill. What an absolute
joke the National Party is!
It could not be bothered even getting a departmental
briefing on this bill. It was not interested in finding out
what the bill is all about. It wanted to try to score some
pathetic political points in this house tonight by trying
to throw out the bill — throwing out the baby with the
bathwater — and starting again. What an absolute joke.
It is to be condemned in that after five years of work to
get a change to the act through this bill introduced by
the Bracks government it decided to move the
amendment to throw out and redraft the bill. The
National Party deserves to be condemned.
Last year the government released its important strategy
for pest management. It was well received across the
state because we know the community has demanded
better enforcement of pest management in Victoria. The
Bracks government has heard that concern and is
prepared to act on it, unlike the previous Kennett
government which had concerns identified for it by the
joint parliamentary committee but then sat back and did
nothing. I am very pleased that the Bracks government
has acted so well on this issue.
As I said earlier, last year the former conservation
minister released this action plan. I congratulate her for
working so assiduously to address this issue that
confronts rural and regional Victoria. I come from
regional Victoria, and I understand how important these
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issues are to people who live in my electorate and
throughout the state.
Hon. Philip Davis interjected.
Mrs CARBINES — Geelong is regional Victoria,
Mr Davis. Do you want to be quoted on that? I thank
you for that interjection. The people of Geelong will be
very interested to know you do not consider Geelong to
be part of regional Victoria. That was part of the
problem when he was in government, because
Mr Davis was only interested in metropolitan
Melbourne. You are still only interested in metropolitan
Melbourne. You did not even turn up for the debate
here this morning. You did not even show up!
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Through the Chair,
Mrs Carbines.
Mrs CARBINES — I rest my case on that. The bill
before the house tonight will strengthen Victoria’s
capacity to manage weed and pest animal infestation
throughout our state.
This is in response to community expectation and
demand, and it is very well supported throughout
Victoria. This bill will significantly increase the
penalties imposed on people who flout Victorian laws
in relation to weed and pest management. It is expected,
of course, that these significantly increased penalties
will act as a major deterrent to people who think they
are above and beyond Victoria’s laws. I am pleased to
see that the penalties will be commensurate with the
action required to positively manage weed and animal
infestation. The bill will also streamline administrative
procedures of the act so that a land management notice
will be binding on each subsequent landowner. That is
important so that a piece of land will always have a
management notice on it, no matter who owns it, and so
that people cannot plead ignorance of the need to
manage their land appropriately as landowners change.
The bill also provides for the issuing of notices for
noxious weeds and pest animal control but they will be
simplified. It is important for enforcement that all those
processes are simplified. This bill will create an offence
regarding the release of pest animals and also an
offence if someone fails to comply with the conditions
of a permit. It will strengthen the control on the spread
of noxious weeds by vehicles, allowing for the
emergency declaration of new plant species for
rapid-response prevention. The bill will also improve
administration of the act by enabling entry to land and
commercial premises to monitor the growth, spread,
trade in and possession of weeds and pest animals. It
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will enable vehicles to be stopped and searched and
allow for the seizure of weeds and pest animals. It will
enable the collection of DNA samples from weeds and
pest animals and also require a person to retain a pest
animal by service of a notice. It is all about increasing
our capacity to manage weed infestation and the control
of pest animals, and that is very important to the whole
Victorian community.
The Bracks government has consulted widely on this
bill, and it has received much support for it from the
Municipal Association of Victoria and catchment
management authorities. The Victorian Catchment
Management Council has declared its support for this
bill. The protection of our environment and biodiversity
in this state is of fundamental importance to the Bracks
government. In saying that it is a key priority of this
government we are reflecting the views of the Victorian
community which are widely held across the state. This
bill will strengthen our capacity to manage our land and
to make sure that it is protected as well as it possibly
can be from infestation by noxious weeds and pests.
I congratulate both the former Minister for
Environment and Conservation and the current Minister
for Environment for their preparedness to act in the
interests of the protection of our environment, not just
for the people who inhabit Victoria now but for
succeeding generations. In doing so I commend the bill
to the house and wish it a very speedy passage.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (East Yarra) — My word, it
is hard to know where to begin after a great
contribution like that from the member for Geelong
Province, apparently from regional Victoria, who
knows everything there is to know about weeds. I am
very impressed by her contribution, and I will be
persuaded to ultimately support the bill if indeed the
reasoned amendment from the National Party is not
supported by the house.
I will be supporting the reasoned amendment for a
number of reasons which will follow. But first let me
say, as a matter of fact, that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, the Honourable Andrea Coote, set out
precisely why the opposition will support the bill, and
the Honourable Barry Bishop argued very effectively
the reasons why public land issues need to be taken into
account in relation to the whole of weed management
and particularly the enforcement of control of pest
animals in Victoria.
However, Mrs Carbines, the Parliamentary Secretary
for Environment and a member for Geelong Province,
did not persuasively advise the house why the reasoned
amendment should not be supported. She certainly
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spoke in the context of an overview of the importance
of the bill, so I concede that I will ultimately be
supporting the bill if the reasoned amendment fails. But
having said that, let me say this: it was in fact the
initiative of the previous coalition government in 1996
which referred to the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee (ENRC) the reference to
investigate and report on weeds in Victoria that has led
to this legislation today.
Mrs Carbines interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Let me just remind you,
Parliamentary Secretary, that your government has
been in office for three and a half years. What did you
do to implement the recommendations from ENRC in
1998? Not a thing! All the recommendations that were
implemented were implemented by the previous
government.
Mrs Carbines interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — What did we do? We
created a catchment management system in Victoria
through the catchment management councils. We
introduced the Good Neighbour program, which
effectively funded farms adjoining Crown land to
control pest plants and animals. We had a weed
strategy, and we introduced the rabbit busters programs.
It was the case that these recommendations to review
the legislation, which have been effectively adopted,
were signed off by the then minister, Marie Tehan, in
the Kennett government’s response in 1998 to put in
place a review of the Catchment and Land Protection
Act. The result of that review is what we have before
us. How long has it taken the Bracks government to
deal with this review? It has taken three and a half
years, and you have the temerity to come into this
house and castigate this side! Let me tell you that you
are inadequate, Parliamentary Secretary! I can tell you
when you say you represent regional Victoria that
regional Victoria does not want your representation.
The fact is that for three months I have been talking to
you about going to see the people who have been
affected at Wulgulmerang and Gelantipy about being
burnt out as a result of the mismanagement by your
government of public land — and you have still not
been there!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Through the Chair,
please.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Thank you, President. I
would like to make this point. When the parliamentary
secretary said the National Party wanted to throw the
baby out with the bathwater what she was really saying
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is that she is disinterested in the consequences for
private land-holders of the management inaction by
government with its own weeds and pest animals. The
fact is that private land-holders spend a great deal more
than governments — and I say successive
governments — have on controlling pest plants and
animals. It is about time that government — and I say
that in a generic sense — took responsibility for the
whole of its land management obligation to ensure that
land-holders are in an adequate position to go about the
business of managing their land. How will it ever be
possible for a land-holder to rid a property of noxious
weeds and pest animals — whether they be rabbits or
other pest animals, but particularly rabbits, which are a
scourge in this state and this country — if governments
will not face up to their obligations?
Clearly the comments by the Victorian Farmers
Federation (VFF) that we are now in a situation where
the government is the neighbour from hell are
absolutely valid in respect to more than just the context
in which they were uttered, which was on the
government’s inadequacy in its response to bushfires.
Clearly they are appropriate to reflect on in terms of the
government’s obligation to land-holders — where the
government is their neighbour — in respect of pest
plants and animals.
It is clear that the initiatives taken in 1996 by the then
Minister for Conservation and Environment, Mark
Birrell, to establish the Good Neighbour program,
which has explicit funding to address the issues of
interface between Crown land and private land, have
not been taken up, followed through and supported as a
matter of principle by the incumbent government. In
my view three and a half years is a disgraceful and
shameful period of inaction on these matters. For the
government to now be coming into this place and
boasting about that inaction is, I have to say, a
fundamental disgrace.
A number of issues have been referred to tonight in
specifics, so I will not cover them as well. But I will
make some particular points. One of the biggest issues
that confronts land-holders today — aside from the
interface with Crown land boundaries and the
consequences of that with the egress of weeds and pests
from the Crown — concerns their responsibilities and
obligations with roadside weeds. It is a fundamental
issue which I believe government must address. I will
make the observation that the previous coalition
government laboured — I have to say advisedly —
over the principles of how to deal with roadside weeds.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — Some of us were very clear
in our views.
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Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Indeed, I can
acknowledge that Mr Bishop in this house and the
honourable member for Benambra in the other house
kept me awake many a night considering this issue
about how to deal with roadside weeds. But the world
has changed in the 10 years that have elapsed from
when that discussion occurred until now. One of the
fundamental things that have changed is that today
land-holders do not have a real expectation of having
any benefit arising from roadsides. In the past it was
conventional and it was not a bad thing to get a few
bales of hay from or graze some stock and run an
electric fence along the roadside. There was a bit of a
trade-off there. The land-holder would get some
economic rent and in return accept the liability, if you
like, of managing the weeds on the roadside. Today that
is not practically possible because in Victoria there is a
roadside native vegetation strategy which effectively
precludes the utilisation of roadsides in that traditional
way, and municipalities have local laws governing the
grazing of livestock on roadsides.
Hon. J. M. McQuilten — And the insurance
problems.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Yes, and more
particularly — as Mr McQuilten interjects, and I
acknowledge it — public liability insurance issues have
come to the forefront. So today it is not possible for
farmers to accede to any acknowledgement that they
get a benefit out of that responsibility for the roadside.
Therefore it is clear that that is an issue which this
government and future governments will have to
wrestle with.
It is not reasonable that private land-holders take on and
deal with the public liability of the costs of managing
roadside weeds, just as it is not equitable that private
land-holders who adjoin Crown land are again in a
position where they are effectively having their
economic viability prejudiced by the intrusion of weeds
and pest animals from that land. Not only that, but even
if they undertake management regimes to restrict that
access, problems will arise because of the cost of doing
so and they will have the inherent difficulty of
persuading the government to provide a satisfactory
recognition of that cost. I refer particularly to Crown
land boundary fencing and the exclusion of wild dogs.
The previous government established the land
protection incentive scheme that provided some
funding and today continues to provide some funding
under the administration of the catchment management
councils where that is an issue. These subsidies amount
to something in the order of less than one-fifth of the
cost of building a dog-proof fence on a Crown land
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boundary. I must say I think that is frightfully
inadequate. As we have seen demonstrated in recent
days in discussions in the alpine areas of Victoria in the
context of private land-holders having their fences
burnt, it is pitiful that the government has not come to
the party and committed itself to pay for 50 per cent of
the full replacement costs of those fences.
I do not know that I have yet spoken about the things I
intended to speak about when I came in here, so in the 3
minutes I am allowed before the Deputy President will
rudely interrupt me I thought I might say a couple of
quick things. Firstly, I certainly recognise the
importance of this bill as an initiative in its own right in
relation to private land, and I certainly support the
principles that have been reiterated previously. Given
that in this state we have more than 1000 weed species
with an economic cost of approximately $360 million
in terms of damage to the natural resource-based
industries, including agriculture and to the environment
on an annual basis, weeds are a very significant threat
to biodiversity and habitat loss — indeed, they have the
second-most serious impact on habitat loss after land
clearing. Noxious weeds currently comprise 28 per cent
of all flora species in Victoria. It goes without saying
that the cost of predation from wild dogs and foxes and
the impact of feral goats and pigs, as pest animals, is in
the order of $120 million.
One of the issues I want to conclude on in the brief time
allowed is the opportunity that exists if government —
if the parliamentary secretary is listening — were to
invest significantly in this window of opportunity to
control the weeds which are under control because of
the fire event in the alpine areas, particularly in the
Alpine National Park.
There is an extraordinary opportunity at the moment if
an investment were made in a significantly upgraded
public land weed management program as regeneration
occurs — because in many of these areas weeds have
been completely destroyed, just like everything else —
to achieve long-term suppression of those weeds on that
public land. I urge the government to consider seriously
the window of opportunity which now exists, and I
suspect will fairly quickly close as we see regeneration
of noxious weeds. They have some prevalence, but in
those areas where the ground is still absolutely bare
there is that opportunity. It would be short-term
thinking to ignore the problem, and there could be a
significant long-term dividend to the state of Victoria if
that window of opportunity were taken up.
In conclusion, I strongly urge the house to support the
Honourable Barry Bishop’s reasoned amendment. I
understand the reality of the politics of this place — —
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I support
both the amendment and the bill, and I want to say
immediately that if on the surface that seems to be a
conflicting position to have, it is not. I agree with the
sentiments and the purposes of the bill; I just do not
think it goes far enough. It would be useful if the
disciplines which this bill rightly imposes upon private
landowners were also imposed upon the state as a
public land manager and a public landowner, because
there is no doubt that much of the weed infestation that
is causing such a problem in regional and rural Victoria
is emanating from public land. It would be useful,
indeed, if there were some greater statutory pressure
upon public land managers and the government of the
day accorded sufficient resources to those managers to
tackle the weed problem.
It goes without saying that blackberry is probably the
worst problem we have in terms of weeds and public
land, but there are other species as well. Certainly in
north-eastern Victoria blackberries are, I hate to say it,
almost endemic. I do not want to acknowledge that they
are endemic, because in saying that it seems as if you
believe the situation is beyond redemption and beyond
control. I do not think that is the situation, but it is
certainly a very serious problem.
The recent bushfires — tragedy that they were — may
have, as Mr Davis said, provided a window of
opportunity to tackle the blackberry on public land in
our higher country. The fire cleared out all the
undergrowth and destroyed all the blackberries in the
region. Now is probably an opportunity to get in and
spray the regrowth of the blackberries that will
inevitably occur. You can get access with manpower
and machinery in places where we would not
previously have got any access at all because of the
undergrowth and the profusion of blackberry bushes. I
urge the government to take that opportunity.
I want to emphasise and support Mr Bishop’s reasoned
amendment, because it seems to me that it is high time
the government, as the principal land manager in this
state, managing something more than a third of the land
mass of the state of Victoria, gave more attention to
managing the weed problem on public land not only for
the sake of the adjoining landowners, who feel that their
efforts in eradicating weeds on their land are wasted if
it is reinfested year on year by seeds coming from the
adjoining land. That is bad enough.
But it is even worse from the point of view of
environmental considerations and the protection of
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native flora, which is being crowded out by exotic
weeds, which in some areas are running riot on public
land. To see that one only has to look at the increase in
gorse, for example, on the roadsides and on public land
along the Hume Highway, crowding out native plants.
We hear so often about the number of native plants that
are allegedly disappearing and becoming extinct. One
reason is that their habitat is being invaded by these
foreign species on public land, and not enough has been
done.
I support the amendment in the sense that we should be
imposing upon the state as a major public landowner
similar disciplines to those being imposed on private
landowners.
I also want to contest Mrs Carbines’s throwaway
line — as usual, Mrs Carbines does not stay for debates
in the house despite her claiming plenty of credit for
being the parliamentary secretary for this area. She has
done a runner, yet again. I contest her throwaway line,
her assertion, her implied criticism that the National
Party was not interested in this issue because it had not
sought a formal briefing from the department on the
provisions of the bill.
Firstly, as a spokesman for the National Party on a lot
of issues over many years now I and my colleagues do
not necessarily always seek briefings from a
department. We did not come down in the last shower.
We are capable of interpreting legislation, particularly
legislation that is reasonably straightforward, as this bill
is. Secondly, I am tired of hearing propaganda from
ministerial advisers who are sent along by their
ministers and who impede the genuine, well-meaning
and generally cooperative public servants who come
along to give the briefing from properly answering
questions which might be raised by shadow ministers
and spokesmen.
I have virtually given away getting briefings from this
government because it is not worth the time. It is
certainly not worth my driving 300 kilometres to come
down for a briefing at a time that might suit the
department and does not necessarily suit me if I am not
going to get a fair and full briefing. I reject
Mrs Carbines’s assertion in that regard.
I support the bill because I believe land management
notices in the past have not been issued frequently
enough, they have not been able to be enforced under
the law well enough and they have not been supported
well enough in the courts if it has got to the court. The
bill goes some way, based on the recommendations of
the Environment and Natural Resources Committee
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report of 1998, to making the land management notice
process work much more effectively and efficiently.
I can give plenty of examples of where farmers and
land-holders in my electorate will welcome this
improved mechanism. I can think, for example, of the
Bethanga Peninsula, which sufferers very badly from
infestations of Paterson’s curse. Paterson’s curse is an
escaped garden plant. It is a notorious noxious weed in
the state which can be controlled both by spray or other
means if the landowner shows any degree of
assiduousness at all.
I have examples of many landowners who spend
thousands of dollars and many hours eradicating
Paterson’s curse from their properties only to have their
properties reinfested in the next wet year by seeds
coming down by water flows from a neighbouring
property at a higher elevation. They find that very
frustrating indeed. Often in places like the Bethanga
Peninsula those adjoining properties are owned by
absentee landowners — by people in Melbourne who
either do not care about or do not understand the
situation of noxious weeds. They do not have any
experience with it, and it is a debilitating exercise to
year after year have to attack a Paterson’s curse
infestation simply because the absentee landlord
neighbour has not done anything about controlling his
infestation. Land management notices imposed upon
such owners can only be to the benefit of all. I certainly
support the legislation because it will improve the
situation along those lines.
I am also frustrated by some farmers I represent who I
think are not doing enough to eradicate noxious weeds
on their properties, particularly easily eradicated
noxious weeds such as Bathurst burr. I get very
concerned as I drive down the Murray Valley Highway
through my electorate, particularly in the dairying areas,
to see there are a number of farmers who seem to
believe Bathurst burrs are not a particular concern to
their enterprise so they do not need to do anything
about them. The weeds are seeding and the seeds are
falling into irrigation channels and are subsequently
spread across grazing country further down into
wool-growing properties where they cause a great deal
of expense, difficulty, concern and damage.
There is some opportunity to get tougher with those
farmers who seem to think that a particular species of
noxious weed does not affect their enterprise so why
should they do anything about it, without taking into
account that their inaction is causing expense to
landowners further down the valley. So I support the
bill in that respect.
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I also have to say that the other day I drove past Dookie
College, which is operated by Melbourne University. I
have a great deal of regard for that institution because it
trains a lot of young farmers. I was appalled to see the
number of Bathurst burrs on that property. It is amazing
that a property that is training young farmers has a
noxious weed infestation. I hope they might do
something about it rather expeditiously because it does
not send a good signal or message.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — It is good for the soul!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Bishop. I have
cut a lot of Bathurst burrs in my day, and I agree with
you that it is.
Mr Bishop has talked about weeds on roadsides. I must
say that Mr Bishop and I do not disagree on this issue
but we have a somewhat different view on what is
practical in terms of eradicating weeds on roadsides. I
have a fairly strong view that if it is to be done it should
fall to the adjoining landowner because the government
is never going to provide the resources to eradicate
noxious weeds on roadsides. The adjoining landowner
needs to accept that it is in his or her interests to do
something about it. But I also acknowledge the point
Mr Bishop made about the public liability and legal
aspect of working on property that is not your own.
I want, in particular, to refer to the Dookie land
management group which is doing some excellent
work. In a letter dated 10 April it says it has:
… implemented a five-year project to eradicate noxious
weeds in the group area, which has involved contract
spraying of all weeds on the roadsides in a defined area, at the
group’s expense, for one year before encouraging adjoining
landowners to continue on with the weed control work.
The project involved an area around the Dookie township
measuring 10 square kilometres, which has been sprayed by a
contractor four times throughout the first year of the project.

The group lists a whole heap of weeds they are
tackling, including Paterson’s curse, Prairie ground
cherry, Scotch thistle, caltrop, silverleaf Nightshade,
stinkwort, wild radish, boxthorn, briar rose and so on.
They have a fair problem. It is into its second stage and
is raising the awareness of adjoining landowners and
getting good cooperation. What they ask for, and this is
a valid ask, is that:
The DLMG sees the decline in staff monitoring and policing
pest plants as a very serious issue, and one that needs to be
addressed by the department to ensure we can prevent the
spread and introduction of noxious weeds, which are a serious
threat to the viability of agriculture.

I agree with that. We would all acknowledge that
staffing numbers in this area in the department have
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been cut back over the past decade or so. There is a
need. If we are to get cooperation from landowners and
encourage the sorts of projects we have seen in
Dookie — and I certainly commend this project in
Dookie — we probably need a few more staff on the
ground to go around issuing the land management
notices which this bill makes easier to do, and giving
the sort of encouragement the Dookie land management
group is obviously engendering.
This could well be the pilot for similar activities
throughout the state because here is an indication of a
group of farmers getting together and saying, ‘We are
going to do something in our district collectively’, and
they are making it work. They now have nine properties
which they are about to accredit as being totally
noxious weed free. That is an extraordinary
achievement, and the Parliament and government
should recognise it. I certainly commend to the
government that it should do something about
increasing the number of staff in the Department of
Sustainability and Environment that is specifically
charged with this noxious weed exercise.
Finally, I simply want to reiterate that we talk a lot
about environment in this Parliament, and rightly so.
There is no objection to that, but truly one of the
greatest impediments we have to maintaining a pristine
environment in this day is noxious weeds. In many
areas they are out of hand, and in many areas we are
getting outbreaks of weeds we have not seen before.
Public land is badly infested either with blackberry,
stinkwort or whatever, which has not been properly
tackled.
In terms of the whole environmental debate that we
have and the willingness in the community to actually
look after the environment, I do not think noxious
weeds have been getting the priority they should have
been getting, and I hope this legislation leads to an
increase in that respect.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
think things have probably got a bit willing here
tonight, with both sides furiously agreeing in different
ways that weeds and pests are destroying both private
and public land in Victoria. Weeds such as Bathurst
burr, which Mr Baxter so eloquently described earlier,
serrated tussock and blackberries were well
documented in the chapter ‘Scourge of the broom’ in
Brian Jameson’s book, The Revolt of the Mountain
Cattlemen, written some years ago, and along with wild
cats, foxes and wild dogs all add up to the insidious
advance of pests and animals in Victoria. They are
gradually destroying the very nature of our land, both
private and public.
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Mr Bishop said to me earlier, ‘I suppose you’re going
to give me a pull-through here tonight!’. As a matter of
fact I will give him a compliment, because Mr Bishop
was part of the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee (ENRC) in 1998 that very well documented
the problems with weeds in Victoria. It produced a very
comprehensive report from which Mr Bishop quoted
earlier, and I have it here in front of me as well. That
report states:
Environmental weeds are a serious threat to global natural
ecosystems. Because of the unique nature of Australian
vegetation which has evolved in relative isolation from the
rest of world, Australia is particularly affected by
environmental weeds.

The second-reading speech agrees with part of the
ENRC report. The second-reading speech states:
One of the most important challenges for the state is the
protection of these resources from pests, such as noxious
weeds and pest animals. These pests constitute a major threat
to biodiversity, and pose significant social and economic
threats.

It goes on to talk about the Catchment and Land
Protection Act 1994, which was designed to provide a
legislative foundation. The speech further states that
revision was needed to ensure that land-holders met
their legislative responsibilities. This concern was
highlighted when the parliamentary committee report
was released. It goes on to say that the act was
administratively cumbersome, protracted, and may
ultimately have failed during prosecution.
Therefore this bill has been brought in. It is quite a
good thing to have happened, except that it has taken a
very long time since the ENRC report to occur. The
report was released in May 1998. Tomorrow it will be
May 2003. As Mr Davis insinuated, the wheels of
government move very slowly, but the trouble is the
weeds and pests are moving very quickly — breeding
and spreading on public and private land. We have
some serious problems developing as we sit here and
procrastinate after the government has been so slow in
bringing in this very important bill.
Mrs Carbines said the Bracks government was
compelled to act. I can only say it has acted very
slowly, and perhaps it should be ashamed to claim
credit when in fact it has been so slow to act.
Much of the report is still current, except, as I said, the
problems are a lot greater now than in 1998. Of interest
to all country MPs is the amount of pest plant and pest
animals in national parks. The report states:
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The committee heard evidence that funding for environmental
weed management in reserves and state and national parks
has decreased in recent years.
…
Current budget arrangements for park management do not
provide guaranteed core funds —

and that is very important; it is the core funding that is
the most important thing —
for more than 12 months and park managers are unable to
plan strategically or effectively to address long-term weed
problems.

Let me assure the house that this was written in 1998,
but the problem is worse today than it was then. I
understand that all department spending in the current
budget is to be cut by at least 10 per cent or more, and
this is of great concern because this will directly affect
programs for pest animals and pest plants.
I was very interested in the executive summary of a
notation on the noxious weed list in the ENRC report:
The committee further recommends that a full review of the
‘noxious weeds list’ be undertaken within 12 months of the
tabling of this report, and that list is reviewed on an ongoing
basis with a formal statewide review to be undertaken every
three years.

I do not believe this is happening. Mr Bishop may have
some information on that, but I do not think that is
happening at all. Certainly the report identifies that:
There is considerable confusion in the community about
current noxious weeds classifications. People are confused
about: who is responsible for various categories of weeds; to
which lands those responsibilities apply …

I assure the house that that confusion still exists today.
Several members have spoken about the problems of
roadside weeds, including Mr Baxter. The report
continues:
The committee finds that allocation of roadside weed control
responsibilities under the act has led to —

here it is again —
confusion in the community over who is responsible for
which species of weeds on what classification of roads.

So there is enormous confusion in the community about
responsibilities and this obviously leads to a situation
where nothing is done because everyone else thinks
everyone else is responsible. The report notes that:
in some cases the severity of a roadside weed problem may
exceed the ability of an individual land manager to deal with
it effectively.
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Therefore land managers fail to take responsibility for
roadside weed management. It is a very incisive report,
and it still holds up today. One main recommendation
of the report has been ignored in the bill:
That the minister for conservation and land management
ensure that levels of core funding available for the
management of reserves, and of state and national parks, be
sufficient to ensure that state conservation objectives for the
management of these lands are met.

Here again we have mention of core funding and
ongoing funding being available every year. That is the
key to this. You can have a one-off or a three-year
program, but we need something that every year is
identified for weed and pest control, especially on
public land.
It just has not happened. There are a lot of motherhood
statements in the bill that I think do not mean a lot.
Speakers tonight have said the bill does not mean a lot,
and five years after the ENRC report we did expect a
lot more. The bill does not have any teeth. It really
means that managers of public land cannot be
prosecuted. When the Liberal Party had its briefing —
we did ask for a briefing, even though I agree with
Mr Baxter that we can read the legislation and we know
about public land and its issues — we identified that the
bill does not have any teeth, that people such as Parks
Victoria officers will not be handed a land management
notice if they have problems, and so there are deep
flaws in the bill.
One of the main issues that has been identified is that
the owners of farms adjoining public land can be taken
to court. They have no right of appeal, as Mrs Coote
pointed out, but their whole problem may be that the
land next to them, owned by the Crown, keeps
reinfesting their land, and the only resort they have is to
go to court, plead in court and explain to the court that
their land is invaded by weeds from public land.
I want to mention clause 25, which inserts a new
section 75 into the principal act to make it an offence to
release a prohibited, controlled, regulated or established
pest animal. I want to draw attention to the fact that the
government has missed a golden opportunity to address
the problem of abandoned cats and dogs with this bill
and to make it an offence under this act to release cats
and dogs. I understand that under the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals Act people can be prosecuted, but
when a dog or cat is released into the wild it becomes a
pest. I do not understand why it was not gathered up
under this act as well.
I have done a bit of research on the effect of wild cats
and the damage they cause. I refer to a paper on feral
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cats entitled Overview of the Impacts of Feral Cats on
Australian Native Fauna by Dickman in 1996 which
says:
Field experiments have shown that cat predation causes major
declines in small vertebrate populations … On the Australian
mainland, 38 species of mammals, 47 species of birds,
48 species of reptiles, and 3 species of amphibians have been
recorded in the diet of feral cats. Nineteen species of
endangered or vulnerable animals, 6 species of endangered
birds, and 2 species of endangered or vulnerable reptiles are at
high risk from feral cat predation on mainland Australia.

Given that, why are feral cats not gathered up in this
bill? It is an ideal time to do it because everybody
knows the damage that wild cats cause. Why was it not
picked up? The opportunity was there and has now
been lost. The report also states that feral cats carry
infective diseases and further states that Australian:
Governments are estimated to spend at least $1 million on
feral cat control annually. Annual cat control research costs
are also around $1 million per year. Total $2 million

When referring to wild dogs, a report entitled
Non-Indigenous Vertebrates in Australia by Mary
Bomford and Quentin states:
Wild dogs cause approximately $20 million worth of stock
loss annually across Australia.

It further states that Australian:
Governments are estimated to spend at least $4 million on
wild dog control annually …

The Department of Sustainability and Environment
web site states that the former Department of Natural
Resources and Environment reported stock losses of
1900 sheep killed each year. They are only reported
figures; a lot of sheep are killed and are not reported. I
have made a loose estimate that perhaps a sheep is
worth an average of $50 in the drought, so we are
looking at $95 000 to $100 000 in losses, which
probably does not accurately determine the complete
cost to agriculture — for example, the loss of
production.
I am puzzled and disappointed that the government did
not bring in cats and dogs as pests when it released this
bill. It had a golden opportunity to bring in penalties for
releasing cats and dogs, and perhaps in this case the
government has dropped the ball. I am disappointed
about that because the time is right.
Members of the public understand that they have
responsibilities if they have cats and dogs. There are
certain people who are given a present of a cat or a dog
for Christmas and then it grows up and is no longer
cuddly, so they think they will go out to Kinglake or to
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the forest out from Wodonga somewhere and let the
thing go. Some of the animals survive. The cats
especially are getting bigger and more ferocious every
year. I live on the Howqua track and from time to time
we see a very big cat and a family of cats there. I am
sure that genetically they are developing and growing,
so therefore they are more likely to drag down wildlife.
Hon. J. M. Madden — Keep a chainsaw in the
boot!
Hon. E. G. STONEY — The minister will be
pleased to know that on 9 May I will be going to a
black tie debutante ball and I will take my chainsaw,
because around that time we have big storms and once
again I may have to cut up a tree that has fallen across
the road to get myself home, as I did about this time last
year.
In conclusion, if the government was listening tonight it
would be very aware that this bill is inadequate. I
support the reasoned amendment.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The National
Party tonight has been criticised for moving a reasoned
amendment by the only government speaker to this
debate. Mrs Carbines suggested that the National Party
wished to throw out the legislation when nothing could
be further from the truth. It has been clearly explained
by the Honourable Barry Bishop and the Honourable
Bill Baxter, the previous two contributors from the
National Party, that the National Party is prepared to
support this legislation in the event that its reasoned
amendment fails. In fact the reasoned amendment
attempts to strengthen the provisions to combat the
spread of noxious weeds and pest animals in Victoria.
A view has been expressed, from this side of the house
at least, that more needs to be done to combat the
spread of weeds and pest animals in Victoria. Even the
only government speaker to the debate, Mrs Carbines,
said that the previous government should have done
more to control weeds and pest animals. There is
universal agreement among members of this chamber
that we need to be more vigilant about weeds and pest
animals on public land, just as we need to be more
vigilant on private land. I do not accept for 1 minute the
criticism extended to the National Party by the only
government speaker because its intent is a perfectly
admirable one, which is supported by all members of
this house.
Mrs Carbines also had the temerity to say that the
National Party was not even interested enough to have a
briefing on the bill. Apart from what Mr Baxter has
said, National Party members are perfectly capable of
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reading and understanding the legislation, and the
number of people speaking in this debate tonight
demonstrates just where the interest in this issue lies.
By the time the next speaker finishes we will have had
4 members of the Liberal Party, 3 members of the
National Party and only 1 government member who is
even interested enough to contribute to this debate.
Even that member, the Parliamentary Secretary for
Environment, was here for her brief contribution and
then flitted out of the chamber and has not been seen
since. One would have thought that the parliamentary
secretary would have at least sat through the debate to
hear some of the issues being expressed by members.
The absolute temerity of this person to level criticism at
members of the opposition and members of the
National Party when the government itself has shown
scant interest in this debate!
By way of its reasoned amendment the National Party
intended to strengthen the bill, and I want to make it
very clear that National Party members make no
criticism of the excellent hard work performed by
officers of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment. We feel sorry for those guys and women
who are in the job supposedly controlling weeds and
pest animals on public land. We support them
wholeheartedly, and we are trying to gain a
commitment from the government to give them more
resources to do their job better. That is simply what we
are doing through this reasoned amendment today.
We fully support the measures this bill contains to
strengthen controls over weeds and pest animals on
private land, but at the same time we are adamant that
the same discipline, control and resource should be
expended on controlling weeds and pest animals on
public land. That is why we have this reasoned
amendment before us. In country Victoria it is a
commonly held view amongst all land-holders that the
worst neighbour you can have is the government
because the government does not pay for half of its
contribution of the fences, it does not keep its trees and
branches free from fence lines and it does not control its
weeds. It allows its dogs to attack the neighbours’ sheep
and cattle, and it allows rabbits, foxes and other pest
animals to come and invade its neighbours’ properties.
What sort of neighbour is that? We say, and the view
that is held out there in country Victoria is that the
government is an extremely poor neighbour and it is the
government that needs to expend more money on
controlling weeds and pest animals.
I take the criticism by way of interjection from some
government members, ‘Why didn’t you do it as the
previous government?’. I say, yes, we should have done
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that. There was an issue then, and there is an even
bigger issue now about weeds and pest animals. I do
not care which government we are talking about.
Previous governments have all been guilty of not giving
enough attention to the control of weeds and pest
animals on public land. But somewhere along the line
we have to make the views of country Victorians
known in respect of this matter, and some time sooner
or later governments have to make that commitment to
control weeds and pest animals on the land which they
have control of.
I do not wish to elaborate greatly on the bill, but I
simply say this: another reason why I did not seek a
briefing was that this issue about potential changes to
the Catchment and Land Protection Act has been
around for some time. It was discussed fairly
extensively with interest groups last year. I know the
Victorian Farmers Federation wrote to the then Minister
for Environment and Conservation, Sherryl Garbutt, on
16 August. It said:
The VFF has been briefed by your department regarding
proposed amendments to the Catchment and Land Protection
Act.

As part of its comments it says:
The government must commit to improving resourcing of
weed and pest management on public land. The CALP act
must apply equally to government managed land. It would be
extremely unfair and inequitable to punish private landowners
under the legislation, if weeds and pests are allowed to
multiply unabated on public land.

I think my colleague the Honourable Barry Bishop also
made reference to that comment in the correspondence
from the VFF to the government of the day. So the
issue was well and truly canvassed last year, and the
National Party was well aware that it was on the agenda
at that time but was not proceeded with before the
previous Parliament was prorogued.
We are fully supportive of the bill before us, but we say
the most critical and important issue is that if we are
going to clean up private land we must also clean up
public land as well. It is useless doing one without the
other, because the weeds and pest animals have no
regard for fences or boundaries of land titles. They
spread regardless of those factors, and we need to be
vigilant and apply equal discipline on the management
of those weeds and pest animals on both public and
private land.
It is an extremely sensible reasoned amendment. We
have been waiting some years since the Environment
and Natural Resources Committee report to implement
these measures. It will not hurt for the government to
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go back and look at how we can impose the same
discipline on the control of public land.
The last thing I wish to say is that we looked at ways
we could amend the bill so the same disciplines would
apply to public land as to private land, but it is
extremely difficult when the guts of this legislation is
about improving land management notices. I fail to
understand how we can have a system where the
government serves a land management notice on itself;
therefore, we have to go back to square one and think
about how we can better control weeds and pest
animals on public land. Hence we did not see a way of
amending this bill to bring about the intent that we
wished to achieve, and that is why we have moved the
reasoned amendment. It is a positive reasoned
amendment. It is one that I think all members should be
prepared to support, and I urge them to do so.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I am pleased to
have the opportunity to make some comments on the
Catchment and Land Protection (Amendment) Bill.
No-one could object to the purpose of the bill — that is,
to improve the control of noxious weeds and pest
animals by ensuring that land-holders meet their
legislative responsibilities. However, as far as I can see
there are no legal responsibilities placed on land
managed by the state of Victoria, and that will be the
rub for most rural Victorian private land-holders.
This bill introduces a single-step approach to issuing a
land management notice. There is no doubt that this is
an excellent move because landowners and managers
who are not prepared to control noxious weeds and
feral or pest animals are very hard to prosecute, or have
been in the past very hard to prosecute successfully,
because there were too many bodies looking into the
problems and usually they got away with it.
This bill also amends section 48A, making it clear that
it is not possible for a person to appeal to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) against a
land management notice.
The increase in penalties from $2000 to $24 000 for
non-compliance of a land management notice I think is
an enormous increase. That is why the Department of
Sustainability and Environment (DSE) needs to be
resourced adequately so innocent land-holders are not
prosecuted. You can easily imagine that property
owners who adjoin Crown and public land are in a very
invidious situation or position. There is no right of
appeal against a land management order if the invasion
of noxious weeds or feral animals comes from public
land.
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We know that DSE has great difficulty providing
enough resources to cope now. Due to a lack of funding
and with the extra 105 000 hectares that has been added
because of the box-ironbark forests being included in
national parks, it will be under even more pressure.
I have listened to many speakers tonight, and I do not
think I need to go on for much longer. In conclusion,
we already have over 1000 weed species across
Victoria, and noxious weeds comprise 28 per cent of
the flora species in this state. The Liberal Party supports
this legislation but with probably half the state being
Crown and public land — and when I say half I am not
sure whether it is 40 per cent or 60 per cent — I would
suggest that three-quarters of the infectious weeds,
noxious weeds and feral animals come out of Crown
land onto private land. We need to fund the DSE to
start helping private landowners to manage this system.
Once again we are wielding the big stick on private
land-holders, but there are no penalties for failure to
meet eradication requirements on public land. There is
no right of appeal against a land management order if
the initial invasion of the weed or pest animal came
from public land, and roadside weed control is still an
unanswered problem.
I therefore fully support the reasoned amendment put
by the National Party. I believe it is a excellent
amendment. This bill should be withdrawn and
redrafted so as to apply the same disciplines in weed
and pest animal management on public land as apply to
private land. If we did that and put some real money in
there, we could finally start to achieve what I think
everybody in this house wants to achieve, which is to
start solving this problem.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 23
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Mrs (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hadden, Ms
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr (Teller)
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr (Teller)
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs

Forwood, Mr
Hall, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr
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Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr (Teller)
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Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Pair
Theophanous, Mr

Bowden, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Third reading
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I thank all those honourable members who
supported the bill, notwithstanding the reasoned
amendment.
Motion agreed to.
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In October 2000 the Labor government commissioned
Professor Arie Freiberg of the University of Melbourne
to conduct a review of Victoria’s sentencing laws to
consider ways in which informed community input
could be incorporated into the sentencing process.
Professor Freiberg prepared a sentencing review
discussion paper followed by a final report called
Pathways to Justice — Sentencing Review 2002. We
ask what solution the government has come up with as
a result of this report by Professor Freiberg. The
solution is this Sentencing (Amendment) Bill.
Essentially the bill does two things. It provides for the
Court of Appeal to give guideline judgments in
criminal appeals, and it establishes a Sentencing
Advisory Council.
I turn to some of the details of the bill. Proposed
section 6AA, to be inserted by clause 4, defines a
guideline judgment to mean:
… a judgment that is expressed to contain guidelines to be
taken into account by courts in sentencing offenders, being
guidelines that apply —
(a) generally; or

Read third time.

(b) to a particular court or class of court; or

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

SENTENCING (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 April; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).

Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I rise to
speak on the Sentencing (Amendment) Bill and indicate
that the opposition does not intend to oppose the bill
although it has various misgivings about its
effectiveness. Perhaps one needs to start by looking at
some of the rationale behind the bill. I guess that as
members of Parliament we all know and are aware of
the community concern that is sometimes raised by
sentences that are imposed in particular cases that are of
high community interest or are taken up by the shock
jocks on the radio and in the media who question the
severity or otherwise of the sentences that apply, and
endeavour to gain — and in many cases, do gain — a
lot of media attention about the correctness, justice or
otherwise of the perceived sentence that is handed
down in these high-profile cases that are taken up by
the media.

(c) to a particular offence or class of offence; or
(d) to a particular penalty or class of penalty; or
(e) to a particular class of offender.

A guideline judgment may contain guidelines that
apply to any or all of the above matters. The bill
provides that the Court of Appeal may on hearing or
considering an appeal against the sentence consider
whether to give a guideline judgment, or if a guideline
judgment already exists to review a guideline judgment,
or to give or review a guideline judgment even if it is
not necessary for the purposes of determining an appeal
in which a judgment is given or received.
In other words, a guideline judgment can be given as
part of a particular appeal decision or it can spring out
of a particular appeal, be it that it may not be directly
related to that appeal.
Proposed section 6AB(4) in clause 4 provides:
A decision of the Court of Appeal to give or review a
guideline judgment must be a unanimous decision of the
judges constituting the Court.

Other proposed sections provide that guideline
judgments may be given separately to or included in a
Court of Appeal judgment in an appeal. Proposed
section 6AB(6) provides:
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Nothing … requires the Court of Appeal to give or review a
guideline if it considers it inappropriate to do so.

Proposed section 6AC provides:
A guideline judgment may set out —

a number of matters, including the:
… criteria to be applied in selecting among various
sentencing alternatives …

And:
(c) the criteria by which a sentencing court is to determine
the gravity of an offence …

And:
(e) any other matter consistent with the principles contained
in this Act.

In other words the question of whether a guideline
judgment is made rests very much with the discretion of
the Court of Appeal in every way. It is purely at its
discretion to carry out this process.
The bill also sets out some details of the procedures to
be followed by the Court of Appeal in bringing down
guideline judgments. Before it does so or as part of the
process it must notify a new body to be set up — the
Sentencing Advisory Council, which I will talk about in
a minute — which may produce written views to the
Court of Appeal as to the proposed guideline judgment.
It must also give the Director of Public Prosecutions or
a legal practitioner representing the director a hearing,
and it also must give a hearing to a legal practitioner
representing Victoria Legal Aid, or alternatively a legal
aid practitioner arranged by Victoria Legal Aid. It must,
by the act, consider input from those three bodies — the
Sentencing Advisory Council, the DPP and Victoria
Legal Aid. Of course the Court of Appeal can call for
evidence and consider submissions from anybody else.
In producing a guideline judgment the Court of Appeal
must have regard to the need to promote consistency of
approach in sentencing offenders, the need to promote
public confidence in the criminal justice system, any
views stated by the Sentencing Advisory Council and
any submissions made by the DPP, and so on, as I have
already outlined. Clearly the new body — the
Sentencing Advisory Council — is a key to the whole
process because it is required under the act to produce a
submission for the Court of Appeal as part of the
process of producing a guideline judgment.
I turn to consider the Sentencing Advisory Council. It
will be a body corporate to be made up of a chairman
and between 9 and 12 directors, who will be appointed
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directly on the nomination of the Attorney-General. It
will be a fairly closed shop, as it were, in that all the
appointments will be nominated by the
Attorney-General. Perhaps its main function, as I have
noted, is to provide submissions to the Court of Appeal.
However, it does have some other important functions.
Most importantly, the council will collate and provide
statistical information on sentencing. The bill provides
for the research and dissemination of sentencing
information not only to the Court of Appeal but also to
the professions and the public at large. It is probably
worth running through the provisions of the bill in that
regard, because this is an important and positive part of
it.
This body will provide statistical information on
sentencing, including information on current sentencing
practices, to members of the judiciary and other
interested persons. It will conduct research and
disseminate information on sentencing material to
members of the judiciary. It will gauge public opinion
on sentencing matters. It will consult on sentencing
matters with government departments and other
interested persons and bodies, as well as with the
general public. It will advise the Attorney-General on
sentencing matters.
A new section 108P also requires the council to provide
this information to parliamentary committees when
required to do so. You can see that this council, in
preparing, keeping, documenting and making public all
this sentencing information, will play an important role
in the provision of justice in Victoria and in the
transparency of sentencing.
The next question is: who will make up the members of
this Sentencing Advisory Council? Proposed section
108F(1) states that:
…two must be people who have, in the opinion of the
Attorney-General, broad experience in community issues
affecting courts;
… one must have experience as a senior member of the
academic staff of a tertiary institution;
… one must be a person who is a member of a victim of
crime support or advocacy group;
… one must be a person who, in the opinion of the
Attorney-General, is a highly experienced prosecution
lawyer;
… one must be a person who, in the opinion of the
Attorney-General, is a highly experienced defence lawyer;

The remainder must be experienced in the operation of
the criminal justice system. It is by that definition a
fairly narrow group of practitioners, and it is perhaps
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unfortunate that the type of people to be appointed to
this board are not broader in their community
background so as to really take in the views of the
public.
That is a very summary run-down of the bill. The
opposition has the following concerns about this notion
of guideline judgments. Firstly, as I said in my opening
comments, the trigger of the whole bill is guideline
judgments. This is what the bill is about, because there
is a perceived problem with the consistency of judges in
imposing appropriate sentences for various offences. In
other words, the whole issue of guideline judgments is
about consistency of sentencing. That brings us to the
real question: the extent to which there is any
inconsistency in sentencing at the moment, and
therefore the requirement at all for the bill and guideline
judgments.
It needs to be said that there will always be disparities
between sentences because they have to relate to
particular circumstances. Our judges and magistrates
are required to come up with appropriate sentences by
considering those matters which are specified by
Parliament and set out in the Sentencing Act 1991,
weighted by the importance of those in each individual
case and the particular evidence presented to the court.
The Sentencing Act sets out five basic purposes for
which a court may impose sentences: as a punishment,
as a deterrent, for rehabilitation, for denunciation, and
for the protection of the community. Therefore judges
and magistrates in sentencing an offender before them
must have regard to a range of matters which are set out
in the Sentencing Act, as well as to the seriousness of
the offence, the personal circumstance of the victim and
the offender’s culpability. So it is not surprising that
there are some differences in sentencing for what
appear to be similar offences.
What happens in the court is this: the courts try an
individual in connection with a case and, upon
conviction, sentence that individual on the basis of the
circumstances of the offence, hearing all the evidence
and weighing up all the material that is before the court.
Based on the sentencing criteria an appropriate sentence
is imposed in light of all those matters. That means the
notion of consistency is developed, because it is based
upon the existing law of precedent and on talking about
real cases, issues and people and weighing up real
evidence as it is set before a judge in determining the
sentence, rather than some hypothetical set of situations
that may come from a guideline judgment.
I guess the penultimate consistency check is the ability
to appeal. A sentence can be subject to an appeal. If it is
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too light, the Director of Public Prosecutions has the
opportunity to see whether the sentence should be
increased, or alternatively a convicted person has the
opportunity to appeal against the sentence. In that way
if there is a massively inconsistent sentence the appeal
process allows that to be dealt with and a more
consistent sentence imposed.
The second concern the opposition has with the bill is
the extent to which guideline judgments could become
some form of mandatory minimum sentence in that
they may impact upon judicial discretion that judges
exercise in carrying out their sentencing role. In its
definition of a guideline judgment the bill states in
clause 4 that it is:
… a judgment that is expressed to contain guidelines to be
taken into account by courts in sentencing offenders, being
guidelines that apply —
(a) generally; or
(b) to a particular court or class of court; or
(c) to a particular offence or class of offence; or
(d) to a particular penalty or class of penalty; or
(e) to a particular class of offender.

One can see from these categories how easy it would be
for guideline judgments to become some form of
mandatory minimum sentencing. Justice Winneke, the
president of the Victorian Court of Appeal, dealing with
his views on guideline judgments, said
Experience in other areas of the law has shown that judicially
expressed guidelines can have a tendency, with the passage of
time, to fetter judicial expression by assuming the status of
rules of universal application which they were never intended
to have. It would … be unfortunate if such a trend were to
emerge in the sentencing process where the exercise of the
judge’s discretion, within established principles, to fix a just
sentence according to the individual circumstances of the case
before him or her is fundamental to our system of criminal
justice.

In short what he is saying, or what I interpret him to be
saying, is that with the passage of time there will be a
tendency for these guideline judgments to limit judicial
discretion and for courts to move away from the
tradition of dealing with individual cases and individual
people on the basis of the particular evidence of the
case.
The Law Institute of Victoria goes even further. It says:
The institute also opposes the introduction of guideline
judgments, which we believe are unnecessary. Guideline
judgments will do little more than restate the existing
legislative guidelines contained in section 5 of the Sentencing
Act 1991 but carry the additional risks of fettering judicial
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discretion and undermining the essential separation of powers
without any justification in the Victorian context.

In conclusion, I think it needs to be said that all
governments feel the heat that sometimes arises out of
the sentencing of a particular case. There is no doubt
that for whatever government of whatever hue that does
happen from time to time because these sentences in
high-profile cases are a matter of enormous topical
interest and discussion.
A separate body like the Sentencing Advisory Council
to actually produce, keep and disseminate statistics and
to promote public debate about sentencing is probably
not a bad thing, because it will be able to put into the
appropriate context the particular judgment which may
be contentious at the time. However, I think one can
question the structure this bill proposes to deal with that
issue, because clearly the Sentencing Advisory Council
is very much overkill in dealing with that very
important role. Although one can see some logic in and
sort of agree with the whole concept of making
sentencing details available to the public as something
that should be supported, the next step, which is
guideline judgments, is more problematic.
Certainly I believe it is simply window-dressing. Why
is it window-dressing? Firstly I think we need to look at
the views, some of which I stated, of the legal
profession, which is essentially opposed to guideline
judgments for many reasons, some of which I have
outlined. In reality it does not appear to be a great
problem. This problem of consistency which arises
every so often in high-profile cases is not as great as
people think. At the end of the day, as I have said, there
are appeals against sentencing which are able to impose
that level of consistency and rule out any sentencing
judgments which may be way out of line, so there is no
great need perceived by the legal community to have
guideline judgments.
Secondly, and importantly, the initiative to commence
the process of bringing down guideline judgments rests
solely with the pinnacle of the legal profession —
namely, the judges of the Court of Appeal. One is
therefore left to wonder whether they will bother to
exercise this new power that will be given to them. We
must remember that it is totally and absolutely within
the ambit and the initiative of the Court of Appeal to
initiate these judgments. Nobody else can initiate them.
Given that the legal profession sees no need for them,
one wonders whether the court will bother at all.
So the question is: is it just more Labor cynicism to
deal with questions of consistency and high-profile
cases? The opposition believes it is, and that is why it
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does not support — but neither does it oppose — the
bill.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I call the Honourable
Bill Baxter.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — Will I
stand here for a minute until I get gonged off?
President, I must point out the stupidity of the sessional
orders in that I am called to make a contribution when
in 40 seconds time I will be sat down. It is another
indication that this government does not understand
how this house used to work, should work and could
work if we had some commonsense rules in this place.
But that being so, I am obliged to commence my
contribution on this piece of legislation. I have to say
that I approached this legislation with a good deal of
concern, and perhaps even cynicism. I am not going to
oppose it, but I do believe that — —
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — Order! Pursuant to sessional
order 10 the time for the adjournment of the house has
arrived.

Transport Accident Commission: victim impact
statement
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — The
issue I raise tonight with the Leader of the Government
for the attention of the Minister for Workcover in the
other place relates to Alana Smith. I know some people
in this place would have seen the 7.30 Report program
on Friday last week which went into some detail on the
Alana Smith case.
I have here an email she sent me a little while ago
which details her history. She was involved in a car
accident in 1994 and as a consequence of that accident
suffered severe neck and arm injuries and was unable to
work. Her claim was accepted by the Transport
Accident Commission in December 1994, she had
operations in 1996, 1997 and 1998, and finally, in 1999,
the TAC agreed to a 29 per cent impairment. Up to that
point it had paid for all her medical costs, and this
matter has gone on for quite some time.
She went to the County Court to sue TAC for
common-law compensation because of the severity of
her injuries, which she was entitled to do. In the course
of cross-examination the TAC questioned her about
sexual assaults she had suffered as an eight-year-old,
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based on the fact that the TAC had come into
possession of a victim impact statement that had been
lodged in Western Australia.
A crucial question needs to be asked: how could the
TAC get hold of this document? How could it get it?
That is a crucial issue. Part of the television program
last Friday night dealt with the Western Australian
Director of Public Prosecutions and his concern over
this issue. This is a matter that is being dealt with
Attorney-General to Attorney-General. But one of the
questions that really must be answered is: how did the
TAC in this state get hold of a victim impact statement
in an incest case from a different jurisdiction? More to
the point, as a result of this the TAC has denied her
rights to further medical treatment because she had not
disclosed that she had been the victim of a sexual
assault, and she is now surviving on a federal disability
pension.
This is an issue that needs to be looked at very
seriously. This is an issue of fundamental human rights
that we need to examine. How has this happened to this
person? I know other members of Parliament,
particularly Bob Sercombe from the federal Parliament,
are also interested in what has happened to Ms Smith.
But I would really encourage the Minister for Finance
to see if he can get answers to two questions: one is
how the hell the TAC got the document in the first
place; and the second is what can be done to assist
Ms Smith.

Tertiary education and training: participation
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
question this evening is for the Minister for Education
and Training in the other place. I ask the minister to
advise of government initiatives aimed at improving the
rates of participation in education and training.
A recent book entitled Undemocratic Schooling,
authored by Drs Teese and Polessel, contains some
disturbing statistics about the rates of educational
participation in secondary schools. While the research
is based on students studying in year 10 in 1998, the
data remains concerning. The book states that around
40 per cent of boys on the Mornington Peninsula do not
complete secondary college. One of the very real
outcomes of leaving school early is long-term
unemployment. The book goes on to state that of boys
who left school before year 11, 19 per cent were
unemployed and only 10 per cent had part-time work
six to eight months after leaving school.
The Bracks Labor government is recognising these
issues and has implemented a second senior school
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qualification, the Victorian certificate of applied
learning, which provides practical, work-related
experience, as well as developing literacy and
numeracy skills. The government has also introduced
the development of local learning and employment
networks (LLENs), whose purpose is to bring together
the expertise and experience of local education
providers, industry, community organisations and
individuals to address the issues of the provision of
education and training for young people in Western
Port Province. The LLEN which covers Frankston and
the Mornington Peninsula is fortunate to have as its
chair Mr Ivan Deveson and as its executive officer Pat
O’Connell, who leads an energetic and committed
team.
I applaud these initiatives of the minister and of the
government of which she and I are a part, and I ask: can
the minister advise of further initiatives aimed at
improving the rates of participation in education and
training?

Plumbing: competition
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
raise a matter with the Treasurer in the other place in
the context of the national competition policy. I have
received a letter from both the Treasurer and the
Minister for Small Business about a previous matter I
raised in this place concerning anticompetitive practices
alleged against Yarra Valley Water and South East
Water. On this occasion I have concern about a further
letter that has gone out from Yarra Valley Water, which
it uses as an opportunity to bring it into alignment with
the other two water authorities in Melbourne about a
practice which would exclude private plumbers from
working on its assets.
In its letter Yarra Valley Water suggests that it cannot
allow private plumbers to work on its assets because of
what it perceives to be an exposure under occupational
health and safety legislation. Therefore it now requires
private plumbers who find problems with sewers when
called to private properties to notify the water authority.
Those private plumbers will be paid, if you like,
a $74 spotters fee, and Yarra Valley Water will then
send its own plumbers to work on the lines.
That is just outrageous. In fact I can see a situation
where a Yarra Valley Water plumber will leave a card
with a householder to make sure that the next time there
is no call to a private plumber in the first place. The $74
is a gross inefficiency for a private plumber to turn out
to find a problem and then to report it under this
spotters fee system. It is just outrageous. The $74
would not compensate them necessarily for the work
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involved in actually locating the problem with the
sewer.

minister. I ask him to come back to the issue that he
wants to have referred to the minister.

I believe this letter is outrageous. The suggestion from
Yarra Valley Water outlined in this letter is that the
other two major water authorities in the metropolitan
area have the same practice. I find it extraordinary that
they rely on occupational health and safety legislation
as a justification for what I perceive to be
anticompetitive activity.

Hon. J. H. EREN — With assistance from the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development, Wind Power Pty Ltd is developing a
network of businesses to promote wind turbine
manufacturing opportunities, bringing investment and
jobs to regional Victoria. But the National Party is not
interested. The National Party is backing away from
this very important industry — —

I ask that the Treasurer, in the context of being the
minister responsible for national competition policy and
for ensuring competitive neutrality, take up this matter
with the water authorities and establish a position where
private plumbers are not disadvantaged.

Electricity: wind farms
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I raise a matter with
the Minister for Energy Industries, the Honourable
Theo Theophanous. It relates to comments made
yesterday by the Leader of the National Party in the
other place, Mr Peter Ryan, that signal a further
stepping back from renewable energy in Victoria by the
opposition parties.
I note that the Bracks government is working closely
with industry to facilitate Victoria’s wind energy
industry, resulting in manufacturing and employment
opportunities for the state. The Bracks government has
produced planning guidelines to ensure the appropriate
development of Victoria’s wind resource in a way that
balances environmental, economic and social
outcomes.
I note that the current and proposed wind energy
investments are estimated at over $800 million and are
expected to create more than 450 regional jobs in the
manufacturing sector. This includes the wind farms at
Challicum Hills and Portland. The recent comments
made by the Leader of the National Party and his
members talk down the future of renewable energy in
this state. This means that they are against investment
in a wind power industry that creates jobs — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — On a point of order,
President, the honourable member should know that if
he wants to criticise a member of the Parliament he can
only do so by substantive motion. It is even more
inappropriate that he is criticising in the adjournment
debate a member of another place where there is no
opportunity to respond. I ask that you rule him out of
order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member has
strayed away from raising a particular issue with the

The PRESIDENT — Order! I have already ruled
that the member is not to refer to a set speech. He is to
raise a matter with the minister. I ask him to desist from
that or I will have to rule him out of order.
Hon. J. H. EREN — I ask the minister to ensure
that the environmental and economic benefits,
including job benefits, of wind projects are
communicated to the local community.

Mining: employee fatigue survey
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I raise a matter
through the Minister for Finance for the attention of the
Minister for Agriculture in the other place.
The Department of Primary Industries (DPI) and the
Australian Workers Union (AWU) are coordinating
efforts to determine if fatigue is an existing issue within
the Victorian extraction industry. The aim of the project
is apparently to investigate the effects of extended
hours, sleep loss and fatigue on managers and
employees within the extraction industry of Victoria
using survey and interview techniques. Participants will
be asked to attend an interview organised by the
Department of Primary Industries on behalf of and for
the Australian Workers Union.
The new-found partnership between the department and
the AWU will no doubt lead to mistrust and angst in
workplaces. How you frame the questions will lead to
the answers you receive. My query to the minister is:
who is paying for this survey, the AWU or the DPI? Is
this not just a sneaky way of trying to find out whether
employees are union members? Is this the type of
communication which is an example of government
working with unions and which all employers can
expect now that the entry-and-inspection-of-premises
provision of the Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill
has been passed?
It does not take much imagination to work out that the
real reason the AWU wants to get into workplaces is so
that it can pressure employees to join it. With the
extractive and mining industry it has managed to find a
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smokescreen with the support of the Department of
Primary Industries.

Environment: lobby groups
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I raise a
matter for reference to the Premier, and it goes to the
funding by the government of lobby groups,
particularly in the environmental area.
At a rally in the Barmah Forest on Sunday, which was
attended by 300 or 400 people, including Ms Lovell
and me, I called on the government to make sure that a
level playing field applies in terms of government
funding to such groups, because it causes a great deal of
concern to me that the groups that advocate national
parks, such as the Victorian National Parks Association
(VNPA) and Environment Victoria, are in receipt of
government assistance one way or another, yet groups
that advocate multi-use of public land — for instance
the Barmah Forest Preservation League and the Bush
Users Group — get no assistance from the government
to assist them with their advocacy of their point of
view. It seems to me that that is grossly unfair. I ask the
Premier to turn his mind to it.
I further alert the house that in response to those matters
I had a telephone call today from a member of the
VNPA who contested with me my assertion that that
association receives government funding. In the course
of our discussion he finally acknowledged that it does.
Even if it does not get it in cash, of course, it occupies a
government-owned office at Parliament Place for
which it does not pay commercial rent. This was yet
another indication of the propensity of this lobby group
to go around and try and convince people that the
fiction they propagate is fact, when it is clearly not.
It is very unfortunate that the taxpayers dollar is being
used to foster, encourage and assist some groups to put
a particular point of view to organisations such as the
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council, but
groups that want to put a contrary view get no
assistance at all. I call on the Premier to ensure there is
a level playing field.

Medicare: reform
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — I raise a
serious matter for the Minister for Health in another
place.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — No, I am not obsessed; the
federal government is obsessed. It is on a crusade. It is
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the economic rationalist version of the Taliban — it is
the Taliban.
The PRESIDENT — Order! When the honourable
member started his issue he made it clear to whom he
wanted the matter referred. I ask him to again make that
clear for the record and the house. He is directing his
matter to whom?
Mr SOMYUREK — It is for the Minister for
Health.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Who is the Taliban? Is that
me?
Mr SOMYUREK — Sheik Omar.
I ask the minister to direct her department to investigate
a matter that I will now outline to the house. We are all
aware that due to the federal government’s disgraceful
abandonment of Medicare, hospital emergency wards
are getting overused by patients who would be better
treated by GPs. Mr Forwood laughs at Victoria’s health
care, but I have now discovered an even more
despicable example of cost shifting by the federal
Liberals.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
as we know, the adjournment debate is a time to raise
matters with ministers of the Victorian government
about matters within their purview.
Mr Lenders — On the point of order, President, I
certainly concur with the Leader of the Opposition that
the adjournment debate relates to the purview of
Victorian ministers, but the Medicare agreement is an
agreement between the commonwealth and the state of
Victoria, and it is certainly in the sphere of the
Victorian minister.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member has had his contribution interrupted. However,
if he gets to the point and relates the matter to the state
government when posing a query it will be in line with
the rules of the adjournment debate.
Mr SOMYUREK — The federal government in its
planning of residential care places set a target of
90 places per 1000 people aged 70 and over. This is
further broken down to 40 in high-care nursing homes
and 50 in low-care nursing homes. In 1996 the
combined high care and low care — that is, hostel and
nursing home — places were 90.6 per 1000 persons
aged 70 plus. This was a commendable result.
However, the latest figures available from 2001 suggest
that this figure had dropped to 83.3 per 1000 people
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aged 70 and over. This is a disgraceful result! The end
result of this neglect is more pressure on families and
hospitals. Even worse, since March 2001 there has been
an 11.3 per cent increase in the number of people
accessing the emergency department at Dandenong
hospital. This irresponsible cost shifting and neglect
must cease.
I urge the minister to make the most urgent
representations to her federal Liberal counterpart to stop
this cost shifting and ensure that the federal government
upholds its responsibilities and stops neglecting the
elderly.

Planning: Carnegie tabletop dancing venue
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
have an issue for the Minister for Finance to raise with
the Minister for Planning in another place concerning a
proposal to establish a tabletop dancing venue at
123 Koornang Road, Carnegie. This venue is to be
situated above a family restaurant, which is also near a
public library, cafes which are frequented by families,
and a Safeway supermarket. More than 900 objections
have been lodged with the City of Glen Eira against this
proposal.
In November last year the Glen Eira City Council voted
unanimously against it, and it is now due for a
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal hearing on
12 May. The group behind the proposal, BAKK
Entertainment, has already lodged an application for a
liquor licence. It has obviously assumed that the
decision made by VCAT will be in its favour. If
approved, the venue would be used for podium dancing
and one-on-one private dancing.
This is not in keeping with the family-oriented
atmosphere in this community shopping strip. The
clientele attracted by this establishment would not suit
the neighbourhood. Neighbouring businesses have
expressed concern over the establishment in reference
to the clientele it would attract and the hours it would
be operational. Surrounding businesses that start early
in the morning are scared that the strip club’s clientele
will still be there. Furthermore, the security of the shops
themselves has been raised as a concern, along with the
safety of staff.
The planning regulations do not provide any protection
against such inappropriate development in local
shopping strips, and the 2030 plan seems to encourage
it. The opposition to this proposal has come from
traders, residents and the Glen Eira City Council. The
traders and residents groups have raised over $20 000
from the community to fight this development and have
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hired a barrister to represent their views at the VCAT
hearing.
An ugly precedent has been set by the Kittens case,
which was taken to the Supreme Court. It was able to
appeal against any objection and are now located at
Glenhuntly Road, Caulfield South. In the words of one
resident spokeswoman who has contacted my office,
Ms Nicki Mollard:
It would be a victory for commonsense if our objections were
upheld and this inappropriate venue was not allowed in the
shopping centre.

However, can we rely on the current system when it has
been proven that these types of inappropriate proposals
can be successful? There is enough opposition based on
legitimate and logical reasons to enable the Minister for
Planning justifiably to intervene on this matter. I urge
the minister to intervene for the sake of our
constituents, and also to consider the broader policy
implications of allowing tabletop dancing clubs in
family-oriented shopping centres.

Shaping a Prosperous Future: Prospects, Issues
and Choices
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Treasurer. I welcome the release
earlier this week of the Shaping a Prosperous Future
discussion paper. It is not easy for Victorians to access
important economic information that will assist them to
think constructively about where the state is headed
over the next 40 years. But Shaping a Prosperous
Future recognises that the provision of data is only the
starting point for investigation and debate on future
policy options. It invites the community to be proactive
and to influence the future so that positive social and
environmental outcomes can be achieved.
According to Shaping a Prosperous Future, the
context-setting issues are: slower growth as the
population ages and increased per capita income and
rising community expectations that will increase
financial pressure on government. The paper says that
future governments can respond, for example, by
raising taxes, reducing spending or improving the
economy’s long-term growth prospects so that policy
options are expanded.
In encouraging debate on future policy directions,
Shaping a Prosperous Future says further research and
discussion needs to focus among other things on the
key reforms needed to ensure stronger economic
growth over the long term. One serious contributor to
this debate is, of course, Clive Hamilton, director of the
Australian Institute. Hamilton’s recent book, Growth
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Fetish, addresses in some detail the underpinning
policy issues identified in Shaping a Prosperous
Future.
Hamilton recognises, as does the Victorian government,
that the achievement of environmental sustainability is
arguably the single most important issue we face.
Hamilton says economic growth is voracious,
constantly eroding the temporary economies in resource
use and waste generation that technological advance
allows.
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Further, he says:
It was a government fire. Parks weren’t doing their job and it
should have been jumped on much earlier. The bush is full of
dogs and Parks Victoria should pay for dog-proof fencing to
keep them —

that is, the dogs —
on their side.

It should not be left to volunteers, service clubs and fire
victims to be the principal source for recovery.

As Growth Fetish points out, the meaning of growth
itself needs to be questioned. Some economists are
starting to think about alternative measures of growth
and are reconsidering gross state product as the only
measure of progress and are broadening the discussion
to include measures such as genuine progress indicator
that incorporate a range of factors and influence
wellbeing.

Just as extraordinary is the attitude of the honourable
member for Gippsland East in another place, as
reflected in the Bairnsdale Advertiser of 28 April —
that is, last Monday. He believes this matter can be
dismissed by members of Parliament donating
$500 000 to the public appeal fund because the
government is going through a tough time and should
not be required to meet its obligations!

I urge the Treasurer to encourage his department in its
consultations to consider the widest range of analytical
tools so that we will, as Shaping a Prosperous Future
hopes:

Even the amount proposed is a gross underestimate of
the cost of replacing 1600 kilometres of Crown land
boundaries. The member for Gippsland East has
become an apologist for the government at the expense
of his constituents. So I ask: will the government
reconsider its miserable attitude to the victims of this
year’s bushfires in alpine Victoria?

… ensure that policies aimed at delivering better economic,
social and environmental outcomes are sustainable.

Bushfires: government assistance
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Premier. The East
Gippsland community is outraged by the inaction on
the part of the Victorian government in providing
assistance to fire victims, and I refer to the Bairnsdale
Advertiser of Anzac Day, and the lead story on page 1,
which is headed ‘Outrage at lack of fencing aid’. It
states:
A number of bushfire-affected farmers across East Gippsland
remain outraged at the lack of action by the state government
in providing suitable assistance to replace boundary fencing
adjoining Crown land.

This has meant that in many cases the farmers have had
to carry the entire load themselves:
One such farmer, Peter Bowman of Wulgulmerang, believes
the government has done nothing in regard to providing
assistance following the bushfires, especially in respect to
fencing.

He says:
Volunteer organisations such as Rotary and Lions and the
Four-Wheel Drive clubs are the only ones providing any
assistance. Rotary has provided fencing equipment at a
reduced cost, while the other groups have assisted in other
ways.

Women: IT careers
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — I raise a matter for
the Minister for Information and Communication
Technology, the Honourable Marsha Thomson. In an
answer to a question in question time today, the
minister detailed the launch of a careers awareness
campaign that focuses on getting more young women
into the male-dominated information, communications
and technology (ICT) industry. The New Realities 2003
campaign is vital to encouraging young women to
pursue high-tech careers.
In the minister’s answer to the question she detailed
some disturbing statistics relating to poor participation
of women in the industry, with research showing that
young women are only half as likely as men to consider
ICT as a career option. Research also showed that the
ICT industry needs more positive female role models to
challenge the view that an ICT career is nerdy and only
for men.
The ICT work force is male dominated by some 82 per
cent, and it is not hard to see why teenage girls are
reluctant to enter this industry. Given the importance of
the New Realities 2003 campaign that the minister
recently launched, I ask her how schools become
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involved in the program. Could she inform me which
schools in my electorate of Melbourne West have been
involved in this very exciting and forward-looking
program?

Responses
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) —
Mr Forwood raised a matter for the Minister for
Workcover regarding the Alana Smith case at the
Transport Accident Commission, and I will refer that to
the minister.
Mr Hilton raised an issue for the Minister for Education
Services regarding government initiatives to improve
education participation, particularly regarding retention
rates for boys on the Mornington Peninsula and local
learning networks, and I will refer that matter to the
minister.
Mr Atkinson raised a matter for the Treasurer regarding
a national competition policy issue involving water
authorities and private plumbers, and I will refer that
matter to the Treasurer.
Mr Eren raised an issue for the Minister for Energy
Industries regarding renewable energy policies in the
context of other policies in Victoria, and I will certainly
raise that with the minister.
Mr Vogels raised an issue for the Minister for
Resources regarding fatigue in the workplace, and I will
refer that to my colleague.
Mr Baxter raised an issue for the Premier regarding
funding of environmental groups in his electorate, and I
will refer that issue to the Premier.
Mr Somyurek raised an issue for the Minister for
Health regarding the Medicare agreement, cost cutting
by the commonwealth and the effect on the cost of
health care in Victoria, and I will raise that with my
colleague the Minister for Health.
Mr Brideson raised an issue for the Minister for
Planning regarding tabletop dancing in Carnegie, and I
will certainly raise that with the minister.
Mr Scheffer raised an issue for the Treasurer regarding
Shaping a Prosperous Future, a plan for the next 40
years. Again I pay tribute to Mr Scheffer, whose
ongoing interest in long-term policy development is
noted by those who know him well, and I will certainly
pass that matter on to the Treasurer. It is a critical area
for the future of Victorian growth.
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Mr Philip Davis raised an issue for the Premier
regarding fire victims in East Gippsland, and I will
certainly pass that on to the Premier.
Ms Darveniza raised an issue for the Minister for
Information and Communication Technology regarding
a careers awareness campaign to encourage young
women into high-tech industry. I will certainly refer
that to the minister, including her comments on nerds!
House adjourned 10.30 p.m.

