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COUNCIL

Tuesday, 8 April 2003
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the chair at
2.02 p.m. and read the prayer.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Photographing of proceedings
The PRESIDENT — Order! I advise the house that
photographer Grant Campain will take additional
photographs of members in the chamber during
question time today. These photographs will be taken
from various positions in the public gallery and will be
used on the Parliament’s web site and in official
publications.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:
2 April
Public Holidays and Shop Trading Reform Acts
(Amendment) Act
8 April
Constitution (Parliamentary Reform) Act

RETENTION OF TITLE ‘HONOURABLE’
The PRESIDENT — Order! Advice has been
received indicating that the Governor has approved the
retention of the title ‘Honourable’ by Mr Gerald Barry
Ashman, JP, Mr Ronald Alexander Best and
Mr Kenneth Maurice Smith, each of whom served as a
member of the Legislative Council for a continuous
period of not less than 10 years.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Minister for Sport and Recreation:
performance
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question to the Minister for Sport and Recreation. How
can Victorians have any confidence in the minister’s
ability given his fundamental failure to keep himself
informed while a director of Amigo Constructions Pty
Ltd?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the member’s question
because it is a sign of how desperate opposition
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members are. We know how desperate they are because
they stand for nothing, and when you stand for nothing
you will fall for anything and that is what they have
done on this occasion.
I am happy to clear the air on this matter and to give
details, and I will do that now. For the information of
the Parliament, I was a director of Amigo Constructions
Pty Ltd from early 1988 to 2 August 1994 — almost
10 years ago. At that time I was probably not even a
member of the Labor Party, I was not preselected to
become a member of Parliament, nor was I a minister.
During that term I was a non-executive director and
was not involved in the day-to-day management of the
company. I attended the statutorily required board
meetings. During that time no issues or transactions
which were considered inappropriate were brought to
my attention by the management — after consideration
of those matters none were brought to my attention nor
were they relayed to me during the time I was a
director.
I reinforce that that was almost 10 years ago. It is worth
bearing in mind that this is a sign of how desperate the
opposition is. It has to crank up matters from 10 years
ago, about the time that the opposition disconnected
from the Victorian community — but it only comes
around to admitting that now.
This is grubby muckraking, and it shows more than
ever how desperate the opposition is and reinforces
more than ever that the opposition is a policy
vacuum — it stands for nothing and does not care.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Given the
minister’s claim that he was unaware of illicit player
payments made through the company of which he was
a director, how can he be confident that his department
is not being used as a vehicle for fraudulent activities as
well?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The member would appreciate that
10 years ago the world was a lot different, that 10 years
ago the members of this chamber were a lot different,
and that 10 years ago the honourable member was not
the leader in this place — and he may not be for much
longer!
The appropriate processes are in place within
government and within the department. We have
mechanisms to make sure that every element of
administration is complied with. I reinforce to the
honourable member on the other side of the chamber
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that the opposition stands for nothing, does not care and
is divided. It is a policy vacuum involved in grubby
muckraking in this instance.

Housing: Frances Penington award
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I direct
my question to the Minister for Housing. Would the
minister please inform the house what action the Bracks
government has taken to recognise outstanding
contributions from public housing tenants in their local
communities?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for her question, and I take this opportunity to
thank all members of the house who participated in
Housing Week events. I am of course aware of the
members who attended the events I attended but I am
also aware that many other events were attended by
members of the house, and I thank them for their
contribution to Housing Week, which is all about
promoting a sense of community and is very much in
line with the Bracks government’s commitment to
building stronger communities.
One of the ways in which the Bracks government
recognises individual tenants’ contributions to their
communities is through the Frances Penington award,
which is named after Victoria’s first female housing
commissioner. That award is an annual Housing Week
event that recognises a tenant who has demonstrated an
outstanding commitment to their community by
working in a voluntary capacity with a
community-based group or agency or by providing
direct voluntary support and assistance to their
neighbours.
I am very pleased to inform the house that this year
36 nominations for the award were received from
53 individuals and organisations. The selection panel
identified two tenants to receive the award jointly this
year as it was too hard to refine the award process
further to just one recipient. I am pleased to advise the
house that the recipients are Sin Pudney of Richmond
and Sonya Roberts-Sadokierski of Ferntree Gully, in
Mr Buckingham’s electorate.
Sin Pudney’s nomination for the award was based on
her involvement and contribution to the public housing
complex in Richmond where she lives. Sin has
contributed by attending to and beautifying the gardens
and planting pots for the balconies of the flats where
she lives. That contribution has been integral to the
achievement of a great degree of community pride and
spirit in that complex.
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Sonya Roberts-Sadokierski’s nomination for the award
was based on her recent successful lobbying of the local
council and Vicroads for a pedestrian crossing to be put
across the Burwood Highway near where she lives.
Previously tenants in that area either had a very long
walk to reach traffic lights or, in the case of older
residents, had to catch a bus to cross the highway.
Sonya dedicated a great deal of time to having that
crossing put in, and she is to be congratulated for her
efforts.
The variety of community activities that the Frances
Penington award nominees are involved in
demonstrates that public housing tenants are active in
strengthening their communities, and, as I said, it fits
very well with the Bracks government’s commitment to
stronger and more resilient communities which it is
pursuing as a very high priority in its second term of
government.
I had the honour of presenting these awards in Queen’s
Hall on Friday, along with the certificates of
commendation to other tenants who had been
nominated for the award in recognition of the
significant contributions they had made to community
building.
I should also place on record my thanks to the selection
panel who had such a difficult job: Janice Munt, the
member for Mordialloc in the Legislative Assembly;
Julie Szego, social affairs reporter for the Age
newspaper; and Jim Corcoran, representing
Volunteering Victoria.
Housing Week finishes today, and in an earlier session
the Minister for Aged Care remarked that the
government is so — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Minister for Sport and Recreation:
performance
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I have a
question for the Minister for Commonwealth Games.
What standard of diligence and oversight does the
minister expect from non-executive directors of
Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Pty Ltd?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — Again I welcome the
member’s question. As I mentioned in my previous
answer, we have thorough processes in place within the
Department for Victorian Communities at a board level,
at an officer level, within Melbourne 2006, within the
Office of Commonwealth Games Coordination and
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within Sport and Recreation Victoria. We also have
oversight, as the honourable member would appreciate,
from the independent areas of government like the
Auditor-General to make sure that these things are in
order and that they are in place.
Again, I am happy to relate to the member that these
are issues that the government has reinstated and that
they are issues it is addressing and will continue to
address in relation to the Commonwealth Games to
make sure that the games are delivered on time and on
budget.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Would the
standard of diligence and oversight demonstrated by the
minister while a director of Amigo Constructions Pty
Ltd be considered as an acceptable precedent for the
directors of Melbourne 2006?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — If the member wants to go
on about these issues he is welcome to, because the
government has nothing to hide in relation to this
matter. I stand by what I have said. What I say to the
member is: when you do not have a policy and you do
not stand for anything you have to do desperate things,
and this is desperate. I will happily answer any
questions on this matter, but I reinforce to the
opposition — —
Hon. Philip Davis interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — You do not even want to
hear my answer! You stand for nothing, you will fall
for anything, and you have done it on this occasion.

My Connected Community program: funding
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — I
direct my question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology. As the minister would be
aware, the Internet provides great opportunities for
communities to keep in touch. Will the minister advise
the house what the Bracks government is doing to help
communities get together?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank
Mr Mitchell for his question. Not long ago he and I
were in Mount Beauty in the Central Highlands visiting
the Mount Beauty neighbourhood house, and we talked
to people who experienced the bushfires firsthand.
We were actually there to look at the My Connected
Community program, for which the community has
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recently been granted funding. We were pleased to see
that the community was able to put the grant money to
such good use in connecting the people of Mount
Beauty to their local community and beyond that to the
world. That is a wonderful thing, especially in isolated
areas.
The Internet is now virtually a part of everyday life,
whether it is used to keep up with what is happening
overseas, to purchase online, for research by students,
for keeping in touch with relatives who are travelling
overseas or to keep in touch with neighbouring
communities. Access to the Internet provides people
who are isolated by geography or incapacity with a
wonderful opportunity to maintain links with their
communities. The My Connected Community program
allows Victorians with mutual interests to share
information and keep in touch with one another.
The program provides Victorians with the training and
support they need to be able to use the Internet, to stay
in touch and to build up their Internet skills.
Community groups are provided with the support and
tools to establish a web site and publish online. They
can network with members and extend their activities,
and they can communicate with other communities
with similar interests in Victoria or even the world.
A wide variety of communities is being established
through the My Connected Community program. Their
interests are vast, ranging from groups of crime fiction
readers to fly fishers, ethnic community groups and
mothers with premature babies. This program provides
everyone with the opportunity to interact with others
who have common interests.
The program was launched in 2001 with funding of
$3.5 million. A target of establishing 1500 online
communities by the end of June 2003 was set. I am
pleased to say that this target has been met three months
ahead of schedule. This demonstrates the importance of
the My Connected Community program to individuals
and communities across Victoria.
The Bracks government is delivering on its promises.
There are many reasons for people to go online. It is an
opportunity for people to be connected to people with
similar interests, it is a way in which the isolation of
distance can be shrunk and it is a way in which those
with disabilities and who are incapacitated in some way
can keep in touch with communities. It is a wonderful
program that links Victorian communities. The
government is providing opportunities for people to
create new bonds and strengthen their roles in the
community.
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Shop trading hours: Easter Sunday
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Small Business.
Will the minister inform the house of those
municipalities which have been given exemptions,
either in full or in part, to allow retail trading to take
place on Easter Sunday?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The government has received a number of
submissions from councils seeking an exemption for
part or the whole of their municipalities, or for a
particular class of shops in relation to the needs of their
communities. Roughly 20 of those applications from
councils have been successfully processed and some
form of exemption has been granted. I am happy to
provide the member with the list, and I think he will
find that it is provided on the web site.
Supplementary question
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I am interested
that the minister did not choose to name those councils.
Some I am aware of that have been given exemptions
include Bendigo, Mildura, Campaspe, Swan Hill,
Towong, Indigo, East Gippsland, Wellington — the list
goes on. It appears that the majority of country Victoria
has actually been given an exemption to allow trading
on Easter Sunday. Therefore, I ask the minister why she
did not just grant an exemption for country Victoria in
the first place?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I suggest that the honourable member
might like to check the guidelines that have also been
posted on the web site as to the grounds for exemption.
Those councils that sought an exemption put in a
request on the basis of those guidelines and were
granted an exemption on the basis of those guidelines.
The intention, and the government made it very clear at
the time it brought in the legislation, was that those
councils that had existing events or festivals and those
that were suffering from the bushfires this year would
be granted an exemption. That has been done. Twenty
municipalities have sought an exemption of some sort
or in some form, not all of them for the whole of their
municipalities or for all of the shops in some of those
municipalities. The government has taken into account
those requests.
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Bushfires: Aboriginal sites
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs.
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Can the minister advise the house how Aboriginal
heritage values are being included in post-fire
rehabilitation?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I thank the member for her question, and for
her concern about the wellbeing of Aboriginal
communities in particular, and how cultural heritage
values may have been damaged due to the recent
bushfires that have gone through north-eastern and
eastern Victoria.
As part of the community cabinet visit to Gippsland last
week I had the absolute privilege of meeting with a
number of representatives of Aboriginal community
organisations right through the spread from Orbost to
Morwell. In every community, whether it be in the area
of Orbost, Bairnsdale, Lake Tyers, Lakes Entrance,
Sale or Morwell itself, every community organisation
was vitally concerned to ensure that cultural heritage
values were protected in bushland that had been
damaged by fires, that the government identify what
degree of damage has occurred within the important
parks and countryside of eastern and north-eastern
Victoria, and that there be appropriate recognition of
the cultural values in the rehabilitation that has to take
place in those areas of bushland.
I am very pleased to say that Parks Victoria has been
working comprehensively with people from Aboriginal
Affairs Victoria to ensure that appropriate resources
have been allocated to underpin this important
archaeological investigative work. I am pleased that
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria has dedicated $25 000 to be
used by Parks Victoria to enable archaeological surveys
to be undertaken within areas affected by fire.
It is a paradox that a consequence of the land being
stripped bare and the forest being damaged because of
fire is that the ability to identify previously
unrecognised sites that otherwise may not have been
identified may occur in a cleared landscape. There is
potential to add to the register of items that are on the
cultural heritage listing because of these archaeological
surveys that have been undertaken.
Beyond that, whether it be for tourism opportunities or
recreational sites, it is important that rehabilitation work
be undertaken to ensure that the quality of significant
sites to the Aboriginal community, indeed to the entire
Victorian community, be enhanced, protected and
rehabilitated just as any other important environmental,
natural or agricultural asset has to be rehabilitated
during the course of the next year in making sure that
we restore absolute environmental values to eastern
Victoria, provide for cultural and tourist opportunities
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and all play our role in rebuilding the social,
environmental and economic structure of East
Gippsland.
I am very pleased to say that Aboriginal Affairs
Victoria has sent six officers to assist communities to
participate in that work, and I look forward to hearing
reports of that work as the communities are involved in
the active rehabilitation of cultural heritage sites in East
Gippsland.

Commonwealth Games: budget
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is to the Minister for Commonwealth
Games. I refer to the Premier’s statement that the state’s
contribution to the Commonwealth Games will be
capped at $697 million. Does the minister stand by the
Premier’s statement?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I thank the honourable
member for his question. I would like to clarify for the
member the context of that statement. It is important
because it was reported as the figure, and the figure is
the one which the government stands by and continues
to stand by. The important element about the figure is
that it is the signposting to the community that we are
capping the expenditure in relation to the
Commonwealth Games.
Any additional expenses incurred in relation to the
games will have to come from revenues. Those
revenues are particularly important, and I have
indicated where those revenues will come from: a
federal government contribution, a local government
contribution, revenue from ticketing, and revenue from
marketing and licensing. Hence the quantum of the cost
of the games will be $1.1 billion, as we have mentioned
in that order and as we have mentioned on a number of
occasions.
A significant component of that — the $223 million —
will be the infrastructure works and the rest will be the
government’s contribution to the operating costs. We
are pleased to make that announcement. We are more
than just pleased; we are very keen to see that the
operating costs have transparency within them. Often
around the world in cases of games like these there is
the opportunity sometimes to not make transparent the
cost of government services; hence the important
element of this is the cost of the government
contribution of government services to the games,
which are vitally important in terms of the transparency
of that budgeting process.
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Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I note the minister’s answer. Is it not a fact that if
revenue falls short and there is an operating deficit
above the cap which the government has stated of
$697 million, the government is obliged under the
endorsement contract to cover that shortfall?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
questions. There are a number of contractual
obligations the government must deliver on, and it will
deliver on those. We are very keen to ensure that that is
the case, but we have a very cooperative working
relationship with the Australian Commonwealth Games
Association and the international Commonwealth
Games Federation, and much of that good work has
come about through the substantial legwork of the likes
of the chairman, Ron Walker, who has for some time
been involved in the operation in the bid but also in the
delivery at a board level. We are very keen to see that
those figures are managed accordingly, and if push
comes to shove and there is a shortfall we would have
to then reconsider the size, scale and quantum of the
games in the lead-up to the Commonwealth Games.

Insurance: national standards
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I refer my
question to the Minister for Finance, Mr John Lenders.
Will the minister inform the house what action the
government is taking arising from the recent insurance
ministers meeting in Perth on Friday, 4 April?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I thank
Mr Hilton for his question and his ongoing interest in
the issues of insurance. I am pleased to indicate that the
insurance ministers meeting on Friday last was very
successful, with all governments agreeing to work
towards national consistency. It was agreed that the
heads of Treasury insurance issues group, which is a
hardworking group of officials from all jurisdictions,
report to the next meeting on the following — and there
are a number of very significant points that we are
having rapid action on: a study of the logistical
arrangements required for the implementation of
nationally consistent professional standards and
proportionate liability models; a review of the Neave
report recommendations, in concert with health and
Attorney-General representatives and how they could
serve to complement tort law reform already
undertaken by the states and territories; continuing
work on compiling a comprehensive data set in relation
to long-term care costs; and consideration of
opportunities for further harmonisation of tort law
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reform. The ministers agreed to reconvene in June to
consider professional standards legislation and
proportionate liability reform.
In addition, last week I announced that the Bracks
government will introduce proportionate liability for
economic loss to help stabilise the market in
professional indemnity insurance. This will mean that
any person or entity is only liable for the proportion of
economic loss caused by their own negligence. They
will not have to pay the whole amount if they did not
cause 100 per cent of the economic loss. In addition, the
Bracks government is prepared to consider professional
standards legislation.
Our position on these issues has been welcomed by a
range of professions affected by the problems with
professional indemnity insurance, including the
Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia (ICAA).
I would like to read to the house extracts from a letter
from Mr Stephen Harrison, the chief executive officer
of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia. I
quote:
The Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia …
welcomes the positive move by the Victorian government to
help ‘stabilise’ the professional indemnity insurance …
market with the introduction of proportionate liability. This is
a major win for consumers.
…
As we mentioned in previous correspondence … in
coordination with 15 other professions [we have been] …
urging all state and federal governments to take leadership on
professional indemnity insurance at tomorrow’s joint
ministerial meeting in Perth. We acknowledge the Victorian
government’s role in doing so.

He went on to say:
It is encouraging that the Bracks government is ‘open to the
idea of professional standards legislation’. The adoption of
such policies by all states and the commonwealth will go a
long way toward improving the current situation and will
protect consumers. The ICAA agrees with the Victorian
government’s analysis that the commonwealth must amend
the Trade Practices Act.

It is very significant because the gathering of insurance
ministers is an effort to deal with this critical issue of
professional indemnity insurance and a significant lack
thereof and how that is affecting professions across
Australia, both in availability and cost of the product. In
a sense it is an ongoing reform that has been dealt with
in other areas, whether it be in builders warranty or in
public liability insurance, where there was significant
market failure and also pricing problems that affected
our communities. That is why governments have got
together to deal with this.
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The Victorian government is working furiously with
other jurisdictions to try to come up with a national
response to this that protects individual rights, looks
after consumers and restores economic stability to a
very difficult market.

Commonwealth Games: budget
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is to the Minister for Commonwealth
Games. I follow on from the minister’s earlier answer,
where he indicated that the government may meet its
obligations under the endorsement contract by cutting
the size and scope of the Commonwealth Games, and I
ask the minister: in what areas would it be possible to
cut the size and scope of the games?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question. As I have mentioned on many occasions, I am
happy to have the department brief the member on any
more specific details than can be delivered by the
minister in technical terms in the Parliament that he
might require, but I reinforce that the government is
very confident that that will not be required.
The government has a fantastic ongoing dialogue with
the federal minister in relation to its contribution to the
Commonwealth Games. We are very confident that the
federal government will deliver on its end of the
bargain. That is a reasonable request, given the
magnitude and scale of its contribution to the likes of
the Sydney Olympics. In terms of a pro rata equivalent,
we think our request is relatively modest in relation to
the request of the New South Wales government for the
Sydney Olympics.
The other areas we feel very confident about are the
levels of sponsorship, given the comparisons to other
international events, and the ticketing and revenue,
given we have larger venues than has been the case at
other Commonwealth Games. We also appreciate the
magnitude with which Victorians and Australians will
support the games wholeheartedly, appreciating that for
Victorians too much sport never seems to be enough.
We are confident we will be able to fill those seats and
fill those revenue projections in relation to the games.
We are confident that we will not have to consider that.
But it will always be an option to make sure that we
deliver the games in a financially responsible manner
that will ensure we have a games we are proud of, and
that the government’s contributions — whether they be
the operating or capital costs — are managed in an
appropriate way that meets the public’s expectations.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 8 April 2003

COUNCIL

We are eager to see the games delivered in a financially
responsible and transparent manner. We will have that
delivered on time and on budget.
Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I take from the minister’s answer to that question and
the previous question that with respect to the
government’s obligation under the endorsement
contract the government has two options: it can either
cut the size and scope of the games and meet the cap
the Premier has imposed of $697 million or it can
exceed the budget. Which option is the minister going
to take?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I thank the member for his
genuine interest in the matter. There is a positive
relationship between the federal government, the state
government, the Office of Commonwealth Games
Coordination, Melbourne 2006 and all the
stakeholders — whether it be the Australian
Commonwealth Games Association or the international
Commonwealth Games Federation. Every one of those
stakeholders is committed to ensuring that we deliver
games which we are all proud of. We are fortunate that,
in terms of the overall cost, we are able to spend less on
the delivery of the games than Manchester spent. That
is the case because many of our venues are pre-existing,
which puts us in a very comfortable position in relation
to managing the financial responsibilities of these
games to ensure that the games are delivered on time
and on budget.

Electricity: Cranbourne distribution facility
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I refer my question to the
Minister for Energy Industries. Can the minister inform
the house of the latest improvements to the security of
Victoria’s electricity supply, particularly in the vast,
growing area of Melbourne’s south-east corridor?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the honourable member for his
question. The Bracks government is getting on with the
job of securing a reliable source of energy for this state.
I was very pleased to be part of a ceremony which took
place on 3 April in Cranbourne. Mr Smith was actually
present at that ceremony. It was a ceremony attended
by industry and the local council. I was very pleased to
see the mayor of the City of Casey, Brian Oates,
present. He is very supportive of this government and
the projects associated with it.
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This ceremony signified the commencement of
construction of a new electricity terminal at
Cranbourne. This is the latest of a number of projects
undertaken in the past three years to facilitate additional
supply of electricity for this state and a network on
which this electricity can be transported. When we
came into power in this state we were confronted with a
system which was not capable of providing the
necessary power and which had low distribution and
transmission problems, and we set about rectifying that.
We brought on stream 1000 extra megawatts of
capacity, and we are addressing the issue of the
distribution of that power.
The Cranbourne facility is a $24 million facility
involving 50 jobs in its construction. It will allow for
electricity to continue to be supplied to about
100 000 residents in a fast-growing area; I understand
that something like 40 families are coming into that
area each week. The facility covers centres like Narre
Warren, Berwick, Frankston, Dandenong and Carrum,
and will provide security of supply for that district for
the next 25 years. The location of this terminal will also
result in a reduction in line losses of electricity. There
will be something like a 15 per cent reduction in losses
on the line, which is an important greenhouse measure.
This is another of the projects this government is
delivering in this area. As I said before, when we came
into power we were faced with a system with which the
previous government — made up of the coalition of the
willing as it was at that time — had acted like a dodgy
used car salesman: it had gone around and sold off the
electricity assets of the state but had nothing to say
about the extra capacity that would be needed or what
would be needed in terms of transmission. I do not
know how the new coalition of the willing that by all
accounts seems to be in the making will act, but I
suspect it will act in the same way — as dodgy used car
salesmen — as the last government.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 8,
10–14, 16–21, 25–72, 76, 85–90.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Bushfires: government assistance
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I wish to
bring to the attention of the house a matter of great
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concern to Victorians, and that is the inconsistency with
which the government is proceeding in regard to
providing assistance to victims of bushfires. Earlier
today the Premier confirmed that the government
would fully compensate landowners affected by the
Cobaw State Forest fire that got out of control because
it was left unsupervised by Department of
Sustainability and Environment staff. I am curious to
understand the government’s contemplation of this
because it is inconsistent with the advice given to
country Victorians generally, which is that in relation to
the great alpine fire — affecting north-eastern Victoria
and Gippsland especially — there will be no
compensation.
All the people with whom I have met, farmers who
have been burnt out by those fires, have complained
that they have no access to financial relief, even the
barest minimum to re-establish boundary fencing. It is
an outrage, and the government is behaving
inconsistently. It is demonstrating a city-centric
approach by supporting land-holders on the fringe of
Melbourne.

Royal Life Saving Society: championships
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Over the last two
weekends I have had the pleasure of attending the
Royal Life Saving Society’s Victorian branch 2003
beach lifesaving championships, together with my
parliamentary colleagues Murray Thompson, the
member for Sandringham in the other place, who is also
president of the society, Janice Munt, the member for
Mordialloc in the other place, Jenny Lindell, the
member for Carrum in the other place, and the federal
member for Isaacs, Ann Corcoran.
The junior championships were held at Mordialloc and
the senior championships at Mentone, both within my
electorate. The music for the occasion was performed
by the Mordialloc brass band, and the ceremony was
well conducted by Dianne Montalto, the chairman of
the Victorian branch. The march past and team events
were tremendous, and most of the 25 Port Phillip clubs
participated in the events. Clubs are also at Mildura and
Wonthaggi.
In the junior section the march past saw Mornington
and Mount Martha tie for first position with Black
Rock third, Bon Beach fourth, and Carrum fifth. The
Victorian junior premiership was won by Mount
Martha with Mornington runners up. In the senior
section Mentone won the march past, and Black Rock
returned an outstanding season by winning the water
premiership, the craft premiership, the land
premiership, the masters premiership and the senior
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premiership. Black Rock has now won 12 of the last
13 season premierships.
The Royal Life Saving Society is sponsored by South
East Water, and its support is greatly appreciated. I
understand that the Royal Life Saving Society is to
amalgamate with the Surf Life Saving Association and
come under the umbrella of the emergency services, a
first in Australia.

SPC Ardmona: Share A Can Day
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — On
Saturday 5 April, together with the Leader of the
Opposition in the other place, Robert Doyle, the federal
member for Murray, Dr Sharman Stone, the Treasurer,
John Brumby, and other members of Parliament, I had
the pleasure of participating in SPC Ardmona’s major
annual food donation project, Share A Can Day. Now
in its seventh year, Share A Can Day is the country’s
single largest food donation and has donated over
$5 million of product over the past six years. More than
1000 volunteer workers worked from 5.30 a.m. to
12.30 p.m. to produce a record $1.25 million of canned
fruit, vegetable and pasta product for charity. All
ingredients used on the day, from fruit, vegetables and
pasta, to cans, sugar, electricity, gas and packaging,
were donated by more than 100 sponsors and
supporters. The total day’s production will be
distributed through Victoria’s leading relief and welfare
organisations, Victorian Relief Committee and
Foodbank Victoria, to needy people around the state.
SPC Ardmona is an integral part of our history and
community in the Goulburn Valley. Almost every
family would have had a connection with the cannery
through permanent or seasonal employment. SPC
Ardmona’s generosity in organising the Share A Can
Day project each year is reflective of the company’s
community spirit. Congratulations to SPC Ardmona on
another successful Share A Can Day and also for the
two major awards recently given to the company: the
2003 statewide save water award and the Premier’s
Food Victoria award — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Mornington Peninsula: councillors
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — At the
recent elections for the Mornington Peninsula Shire
four councillors were either defeated or did not contest
their seats. I would like to commend the four
councillors, Neale Adams, Snez Plunkett, David
Collings and Judith Graley, and compliment them on

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Tuesday, 8 April 2003

COUNCIL

their contributions to the Mornington Peninsula and its
residents.
The newly elected councillors include Brian Stahl,
Anne Shaw, David Jarman and Josephine Smith, while
Margaret Bell, Bill Goodrem, Reade Smith, David
Renouf and David Gibb continue to represent their
wards. David Renouf was subsequently elected mayor
for 2003–04. I congratulate all members of the new
council, particularly David Renouf, who I am sure will
discharge his mayoral responsibilities with great
distinction. I look forward to working cooperatively
with all councillors for the benefit of the residents of the
Mornington Peninsula.

Banksia Secondary College: multicultural
festival
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Like
all honourable members I have terrific schools in my
electorate. One of them is Banksia Secondary College,
which is well known to the President. The school is
well led by the principal, Arthur Coates, and the
assistant principal, Gerry Fogarty. They operate a
terrific school. It is a very multicultural school, and it
has also moved to have overseas students at the
secondary school level. Tomorrow the school has its
annual multicultural ceremony, which is a terrific day.
Obviously, because Parliament is sitting, I will not be
able to attend, but it is a well-established multicultural
festival.
The school is very musical, and each year it puts on not
just the music camp, but a musical event. In past years
they have been terrific. As I said, tomorrow is the
school’s multicultural festival, and as part of the festival
there will be a range of activities that recognise and
celebrate the cultural diversity of the community. There
are many — I think probably 25 or 30 — different
nationalities represented in the school. It is a school that
highlights the best of what can be done in a Victorian
multicultural sense. I congratulate the school on the
work it is doing in this area, and I am sorry I will not be
able to attend tomorrow.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Fr John Brosnan
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to pay tribute to the late Fr John Brosnan,
who passed away on Wednesday, 26 March. His state
funeral was held at Melbourne’s St Patrick’s Cathedral,
and over 2000 people attended to honour him. It is
impossible to describe the achievements Fr Brosnan
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accomplished throughout his lifetime. However, we can
surely say that he worked hard through his life helping
many thousands of people, in particular people just
released from prison.
Even now that he is no longer with us, the Fr John
Brosnan Appeal Fund, which was launched last
December, will continue. The fund will be used to
support the continuation of the work of the Brosnan
centre and the programs that have evolved from the
centre to prevent crime and to support young people
and families in need. It has been launched as a way of
remembering the great contribution Fr John Brosnan
made to the Australian community. Continued support
is required so that the Australian community can clearly
acknowledge the important contribution that Fr John
Brosnan made through his many years of faithful
ministry.
I urge all members and all Victorians to support his
memory by donating to the Fr John Brosnan Appeal
Fund or to attend the annual dinner on Saturday 24 May
at Leonda by the Yarra.

Professional indemnity: medical practitioners
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
90-second statement today concerns the medical
indemnity insurance crisis. I note at the start that the
response we heard from the Minister for Finance today
was very different from the one we heard a week or so
ago when he indicated he was not responsible and tried
to tell us the Minister for Health in the other place bore
all responsibility in relation to the medical indemnity
insurance issue which is threatening the specialty and
procedural medical areas, both in the city and in the
country.
The reality is that it is still clear that the government is
not taking this issue sufficiently seriously. It is a very
serious issue and it will have major impacts. There is
still no commitment to a comprehensive solution by the
government. The Victorian government has failed to
fully embrace reform. The announcement by the
government of a proportionate liability does very little
to provide a sufficient and complete solution to the
crisis in the medical indemnity area, in particular
because of its failure to tackle the personal injury
aspects of that.
The federal government, of course, has acted swiftly in
this area by putting a proper prudential framework into
place, and the Australian Medical Association and other
medical groups have certainly made their views known.
The main thing is that the Minister for Finance and the
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Coonara community house: education courses

nevertheless being rationed. The irrigators also
appreciate the fact that everyone has to bear the pain of
drought, but some concern is held that commercial
enterprises in Wangaratta are not facing the sort of
restrictions that irrigators are facing and that there may
be a fairer way of allocating these very, very scarce
resources while we wait for the season to turn.

Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I want to speak
today about Coonara community house in Willow
Road, Upper Ferntree Gully. It is a wonderful resource
for the local community. A variety of groups operate
from the house. They engage in activities ranging from
social and recreational and support activities, through to
accredited educational and career training activities.

I emphasise that irrigators are not asking for more than
their fair share; they simply want to ensure that
commercial enterprises — as distinct from household
supplies, which they acknowledge have some
priority — are fairly and evenly treated and that
irrigators are not expected to bear an unfair percentage
of the burden.

Minister for Health are powerless ahead of the Deputy
Premier, who is insisting on no further — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

The house provides child care, which is very popular
and necessary for parents of young children who want
to access the programs that are offered.
In educational and vocational areas, Coonara offers
accredited courses in technology, children’s services,
aged care and community work at a certificate level,
and last year it started an innovative program of
offering community work and children’s services
courses at a diploma level. Women who want to return
to the work force and who want to gain qualifications
can be somewhat daunted when they first go back to or
commence studying by the size of technical and further
education colleges, so offering these accredited diploma
courses at the community house is a great innovation.
I also pay tribute to a previous member of Parliament
who made a great contribution to the development of
community houses in Victoria, Mrs Margaret Ray, who
was very involved in these things 10 or 15 years ago.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Drought: government assistance
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — The
Victorian drought, the worst in more than a century,
continues to bite very severely in north-eastern
Victoria. I alert the house to the fact that severe water
rationing is now coming into place in quite a few areas
in my electorate, in particular on the Ovens and King
rivers, where irrigators are now down to 50 per cent of
their allocations. That will severely impact on their
finishing the tobacco crop, which is very important to
the economic underpinning of north-eastern Victoria.
The irrigators appreciate the fact that supplies are very
low in Lake Buffalo, which is almost down to having
the dead water pumped out, and that the supplies in
Lake William Hovell, although reasonably secure, are

Anderson’s Mill Festival, Smeaton
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I congratulate Norma
Morton of Knowers Ark Services at Kingston and the
Creswick and District Development Association
supported by Parks Victoria for presenting another very
successful Anderson’s Mill Festival at Smeaton last
weekend.
The ninth festival was a celebration of all that this part
of the Hepburn shire offers — great food, music and
wine; holistic health; arts and crafts; a variety of
workshops; and many children’s activities in the kids
arena. The stage activities included Sebaclear Big
Band, Maryborough Jazz Band, Into the Black blues
band, the Holy Rollers and ABC’s Derek Guille and the
Ugly Uncles.
Great drawcards of the festival were the tours and local
history workshops about the historic Anderson Brothers
Flour Mill, which is a five-storey bluestone building
with a massive waterwheel, and about Smeaton Bridge
over Birches Creek, presented by local historian Jack
Sewell, AM.
The local history workshops included the district’s rich
and significant agricultural heritage and the deep lead
goldmining history. The Smeaton festival received an
$8500 grant under the Bracks government’s rural
leadership and community events program, which
greatly assisted this successful rural community event
to happen.

Schools: Maryborough
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I raise an issue
of concern on behalf of parents of school-aged children
in and around Maryborough who are utterly perplexed
as to the future education pathway for their children due
to the lack of capital funding on the promised education

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Tuesday, 8 April 2003

COUNCIL

precinct that has been part of the Bracks government’s
platform for at least the past two elections.
As a result of this government’s indecision on the
promised new facility, maintenance programs at
existing schools in Maryborough are in limbo because
they are waiting to see whether this precinct will go
ahead or not. This project was again a key election
commitment by the Bracks government in the run-up to
the 30 November election. The parents of school-aged
children in Maryborough want to know when the plans
for the project will be signed off and what the time lines
are for project commencement, progress dates and
project completion. At the rate this project is
proceeding, present-day students will have long left the
Maryborough district before any capital works are
undertaken.
The people of Maryborough and district have every
right to know the answers to these questions. They are
concerned about the educational standards of their
children as well as the disrepair into which the
present-day schools are falling.

Housing: Frances Penington award
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I am
taking this opportunity to congratulate one of my
Koonung constituents who was announced on 4 April
as a joint winner of the Frances Penington award as part
of the celebrations for Housing Week. The Minister for
Housing, the Honourable Candy Broad, has already
adequately explained the background to the Frances
Penington award this year.
Joint awards were presented by the minister in a special
ceremony in Queen’s Hall on Friday. The Frances
Penington award recognises tenants of public housing
who have made outstanding contributions to their local
communities. In 2003 the award was presented jointly
to Sin Pudney and Sonya Roberts-Sadokierski. Sonya is
a resident of Ferntree Gully and was recognised for her
efforts in securing the installation of traffic lights on the
Burwood Highway to enable her neighbours and other
local residents to cross the highway without having to
take a bus to the nearest crossing. Anyone who has ever
tried to cross the Burwood Highway would know how
necessary traffic lights are.
Ms Roberts-Sadokierski is also well known amongst
the fellow residents of her estate for her generosity. She
has established a successful vegetable garden and
makes the produce freely available to all the tenants.
I am sure all nominees for the award made substantial
and outstanding contributions to their communities, and
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I congratulate the minister and the Office of Housing on
this excellent opportunity to recognise the tenants of
public housing who put so much back into their
communities.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Water: Goulburn Valley supply
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I refer
to the crisis in water supplies to the Shire of Mitchell.
For the past six months Goulburn Valley Water has
been trucking in water at the rate of 1 million litres each
day using five trucks at the cost of $20 000 a week.
Storage levels are down to 8.2 per cent capacity, inflow
into Sunday Creek Reservoir has ceased, and there is
only six weeks water left.
The residents of the shire have released the following
suggestions for the future: that no Goulburn Valley
water is to go south of the Divide, which is an old Sir
Henry Bolte edict; that work be undertaken
immediately to expedite the Tallarook–Broadford
pipeline; that the township of Wallan’s water and
sewerage be taken over by Yarra Valley Water, which
is very important; that all development be put on hold
until this crisis has been addressed; that the spillway of
the Sunday Creek Reservoir be raised and the reservoir
cleaned up by getting rid of sludge and mud while
water levels are low; and that water supply be
guaranteed to manufacturing businesses such as Nestlé,
Amcor and other companies wishing to come into the
area.
The government was asked to send representatives to
some meetings last year. Only now has it set up a task
force. I ask the government to give this crisis absolute
priority because there is a lot more to this issue than just
the drought.

Housing Week
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I pay tribute to the
many public tenants and staff from the Office of
Housing who organised over 200 events in the past
week during Housing Week. They were extremely
successful events. I congratulate all those 36 individuals
who were nominated for the Frances Penington award,
and I particularly mention the Brunswick Public
Tenants Association and the Kensington Public Tenants
Association.
The Brunswick Public Tenants Association is a group
that has never failed to take advantage of the
opportunities offered by occasions such as Housing
Week to organise social events to support tenants in the
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Brunswick area and to make them feel through those
events that they belong.
The Kensington Public Tenants Association organised
a family fun day on the Kensington estate last Sunday.
That estate is currently undergoing extensive
redevelopment. The family fun day brought together
children and adults from the public housing estate and
also from the surrounding neighbourhoods of
Kensington. Public tenants again demonstrated their
talents and their capacity to play a lead role in
strengthening their own communities.

Courts: Latrobe Valley
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Today I wish to
highlight the concerns that have been expressed to me
by the Latrobe Valley Family Violence Network. Its
concerns centre around the temporary relocation of
County Court and Supreme Court hearings to courts at
Sale and Bairnsdale during construction of the new
justice precinct in Morwell. This will mean that people
who live in Latrobe city will have to travel to Sale
and/or Bairnsdale to attend court hearings. As most
country members would know, public transport in that
particular area is not a very strong service and those
people will have difficulty getting there.
I do not understand why these County Court and
Supreme Court hearings could not be relocated to Moe
and Traralgon. Moe has some excellent court facilities.
Traralgon has court facilities that are quite historic and
are still used on occasions for County Court hearings. I
respectfully ask the Attorney-General to look into this
matter and ascertain whether the County Court and
Supreme Court hearings normally held at Morwell can
be relocated to court facilities at Moe and Traralgon
during the construction of the new justice precinct at
Morwell, thus making it easier for City of Latrobe
residents to access these services.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 16, the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 10 April
2003:
Parliamentary Committees and Parliamentary Salaries
and Superannuation Acts (Amendment) Bill
Retail Leases Bill
Small Business Commissioner Bill
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Legal Practice (Validations) Bill
Terrorism (Community Protection) Bill

In speaking to the motion, I also flag that I have
indicated to the leaders of other parties that the
government would also like to see the Southern and
Eastern Integrated Transport Authority Bill passed by
this house, but as that bill is still in the Assembly it
would be pre-emptive to put it on the business program.
We also seek to have that passed by Thursday.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — It is a little bit
unusual for the Leader of the Government to indicate
that the house should be dealing with a bill which has
not yet been considered by the other place. It further
demonstrates the contempt in which the executive holds
the Parliament as a whole.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I was going to be quite
brief but I am provoked by the honourable member
opposite to go on. I do not have any great objection to
the government’s business program per se except, as I
have indicated, the contempt in which the executive
holds the Parliament as a whole, given that members in
neither place have considered this particular legislation.
The minister presumes that as a matter of course
members in the other place will proceed to pass that bill
and refer it to members of this place so that it can be
considered this week. I find that absolutely amazing.
In relation to the matters at large, I make the
observation that when the government insisted on
bringing in its new sessional orders, which the
opposition opposed, we predicted that it would take
longer to deal with the business in this place as a result
of the obnoxious way in which the government was
choosing to behave, in contempt of the members of this
place. That has been amply demonstrated over the
previous sitting weeks. The minister has already
advised that the government will be bringing the house
back for an additional week. Historically the upper
house has been able to expedite all the government
business requirements without a formal business
program and has done it in a way which has allowed all
members who wish to participate in debate to speak and
if necessary from time to time speak beyond the
restrictive 5 minutes which the government has
imposed.
What we are seeing progressively is an escalation in the
number of days that this house is sitting without any
increase in the activity level of the Parliament in terms
of dealing with legislation. It is clearly a matter of
fact — —
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Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Well, Mr Theophanous,
you will have your opportunity, and I will be listening
with interest to what you have to say. The fact of the
matter is that the government’s introduction of
sessional orders so prescribe the operation of this house
that we are taking a great deal longer to get through
business than would otherwise be the case.
Again, I do not have any difficulty with the
government’s proposed program for this week but let it
be clearly understood that the way in which the
government is operating is not ensuring the expeditious
passage of legislation through this house and it is
denying members their reasonable rights to speak on
bills.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The National
Party certainly has no difficulty at all with the
government’s business program incorporating those
items under orders of the day nos 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 being
completed by the end of the week. But the comments
by the Leader of the Government raise questions in my
mind which I am more than happy to give leave to him
to answer. I do not understand how he is going to
actually deal with the bill, because it is not in the
government’s business program. What does he mean by
‘deal with the bill’? Will he introduce the bill in this
house, do a first reading, or a second reading or actually
debate the bill? How can we debate the bill if it is not in
the government’s business program — not part of this
motion before us today?
I am more than happy to give the Leader of the
Government leave to explain his comments as to how
this house proposes to deal with the particular piece of
legislation he flagged.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — Thank you, President.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — He has already
spoken!
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
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business program is very reasonable. It involves five
bills. I note the Leader of the National Party has
indicated that he is quite relaxed about the five bills that
are currently on the notice paper and about the house
dealing with those five bills during the course of this
week.
The Leader of the Government, by way of courtesy,
indicated that another very important government bill is
coming before the house. That bill concerns the
Scoresby freeway and I know there are members of the
opposition who are interested in that freeway and about
the jobs and economic benefits it will accrue. The
Leader of the Government has simply said that
obviously it is not one of the bills that is going to be
rammed through or that would be triggered by any
standing order because it has not been indicated by the
government in relation to that Thursday 4 o’clock
deadline. A courtesy has simply been extended by the
government to the opposition to let opposition members
know that this bill is coming through and it forms a
kind of request, as it were, to the opposition and to the
National Party for them to facilitate this bill going
through this house.
If the opposition and the National Party do not want to
facilitate that bill going through, that is within their
right and it would simply have to be debated in the
following week. I would have thought it eminently
appropriate for the Leader of the Government to
indicate to the house that this bill is coming over, that it
is an important bill and that the government would like
to see the bill become law as soon as possible. The
Leader of the Government is seeking the cooperation of
the opposition and the National Party in that occurring.
Instead of the Leader of the Opposition getting up and
ranting and raving about precedent and ramming bills
through and so forth, he should remember that the
ramming of bills through this house did occur on a
number of occasions and certainly — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Name one!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I am happy to go
back through Hansard — —
Hon. J. M. Madden — Don’t provoke him!

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Relax, Bill! Just
relax! There is plenty of time.

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Yes, don’t
provoke me!

Hon. Philip Davis — No, there is not. It is 4 o’clock
Thursday, apparently.

I will tell you what I will do. I am happy to go back
through Hansard and when I find examples of those
bills that were brought into this house by the previous
government and then rammed through in the same
week, I will expect you, Mr Baxter, to get up and

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — What the Leader
of the Government has suggested in terms of the
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apologise to me for the suggestions you have made.
The fact of the matter is that on a number of occasions
things were put through by the previous government
using the numbers it had in this house.
In this case, the government business program amounts
to a simple request and notification to the opposition
and the National Party that the Southern and Eastern
Integrated Transport Authority Bill is coming through.
What is wrong with that?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — An
intriguing contribution from Mr Theophanous, but let
me address the issue raised, the business program. As
my colleague the Leader of the Opposition said, we are
completely relaxed about the five bills the government
wishes to debate. If it wants to bring in a program and
do it this way then we will debate them in the order it
wishes to debate them. But I put it to the government
that it is a bit rich to come in here and not only suggest
that it wants to debate these bills but then flag and
foreshadow that it wants to debate a bill that is yet to be
debated in the other place!
I accept the argument that this is an important piece of
legislation that the government would like to see put
through, but I put it to the government that if it wants to
do things this way it is better off not having a business
program at all and to revert to a system that says, ‘By
cooperation we will operate the house’. That is the way
it has always been done.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You don’t want to
cooperate!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Mr Theophanous has
just vigorously put the position that bills were rammed
through here in the past but I put it to the house that not
once in debate on any of the bills he says — and I do
not accept it — were rammed through was any person
stopped from speaking, not once was any person
limited in the amount of time that they could speak, not
once was the guillotine used, not once was the gag
used.
In fact Mr Theophanous accuses the previous
government of ramming things through. In the past this
house operated on the basis of cooperation, and it is
entirely up to the Leader of the Government to walk in
here and say, ‘We do not need to have a business
program this week. I do not want to do that. All I want
to say to the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of
the National Party is that this week the government
would like to debate six pieces of legislation’. The
Leader of the Government could have come in here and
said, ‘The six pieces of legislation are orders of the day
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5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and by agreement and cooperation
could we also do this piece of legislation?’.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That is what
happened!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, it is not! I am
putting it to the government that it is entirely within its
bailiwick to come into this place and say, ‘Let us have
an agreement on what we will do this week’, without
resorting to the program mechanisms that it has put in
place.
I put it to the Leader of the Government also that that
would not do away with other parts of the sessional
orders which I personally find repugnant — those
which deal with issues of limiting the rights of
members to speak. I find those very difficult to put up
with.
It is possible to run this house by cooperative means. I
put it to the government that it should think about doing
it that way rather than coming in and bringing in these
mechanisms and procedures. I invite the Leader of the
Government the next time he wants to introduce a
business program to sit down and talk about it to see if
it can be done without having to resort to this particular
sessional order.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — The
government cannot have it both ways. We cannot have
a system which denies members the opportunity to
speak as often and as long as they would wish. We
cannot have a system that brings in a program that on
the one hand says, ‘These are the bills the house is
going to deal with this week, and at 4 o’clock on
Thursday they will go through regardless’, and on the
other hand have the government come along and say,
‘As well as those we want you to deal with this one’.
I agree entirely with what Mr Forwood said. In the
25 years I have been in this house there has never been
any difficulty with any government in office coming to
the other parties in the house and negotiating an agreed
program without any restrictions being imposed as to
who spoke, for how long and when — and legislative
programs of the government have been dealt with in a
commonsense, cooperative and courteous manner all
round.
Similarly, I am not going to sit here and have the
Minister for Energy Industries try to rewrite history, as
he tried to do so often in his allegations about what
happened to the power industry, with hospitals and
elsewhere, and allege that the former coalition
government rammed bills through this house and used
its numbers to get legislation through against the wishes
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of the then opposition which, he reminds us, had only
10 members at the time. We remember that.
I ask him, as I challenged him by way of interjection, to
name one occasion when that government used its
numbers to prevent the opposition fully and adequately
debating legislation. Of course he could not recall one,
because there was none. I want him to spend some
time — his own time and not the taxpayers’ time
paying some public servant to do it — to go back
through Hansard to see if he can find an instance where
the guillotine was applied by the previous coalition
government, because it certainly was not. I will not
allow him to try and rewrite history and allege that the
numbers were used to stomp on the opposition during
that particular period, because it simply did not occur.
I appeal to the Leader of the Government, who it
appears has come into this house following the election
with absolutely coloured views because of the way they
conduct themselves on the other side of Queen’s Hall.
This is an independent chamber, one which is proud of
its traditions and proud of the way that it has not
interfered in any way with members’ rights and
freedoms. Whatever might be the system in the
Legislative Assembly is for its members to decide, but
this house, under whatever government, has
traditionally acted differently.
This would be the third occasion when the sessional
orders, which this government imposed upon this house
against the will of the opposition and the National
Party, have caused the government some discomfort.
We have had to amend them a couple of times to get
around them so the government can get its legislation
through. Now today we are seeing another example of
where the sessional orders are not particularly suiting
the government. I appeal to the government to consider
that it might reflect upon this during the winter recess,
and perhaps in the spring sittings of this Parliament we
can operate this Parliament as we know it can
operate — with the full rights of every member being
preserved yet at the same time the government getting
its program through uninterrupted.
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SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 1
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) presented Alert
Digest No. 1 of 2003.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Minister’s Order of 25
October 2002 giving approval to granting of leases at
Horticultural Hall Reserve, Melbourne.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 —
Attorney-General’s response to recommendations in
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee’s final
report on the Review of the Vagrancy Act 1966.
Minister for Employment and Youth Affairs’ response
to recommendations in Economic Development
Committee’s report into the Incidence of Youth
Unemployment in Victoria.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 —
Melbourne Airport Environs Strategy Plan, 2003.
Notices of Approval of the following amendments to
planning schemes:
Colac Otway Planning Scheme — Amendment
C15.
Darebin Planning Scheme — Amendments C15
and C46.
Delatite Planning Scheme — Amendment C8.
Geelong — Greater Geelong Planning Scheme —
Amendment C69.
Manningham Planning Scheme — Amendment
C28.
Maroondah Planning Scheme — Amendment C21.

Motion agreed to.

Melton Planning Scheme — Amendment C36.

COUNCIL OF MAGISTRATES
Annual report
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) presented, by command of the Governor,
report for 2001–02.
Laid on table.

Monash Planning Scheme — Amendment C21.
Moreland Planning Scheme — Amendment C20.
Mount Alexander Planning Scheme —
Amendment C16.
Pyrenees Planning Scheme — Amendment C1.
South Gippsland Planning Scheme —
Amendments C6 and C8.
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Wangaratta Planning Scheme — Amendment C12.
Wellington Planning Scheme — Amendment C7.
Wyndham Planning Scheme — Amendment C41.

Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament —
Agricultural Industry Development Act 1990 — No. 23.
Fair Trading Act 1999 — No. 26.
Fisheries Act 1995 — Nos. 24 and 25.
Private Agents Act 1966 — No. 27.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Minister’s exemption
certificates under section 9(6) in respect of Statutory Rule
Nos. 24 and 25.
Surveillance Devices Act 1999 — Reports, 2002, from the
Chief Commissioner of Police, Chairperson, Australian
Crime Commission and Secretary, Department of
Sustainability and Environment, pursuant to section 37 of the
Act (3 papers).

Proclamation of the Governor in Council fixing an
operative date in respect of the following act:
Agricultural Industry Development (Further Amendment)
Act 2002 — Remaining provisions (except sections 20 and
21) — 27 March 2003 (Gazette No. G13, 27 March 2003).

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
Address-in-reply
Debate resumed from 25 March; motion of
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) for adoption of
address-in-reply.

Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I appreciate the
opportunity today to contribute to the address-in-reply
debate in response to the Governor’s speech at the
opening of this session of Parliament on 25 February. I
personally thank the Governor and Mrs Landy for the
enthusiasm and dedication with which they undertake
their respective roles in this state.
I am sure honourable members who have been present
with the Governor and Mrs Landy on various occasions
are well aware of the interest they show in the activities
of a range of organisations, groups and individuals who
make their own contribution in so many ways to our
community and the state. I also want to acknowledge
the leadership given by the Governor in helping to build
and sustain a caring and cohesive community,
especially in times of crisis such as we have seen
following the Bali bombing and through the difficult
times of drought and bushfires over the previous
months in this state.
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President, I also wish to acknowledge your own
considerable achievement in being appointed as the first
woman President of this chamber. It is something
women of the state have waited for over 150 years to
see happen. I look forward to working closely with you
as your deputy to support you in the task of presiding
over the orderly business of this house.
I am conscious of the historic breakthrough represented
by the increasing participation of women in the work of
this chamber and the Victorian Parliament, over the last
two Parliaments in particular. I reflect that it was only
24 years ago that the first two women — I think it was
Joan Coxsedge and Gracia Baylor — were elected to
this chamber.
I am also mindful of the momentous occasion
witnessed in this chamber two weeks ago, and
foreshadowed by the Governor in his speech, when the
government’s Constitution (Parliamentary Reform) Bill
completed its passage through this house. Those
reforms, especially after 25 November 2006, although
some will apply before then, will change the
representation, operations and the culture of this place,
and also complete the task of restoring effective
democracy to the Victorian Parliament.
The priorities of the government apart from
constitutional reform that were outlined in the
Governor’s speech for the four years ahead included
improvement of community safety, restoration of the
environment and securing of Victoria’s future water
needs, strengthening the economy and providing good
financial management, and improving services and
community facilities. The Governor outlined a range of
measures that the government will put in place to
continue to improve delivery of services and
infrastructure to country Victoria and to help meet the
government’s goal of growing Victoria’s regions. That
has been a very important priority of the first Bracks
Labor government and it continues, and rightfully so, to
be a high priority for the government in this new term.
But one of the other priorities of the government which
is outlined in the Governor’s speech is also to give
attention to the Melbourne metropolitan area and its
needs. I believe that begins to provide some balance in
focus for the government. I am referring here to the
government’s comprehensive plan for a more compact
and sustainable city of Melbourne over the next
30 years. That plan has been called the Melbourne
metropolitan strategy, or as its final title became,
Melbourne 2030. Melbourne 2030 is a significant
initiative on the part of the Bracks Labor government.
Its significance in my view rates on a level with a
comprehensive planning initiative of some decades past
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when the then Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works plan for Melbourne’s orderly growth and
development was put forward. That became the basis of
much planning and investment in infrastructure and in
communities around this city.
Melbourne 2030 has been built on the knowledge that
Melbourne is projected to grow by 620 000 extra
households over the next 30 years. That represents
nearly 1 million extra people. The big question is how
to plan in an orderly fashion to absorb those households
without destroying Melbourne’s liveability and the
quality of life of its people, and also to make sure that
the key contributors to Melbourne’s heritage and
character that people hold dear are not destroyed in the
process of welcoming another million people into our
midst.
I am mindful that when I was a councillor at the City of
Moreland and was responsible for a lot of the planning
activity in the council as a portfolio councillor for
planning in the period 1996 to 1997, we had to do a lot
of work at the behest of the previous government and a
former planning minister, Robert Maclellan, on
strategic planning in local municipalities. Every
municipality was required by the state to develop a
municipal strategic statement which would become the
blueprint — the framework — for planning and other
resource decisions in its communities, and I remember
asking the question about the overall framework for the
Melbourne metropolitan area: where was the state’s
framework? We were in a sense operating in a vacuum
while being required to do that strategic planning within
the various municipalities.
The context that was badly needed then is being
addressed by the Bracks Labor government. Melbourne
2030 delivers that context for local government and for
communities in this state. It is a framework for
managing change and growth across metropolitan
Melbourne and the surrounding regions, because of
course Melbourne does not stand isolated on its own
but is connected and linked to the surrounding regions.
It provides a focus on land use and infrastructure
investment but with major change concentrated in
strategic redevelopment sites. As I said before, that
development in Melbourne must be linked to regional
Victoria because they are interdependent in terms of
communities, business relationships and recreation.
Overall Melbourne 2030 is a plan for a more compact
and sustainable city that will have limits to its growth. It
will have an urban growth boundary, and rather than
encouraging the takeover of more and more open space
and farmland for growing residential areas it is about
urban consolidation and placing more residential
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development where there is already infrastructure and
there are already services that can be provided for those
new residents of the city.
But I am mindful of a comment made by John
McPherson from the transport unit of Environment
Victoria in that organisation’s latest newsletter, where
he said that Melbourne 2030:
… relies heavily on improved and extended public transport
to achieve its goals.

It is interesting that in the various consultations that
took place over two stages in relation to Melbourne
2030 improved public transport was one of the highest
priorities participants in those consultations kept putting
forward. As well as a keen sense that public transport is
one of the keys to a future compact and sustainable
Melbourne there was also very widespread support, and
I think that has continued to grow, within the city and
the state for securing the protection of metropolitan
green wedges in the planning system. It is not of course
popular with speculators — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Acting President, I draw
your attention to the state of the house because I think
Ms Romanes’s colleagues should be here to hear her
contribution.
Quorum formed.

Ms ROMANES — Before I was interrupted by
Mr Baxter I was making the point about the importance
of a good public transport system and also urban
consolidation as part of the key or two keys to using
Melbourne 2030 to create a more compact and
sustainable city. On the one hand there is widespread
support for the urban growth boundary and green
wedges — although, as I said, some speculators in land
are not so happy — but on the other hand there is in
inner Melbourne and in some areas that are destined for
denser growth through activity centres some growing
angst about where that extra development will happen.
It is very important that we do not lose this chance to
build upon and improve liveability in the city, and that
we do not, as members of Parliament, exploit some
people’s fears about more intensive residential
development but work with the government to utilise
this excellent plan and framework for investing in
Melbourne’s future.
The Minister for Planning is providing municipalities
with access to funds that were announced recently —
$2.5 million dollars to councils to provide for extra
resourcing for the development of structure plans in the
areas designated as potential activity centres and transit
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cities, and also for housing plans, which will enable
councils to work out where the extra housing may go
and which areas they and their communities wish to
afford greater protection from increased development.
It is very important that municipalities avail themselves
of those funds for that work.
The Minister for Planning is considering about
1500 submissions in response to Melbourne 2030.
Those views will be taken into account before further
work goes ahead.
In the last few minutes I have, I wish to refer to the
concluding remarks of the Governor’s speech about the
international context at this point in time, which of
course is one of great uncertainty and one in which
others have to struggle for basic human rights and
resources that we in Victoria are fortunate to have —
often in abundance.
The Governor also made a point about the importance
of we Victorians not becoming complacent and how we
need to continue to work together to create a safe,
supportive and healthy place. These comments are even
more important now, because since then war was
declared and many other events have occurred.
I am reminded of when I made my inaugural speech
three and a half years ago and the situation that then
faced the East Timorese, who had just sustained a
bloody massacre after an independence referendum. It
is important to remind ourselves of how rich we are in
this state in terms of our resources and democratic
institutions.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — It is a
pleasure to rise and make a contribution to the
address-in-reply debate on the Governor’s speech. I
take this opportunity to congratulate the newer
members of this chamber who have all made very
worthy contributions during their speeches. A number
of very good people have come into this chamber, and
they will make a significant contribution over the next
three to four years. I have already congratulated the
President upon her elevation to the role, and I believe
she will undertake that role with distinction and dignity.
I had intended to largely confine my contribution to the
issue of health. However, the contribution by
Ms Romanes has made me turn my mind again to
planning. I note some of the comments she made about
the importance of public transport and some other
comments that she made about the government’s
Melbourne 2030 plan, which is now law and will be
implemented successively over a number of years. I
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want to place on record a number of serious concerns I
have about that plan.
Nobody in the opposition is concerned about the
concept of urban consolidation that is appropriately
done, with proper consultation with communities, and
with the kind of urban consolidation that offers people
greater choices and greater freedoms to exercise their
choices of accommodation.
However, I must confess that I am very concerned
about the implementation of that program across the
city more broadly, and in particular in the
municipalities of Whitehorse, Boroondara and Monash,
which are areas the province I represent overlaps.
I believe there are likely to be over 20 000 — and
perhaps approaching 30 000 — new residents in a city
like Boroondara. I believe that will have a significant
impact on the quality of life and amenity of the people
of that city, and that similar things will occur in parts of
the City of Whitehorse and parts of the City of Monash.
The numbers are astounding when you look at these
municipalities, the amenity of the areas and the choices
people have made in terms of their lifestyle and the
sorts of accommodation they have chosen to purchase,
and in many cases save for and put significant sections
of their life savings into.
I would be the first to concede that planning is one of
the more difficult areas, and that no solution is perfect.
However, I place on record my personal concern about
the way this process has occurred: I do not believe the
consultation processes were free, open and fair in every
sense. I believe that before the final consultations had
concluded, the minister and councils, the City of
Whitehorse for example — and Mr Acting President
would vouch for this — had begun to implement
sections of the plan prior to its formal implementation.
This government proposal will come back to bite it very
badly. It will impact upon the community very
severely. I note that some of the famous streets in my
area with wonderful streetscapes will not be adequately
protected under this plan. We will see an increase in
density that will, in certain areas, reduce the amenity of
people’s accommodation.
I place on record, finally, my great concern about the
way in which the government has gone about this
process and about how that process will impact in the
City of Boroondara and the City of Whitehorse in
particular.
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Ms Romanes — There has been widespread
consultation. It has been out in the public arena for
months.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — And people are very
concerned about it. Many people have not fully
understood the plan but where they have fully
understood it, Ms Romanes, they have related to me
and many others their great concern about the impact of
this. In areas like Box Hill and parts of the City of
Boroondara great concern will emerge as
overshadowing becomes a problem, as the reduction of
amenity occurs, as a sardine-like squeezing in of people
begins to occur.
Ms Romanes — You want to take this back to
farmland, do you?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I am making the point
that the concern is about the process involved. It is the
way it will be forced on people in many municipalities
that concerns me. That is what the Minister for
Planning in another place has done in this process. She
will wear this for the next 30 to 40 years as the minister
responsible for forcing people into municipalities and
overriding local rights and local responsibilities and
reducing local amenity.
I will return to what I was going to speak about at
greater length — that is, things related to health in the
Governor’s speech. A relatively short section of the
Governor’s speech is devoted to health, which is the
biggest area of state expenditure. I note the
commitments the government lays out here and I read
them in conjunction with the commitments it made at
the time of the state election.
I will endeavour in my role as the shadow Minister for
Health to monitor the commitments made both in the
Governor’s speech and in the government’s policies.
However, I want to place on the record my concern
about the style of presentation of these commitments.
While the opposition is very supportive of a number of
these commitments and believes some of these ideas
are worthy of consideration — the building of three
new super clinics in certain areas of outer Melbourne is
an important aspect, although the opposition believes
there should be hospitals in some of those areas, and the
decision to build new rehabilitation facilities for older
people is something nobody could quibble with — all
the government’s ‘key objectives’, as the Governor
phrased them relate to inputs into the health system.
They do not relate to outputs or to the better health of
the Victorian community. They do not relate to the
raising of the standard of public health in the Victorian
community. They do not relate to better outcomes in
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maternal and child health or the health of older
Victorians. They do not relate to better outcomes in
terms of specific diseases or conditions and things that
could be prevented or treated better through our system.
These key objectives relate to inputs.
I want to place on record my support for some of the
Governor’s comments but at the same time my
disappointment that the government has not chosen to
focus on outputs rather than inputs, actual improvement
in community health rather than the spending of money
on certain facilities, which is not the aim of health care.
The aim of health care is to deliver better health
outcomes for the Victorian community.
It is in this context that I draw the attention of the house
to a number of significant issues that the government
has failed to tackle. I note the Auditor-General’s report
on medical equipment in Victorian country and city
hospitals. The Auditor-General looked at 19 hospitals
across Victoria and took a sample of important,
life-saving medical equipment dealing with heart
attacks, chest pains and hip replacements. More than
$35 million worth of equipment in metropolitan
hospitals and $10 million worth of equipment in
country hospitals was found to not be up to the
standards laid out by the American Society for
Healthcare Engineering, which is the standard the
Auditor-General chose to use. Much of the equipment
was out of date — that is, past its best usable period.
The house would agree in a bipartisan way that
equipment in hospitals should be well maintained: it
ought to be maintained to proper clinical standards, it
ought to be maintained to manufacturers’ specifications
and it ought to be maintained to international standards.
The Auditor-General found that in many cases hospitals
could not demonstrate to him the situation of a
particular piece of equipment and he had to investigate
that himself. He found that there were not adequate
records in this area. This is the sort of point I am trying
to make: it is all very well to spend money on large
buildings but if you are not maintaining basic
equipment being used to treat sick people that is not
satisfactory. The government’s performance in this area
is not satisfactory. I congratulate the Auditor-General
on undertaking a groundbreaking and innovative
performance audit. His work will lead to better health
care outcomes.
I also draw the attention of the house to the medical
insurance crisis. I have already spoken about this in the
house today and I want to continue that contribution.
The Minister for Finance has not come to grips with
this crisis. He has not been able to come to a
satisfactory conclusion with the Minister for Health in
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the other place because of the input of the Deputy
Premier. The Deputy Premier is determined to block
proper reform in this area and prevent proper tort law
reform because of his personal links with the plaintiff
lawyers, many of them Labor lawyers who are large
donors to the Labor Party. That has been the lion in the
path of proper tort law reform in the last Parliament and
into this Parliament. Unless the Premier is prepared to
override the Deputy Premier on this and give the
necessary support to the Minister for Finance as the
insurance spokesperson in this place and the Minister
for Health in the other place there will not be proper
reform and we will see the flight from practice of many
medical specialty groups. Obstetrics is a good example
and in rural areas procedural health specialists are being
hit very hard by this insurance crisis.
I place on record the opposition’s concern about the
tightness of the time line and the failure of the
government to respond adequately. The federal
government has developed a comprehensive framework
for proper prudential requirements and controls. What
is required now is for the Victorian government to react
to this crisis. I note that some state governments have
been quicker than others but the Victorian government
has been the slowest of all.
I spoke to a female obstetrician in Box Hill yesterday.
She informed me that she will cease practice on 1 July
and will notify her patients of the need to obtain other
medical assistance after that time. Such is the nature of
this crisis. I note Mr Drum is looking concerned. Well
should he be concerned because it will strike country
hospitals and country people even more harshly than
those in the city, as they have less options. However, it
will still strike in the city and affect people who have
courses of treatment under way, and doctors who want
to retire but are unable to do so easily because of the
insurance requirements and doctors who will retire
because the insurance requirements mean they want no
further exposure of their personal assets. Who can
blame many of these doctors who, in the sincerest way,
are very concerned?
I register my support for those doctors and health
professionals. The government has not been able to
come up with a satisfactory conclusion despite the input
of the Australian Medical Association and other
professional associations and colleges — and despite
the pleading of the opposition. We saw a different
response from the insurance spokesperson in this place,
the Minister for Finance, today but the response is still
not sufficient. He needs to grapple with the fact that tort
law reform means he will have to tackle the issues of
professional liability and personal insurance claims
which have not been adequately dealt with by the
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proportionate liability schemes he has advanced to this
point.
I conclude my contribution by saying that the
government is showing a difficult, likely vindictive and
small-minded approach to a number of areas of health
care. I place on record my support for the Centre for
Grief Education, domiciled in part in my electorate but
also at the Monash Medical Centre. The centre was
founded in 1996 and is the only specialist grief
education centre in Australia. It has a seminal and
critical role to play at the moment given the drought
and the issues of bushfires that have caused such
difficulties in country Victoria in particular, and the
international situation.
The Bali bombings impacted directly on many
individuals and indirectly on many others. The
international situation in Iraq will do likewise. To leave
at risk the Centre for Grief Education at this time is
heartless, mean spirited and narrow minded.
The Minister for Health has been slow on this issue.
She has dragged her feet. She has been unprepared to
examine the two reviews that have sat on her desk since
the middle of last year. Despite being aware prior to the
last election of the need to provide financial security to
the grief education centre to enable it to undertake its
critical work, the minister and the former minister were
not prepared to step forward and give those
commitments. Until they give those commitments they
will stand condemned by the Victorian community.
This is an issue of importance. It goes to the heart of
what good government is about. It is an issue of
compassion and good sense. No savings are to be made
by cutting back on a centre like the grief education
centre and the Minister for Health should step forward
and say she will fix it today.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I am
pleased to participate in this address-in-reply debate but
I again express my disappointment with the time limits
that have been imposed on honourable members to
canvass the issues normally covered during the
address-in-reply. It is fair to say that Ms Romanes and
Mr Davis, who preceded me, found their 15 minutes
expired rapidly and that they were denied the
opportunity to fully develop the cases they wanted to
bring before the chamber.
At the outset I express my admiration and appreciation
of the work of Governor Landy and Mrs Lynne Landy
in their roles at Government House and in particular the
frequency with which they visit country Victoria. I was
pleased to have Governor Landy in my electorate of
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North Eastern Province last week and I particularly
appreciate the interest he is taking in Landcare and
water quality issues. I believe he is bringing to bear a
very sound influence on those matters.
I note on behalf of my constituents that last year was
the golden jubilee of the coronation of Queen
Elizabeth II, which is a matter worthy of note. I should
also properly record the death last year of Her Majesty
the Queen Mother. She attained a very great age and
was surely a woman of immense stature who brought a
great deal of comfort and stability to thousands of
people in troubled times, particularly by her strength
and role during the Second World War, so long ago
now but still well remembered by thousands of people.
Today I want to talk about two natural disasters which
have particularly affected my electorate — the
bushfires and the drought. Because of the sessional
orders I will not be able to spend any time on the
drought issue. I will have to reserve that for another
opportunity, should it arise.
I want to talk a bit about the bushfires because without
doubt they were the most devastating 50 days that any
of our generation have experienced. Never before have
we seen fires last so long or cover such an extensive
area. While there have been many dramatic
photographs of the bushfires, one of the most dramatic
appeared on the front page of the Devondaler, the
in-house magazine of the Murray Goulburn
Cooperative. It shows the fires in the Buckland Valley
in January and it brings home to one, if one was not
already aware of it, that life must go on. It is a picture of
a local dairy farmer, Bruce Lumsden, milking the cows
while fire rages on the ridge tops on the farm’s
boundary. The photograph was taken by Bruce’s son,
Ben. It is a graphic and dramatic illustration, showing
that despite there being a bushfire the cows still needed
to be milked. It is an indication of the resilience of
country people that they were able to do what needed to
be done while the bushfires were burning all around.
Despite acknowledging the resilience of country people
during this terrible event, I advise the house of the
anger that now exists in my electorate consequent on
the fires. That anger is being fuelled by a number of
aspects and I want to enumerate some of them today.
A lot of the anger has arisen because of this
government’s craven and stubborn reluctance, indeed
refusal, to conduct a proper and open inquiry into the
bushfires: to examine how Victoria’s public lands have
been managed; to assess the scientific evidence to see if
they could have been managed better; to assess the
management of the fire fight, particularly the interface
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between the Country Fire Authority and the
Department of Sustainability and Environment; and to
see if we can learn lessons from this fire and put in
place better assistance for when it happens again, as it
surely will at some time in the future.
The refusal of the government to appoint a joint
parliamentary investigatory committee to enable
persons who experienced the fires and feel they have
something to contribute to come along and make a
face-to-face submission and have it properly tested and
examined by members of Parliament in an open
atmosphere is a great disappointment and is fuelling
that anger. The appointment of the Emergency Services
Commissioner to conduct the inquiry, as much as he
might be respected as an individual, is clearly seen as
establishing an in-house inquiry which will not actually
satisfy the demands. Of course the remarks made by the
Premier in announcing the appointment of this
gentleman to conduct the inquiry severely curtail his
opportunity to be critical of the government in any
event. I understand the anger of the community and the
belief that it is getting a Clayton’s inquiry.
There is also extreme anger within the community over
the lack of help being accorded by the government to
those affected by the bushfires, despite all the spin this
government has been able to put on it by the press
releases that have been put out and the sums of money
that have been bandied around. It is particularly galling,
as the honourable Mr Davis noted in his 90-second
statement today, that a fire in the Melbourne hinterland
last night has apparently drawn a concession from the
government that it will pay compensation and
restitution costs, yet further away from Melbourne,
despite all the rhetoric, no funds are forthcoming, for
example, to repair fences which were destroyed by the
Department of Sustainability and Environment and not
by the bushfires at all.
It is simply not good enough to say that the government
is making provision for some assistance in building
wild dog fences when much of the damage done in my
electorate was to people’s property well outside the
wild dog area, and those people are entitled to nothing.
Yet we get this spin that we are waiting for the next
report from the ministerial bushfire task force, which
was due on 31 March. It is now 8 April and we are still
to see that report hit the deck. One hopes that when it
does it has a deal more substance in it than did the
interim report, which was not worth the paper it was
written on.
There is also a great deal of anger in the community
about the lack of local knowledge that was employed.
There were people at incident control centres, which
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were quite remote from the fire, giving directions
without taking into account expertise on the ground at
the fire scene.
There has been a lot of anger also about the way some
people were left high and dry when they were out there
fighting the fires. I refer to an incident that occurred on
10 January in the Tallangatta Valley where a bulldozer
driver — he was not a local but had been sent up from
elsewhere in the state — was left on his own overnight
driving the bulldozer, without any sustenance being
provided to him except by a local farmer who took him
a cup of coffee at 10.30 p.m. and then at 1.30 a.m. took
him sandwiches and coffee and stayed with him until
4.30 a.m. The farmer then went home to bed. At
7.15 a.m. the bulldozer driver turned up at his back
door still not having been given any other sustenance or
relief.
It seems quite extraordinary that a government that
talks about occupational health and safety issues had a
bulldozer operator operating in the dark in mountainous
terrain on his own and without any relief or any food or
water.
Hon. D. K. Drum — He couldn’t have been on his
own — the government doesn’t let that happen!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is right, Mr Drum.
The government says it does not let that happen, but
that is a case in point where it clearly did happen.
We know that things can go wrong in bushfire
circumstances, but this is just one example of many
things that went wrong. There is a great deal of anger
out there about the number of authorities that people are
having to deal with in the recovery process. In the old
days when we had the Lands Department people tended
to deal with only that department. Farmers in my area
are now having to deal with the Department of
Sustainability and Environment, Parks Victoria, the
catchment management authority, Goulburn-Murray
Water and local government — and conflicting advice
is being given.
One farmer’s dams filled with ash and rubbish coming
down from the burnt Crown lands after a heavy
thunderstorm — the same storm that unfortunately
caused the drowning of the female firefighter in the
Buckland Valley. They were stock and domestic dams,
not irrigation dams, and he got in a Kato to clean them
out. What happened? He had the catchment
management authority (CMA) on his back saying, ‘You
can’t clean that muck out of your dams because it will
get into our stream’. Does the CMA realise that the
stream is in the same catchment as the dams are in and

Tuesday, 8 April 2003

that the rubbish would have got into the stream anyway
if the dams had not caught it in the first place? What are
this farmer’s stock meant to drink, because the water is
so putrid they are unable to drink it? All these sorts of
conflicts are occurring.
There is anger about the clearance that is able to be
made to replace fences. A 3-metre clearance is allowed,
yet under occupational health and safety requirements
one would have thought the owner might be liable if he
had a fencing team in there with burnt timber falling
and creating a danger to the workers. There should be a
blanket exemption from land-clearing rules to enable a
fence line to be cleared to a safe distance, yet this
government is saying, ‘No, you can’t do that. You will
have to go and get a permit under the native vegetation
clearing rules’. Why is there not a blanket exemption to
take account of the emergency we are in?
There is great deal of anger amongst the community at
large. I have a photograph here of the Mount Pilot
Multipurpose Park. The sign shown in the photograph
is a bit out of date because the park has now been
turned — against my better judgment and the judgment
of others — into a box-ironbark national park. The sign
is half burnt and someone has erected a hand-painted
sign above it saying, ‘Garbutt’s crematorium — RIP’.
This sign was not erected as a joke. This sign was
erected because of the stress and frustration that people
up in that area are feeling because they believe the lack
of management of these parks caused the fire to escape
onto private land and burn down houses, kill livestock
and cause millions of dollars worth of damage.
There is anger that this government will not allow
alpine ash trees to be harvested in the national parks,
despite that timber being killed by the bushfires. It is a
very valuable resource, yet the Labor government has
bowed down to the Greens.
An editorial in the Border Mail of 19 March headed
‘Labor bows to the Greens again’ makes the situation
very clear:
It defies logic on the basis that there is a valuable resource
available, but the government is prepared to let it rot.
The government’s excuse that it is illegal to take timber from
a national park also defies logic.
That rationale is naive, silly and irresponsible because it is a
simple procedure to change the National Parks Act to allow
the timber to be salvaged.
The government has never had difficulty changing the rules
relating to national parks, particularly in terms of access.

I fully endorse the sentiments of that editorial.
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At a meeting in Mount Beauty last night attended by
some 300 people, there was a great deal of anger that
the Mount Beauty sawmill, which is closed because this
government has cut off its access to timber, is not being
allowed to reopen and salvage some 1000 hectares of
dead alpine ash — a very, very valuable resource that
could provide employment by its utilisation. These
dead trees will remain while the alpine ash
re-establishes itself as a forest from seed. Alpine ash
does not regrow like some eucalypts do from a burnt
trunk; these trees have been killed and need to grow
again from scratch, yet this government is not prepared
to allow that timber to be harvested. It is a dreadful and
inexcusable waste, and that is one of the reasons why
we have this anger in country Victoria.
I saw that anger reflected not only at the meeting in
Mount Beauty last night but also at a meeting at
Tallangatta on 20 March and at a meeting in Wodonga
on 5 March. This anger was not the result of some
unrestrained eruption of emotional misjudgment; it was
not that at all, it was very rational indeed.
Mr Pullen — You were here — you weren’t at the
meeting.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I was at the Wodonga
meeting and at the Tallangatta meeting, and I have had
good reports on the Mount Beauty meeting. Dr Bill
Sykes, the member for Benalla in the other place, was
there and has given me a first-hand report.
We have a smouldering resentment in country Victoria
because of the way these bushfires were handled by this
government, because of the way the recovery is being
mishandled by the government and because of the
absolute refusal of this government to put in place
practical methods of salvaging the vast resource of
high-quality timber which is now going to be allowed
to rot in country Victoria when so many jobs could be
provided and so much relief could be given to country
communities, which would help them believe they are
not being singled out for very, very harsh treatment in
order to worship at the altar of the Green vote in the
suburbs of Melbourne.
I call upon this government to review its policies and
put in place some more practical and more generous
assistance for the people who have been so seriously
affected by the bushfires.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. KAYE
DARVENIZA (Melbourne West).
Debate adjourned until next day.
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FEDERAL AWARDS (UNIFORM SYSTEM)
BILL
Second reading
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

In so doing, I inform the Council that there were no
amendments to this bill in its passage through the
Assembly and that the second-reading speech does not
include a section 85 statement.
Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care):
The Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill has been
developed after a comprehensive process of consultation with
employer groups, unions, employers and employees. The bill
is an important step in establishing a truly unitary system of
industrial relations in Victoria, and will help restore the
balance between the rights of employees and employers that
are not covered by federal awards or agreements.
The bill was an explicit policy commitment at the 2002
election. Accordingly, this government has a clear and
unequivocal mandate to introduce, pass and implement this
bill.
This mandate confirms Victoria’s adoption of a more
conciliatory approach to industrial relations. Industrial
relations should not be promoted as a battleground where
parties fight until the last person standing claims all the spoils.
Unfortunately this view underpins the commonwealth’s
approach to its Workplace Relations Act. Victoria will
continue to facilitate a fairer industrial relations approach
which favours neither employers nor employees. We do not
and will not prejudicially assume one side is always right and
the other side always wrong.
The bill represents a key part of this government’s
commitment to fairness. Since 1996 the gap between
conditions enjoyed by those employees protected by federal
awards or agreements and those under schedule 1A of the
federal Workplace Relations Act 1996 has steadily increased.
The bill is designed to remove this artificial gap and ensure
that all Victorians are entitled to similar minimum conditions
of employment. This is good for employees, and it is good for
employers.
In the face of a lack of commitment from the federal
government to reform the Workplace Relations Act, and on
the recommendation of the independent Industrial Relations
Taskforce, the Bracks government introduced the Fair
Employment Bill in November 2000. As members will recall,
the bill received significant support, not just from unions and
community groups but also from employer groups such as the
Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce, the Housing
Industry Association, the Victorian Road Transport
Association, and the Master Builders Association of Victoria.
Despite the significant level of support it attracted, that bill
was defeated in the Legislative Council.
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Subsequently the Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill
2002 was introduced and passed by the Legislative Assembly.
In October 2002 the bill failed to pass the Legislative Council.
We now have the mandate to pass this bill.
The bill will ensure that Victoria operates under a unitary
system of industrial relations. This attempt to develop a
unitary industrial relations system underpinned the 1996
referral of industrial relations powers to the commonwealth,
pursuant to the Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations)
Act 1996.
In 2000 the independent Industrial Relations Taskforce
identified over 561 000 employees who were supposedly
covered by the Workplace Relations Act but were treated
differently from other employees also covered by the act.
These 561 000 employees covered by part XV and
schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act are only entitled
to five basic conditions of employment. Award employees,
on the other hand, are entitled to a statutory 20 minimum
conditions.
The schedule 1A category of employee is a result of the
abolition of state awards by the Victorian Parliament in 1992.
The bill will remove the artificial barrier between those
covered by awards and those covered by schedule 1A.
The need for a unitary system
As members are aware, in 1996 the Victorian government
utilised section 51(37) of the Australian constitution to refer a
limited number of industrial relations matters to the
commonwealth. This represented the first time any Australian
state had referred an industrial relations power to the
commonwealth.
In November 1996 Victoria enacted the Commonwealth
Powers (Industrial Relations) Act 1996. This act then enabled
the commonwealth to legislate to amend the Workplace
Relations Act 1996 to include specific provisions relating to
Victoria.
At the time the then shadow spokesperson and now Premier,
the Honourable Steve Bracks, said:
The opposition supports in principle the concept of
a single national system of industrial relations, and
it always has. It can deliver benefits to both
employees and employers by creating a uniform
national framework for dispute resolution and the
application of minimum employment standards
that can be more easily complied with and
enforced.
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In its report published September 2000 the independent
Industrial Relations Taskforce concluded that:
In practice and at law, the current system of
industrial regulation in Victoria is not the unitary
system as has been advocated by some parties. It is
true to say, though, that all of Victoria operates
under federal industrial law. But there are two
completely different systems that operate for
Victorian employees and workplaces under this
federal law. This has been described as a dual
system of industrial relations in Victoria.
Nor is the current system fair to employers and employees.
The work of the Industrial Relations Taskforce exposed the
disadvantage suffered by schedule 1A employees. Schedule
1A only operates with respect to Victoria and ensures that
schedule 1A employees have the worst minimum
employment standards of any Australian employee.
Employers too have suffered as a result of the 1996 referral.
Schedule 1A employers have been disadvantaged because
they lack proper information on their rights and
responsibilities under the act.
Federal award and agreement employers have been
disadvantaged because they have to compete against
employers who may legally offer their employees lesser
wages and conditions. That is, a policy premium is placed on
the so-called ‘race to the bottom’ for paying wages and
conditions.
In 2000 the independent Industrial Relations Taskforce also
found that while Victoria operated under a significantly
deregulated labour market after 1992, there has been no
significant increase in jobs growth levels or decrease in
unemployment levels compared with the national average, or
in relation to other states. This runs counter to the
unresearched claims by some that the deregulation of
Victoria’s labour market has somehow given us an advantage
over other states.
In 1999 the Australian Labor Party went to the Victorian
people with a firm commitment to reform the state’s
industrial relations system. Our policy stated in part:
Labor supports a unitary national approach to
industrial relations and will make the demand of
the Federal government that the Workplace
Relations Act is made fair for all workers. This
should include the re-establishment of national
awards with comprehensive standards.
Purpose of the bill

Despite the stated intentions behind the legislation, the
Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations) Act 1996 did
not see the establishment of a true unitary industrial relations
system. A true unitary system could only exist if all Victorian
employers and employees were subject to the same rules,
under the federal Workplace Relations Act. This clearly was
not brought about by the referral.

The main purpose of the bill is to refer to the commonwealth
Parliament a further matter relating to industrial relations and
to empower the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT) to make orders applying federal award conditions as
common rules in Victoria.

What the Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations) Act
1996 did was create a hybrid system. Victorian employers
and employees, previously subject to the Employee Relations
Act 1992, found themselves, from 31 December 1996, subject
to a discrete part of the Workplace Relations Act 1996,
part XV, as well as schedule 1A.

Stage 1 involves a referral of further industrial relations
power to the commonwealth so it can legislate to apply
federal award standards (the 20 minimum conditions) to
Victorian schedule 1A workers.

The bill, in fact, has two stages.
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Stage 2 will be implemented if the commonwealth refuses to
legislate to adopt the proposed referred power. It involves
federal awards applying on application by common rule,
under Victorian legislation. In other words, stage 2 will only
be implemented if stage 1 fails due to a lack of cooperation on
the part of the commonwealth.
I should take a little time to clearly articulate our
government’s preferred approach under this legislation. The
fairest, easiest and least complex approach is for the
commonwealth to accept Victoria’s referral of the
common-rule power. To do so would confirm the
commonwealth wants a true, uniform industrial relations
system in Victoria.
It is only if the commonwealth refuses the referral of the
common-rule power that the remaining provisions in the
legislation will be implemented.
Who does the bill apply to?
The Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill will apply to
persons whose wages and conditions of employment are not
covered by an award or agreement under the federal
Workplace Relations Act. In other words, the bill will only
apply to employers and employees covered by part XV and
schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act.
There is a tendency, although an erroneous one, to assume
that big business is covered by awards or agreements whilst
small business is award free.
One hundred and eighty five thousand Victorian businesses
with fewer than five employees are already covered by a
federal award. This represents over 39 per cent of all
businesses of that size. Fifty seven per cent of businesses with
between 10 and 19 employees are covered by a federal award,
and this rises to 60 per cent if you include those with both
federal award and schedule 1A employees. Clearly hundreds
of thousands of Victorian small businesses are already
covered by a federal award and/or a certified agreement.
The bill will have no direct impact on employers bound by a
federal award or certified agreement. It should be noted,
however, that the Australian Centre for Industrial Relations
Research and Training, which conducted research for the
industrial relations taskforce, found that a number of
Victorian workplaces continued to operate under a mixture of
regulatory regimes. ACIRRT found that 2775 Victorian
workplaces were regulated by both federal awards or
agreements and schedule 1A. Fourteen per cent of workplaces
with 20 to 99 employees had both federal award and
schedule 1A coverage. Those workplaces will benefit from
this bill, as it will rationalise the industrial relations regimes
they are currently subject to.
Also worthy of consideration are the conclusions of the
independent industrial relations taskforce, that:
Victoria has, compared to other states, a
disproportionately large low-wage sector. Low-income
earners also tend to be concentrated in small workplaces,
in certain industries, and in rural and regional parts of
the state. The task force identified links between this
low-wage sector and Victoria’s dual system of industrial
relations.
Some 356 000 Victorian employees (approximately
21 per cent of the Victorian labour force) rely almost
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entirely on schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act
1996 for their conditions of employment. Schedule 1A
employees have limited access to benefits that are
standard among federal award employees.
Approximately 235 000 Victorian employees receive
only the minimum rates under industry sector orders.
The geographical differences in workplace minimum
rates are also pronounced. For instance, in
non-metropolitan workplaces 22 per cent of schedule 1A
workplaces fall in the under $10.50 wage bracket
compared with 8 per cent of workplaces with federal
award coverage.
When compared to standards and employment
conditions applying under federal awards and in other
jurisdictions, employees who rely solely upon
schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act 1996
receive fewer conditions and entitlements than other
employees. For instance:
no personal and carer’s leave or bereavement
leave;
no entitlement to redundancy;
no entitlement to be paid for hours worked in
excess of 38 per week; and
sick leave benefits are prescribed at lower levels in
schedule 1A than they are in many federal awards.
Referral of power allowing VCAT to determine
common-rule orders
The bill provides that VCAT may make a common-rule order
on application by the minister, a registered organisation or a
peak body in the relevant industry.
A common-rule order is an order made by VCAT, having the
effect of binding all employers and employees in the industry
concerned. The order establishes and relates only to minimum
terms and conditions of employment. It is not a code on other
employment matters. A common-rule order is limited to the
20 allowable matters defined in section 89A of the federal
Workplace Relations Act 1996.
VCAT will make a common-rule order in relation to a
particular industry if satisfied that there is an award in force,
and the award would be binding on an employee if he or she
were employed by an employer party to that award. VCAT is
also required to determine the most appropriate award to
apply, if more than one award covers the particular kind of
work, subject to specified conditions.
VCAT may impose a condition, limitation or exception on a
term or part of a term of an award in a common-rule order
under certain circumstances. These circumstances relate to the
term not being relevant to the employer/employee
relationship or economic incapacity on the part of the
employer.
Where the federal commission varies a term of an award, the
common-rule order is varied accordingly with effect from the
end of 28 days after the date of effect of the variation of the
award. Notification will be generally provided to anyone
bound by the common-rule order of a variation by the federal
commission of an award.
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The party notified may lodge an objection to the proposed
variation of the common-rule order under certain
circumstances. The variation is not enforceable against the
objector until determined by the VCAT.
Information and compliance
There are two arms for compliance under the bill, the
provision of information, and in certain circumstances,
prosecutions for breach of the legislation.
In its report, the independent industrial relations task force
identified a lack of information as a serious problem faced by
employers and employees covered by schedule 1A. The
taskforce report stated:
The issue of advice and education is important in
dealing with schedule 1A workplaces. Employers
in this sector are less likely to belong to an
employer association at the same time as
employees are less likely to belong to a union. It is
this group of employers and employees on which
the taskforce has had to focus in developing more
innovative ways of dealing with employment
issues … the needs of schedule 1A employers and
employees may well be different to that of many
federal award workplaces. For instance, the vast
majority of schedule 1A workplaces are
categorised as small, the employees are generally
less likely to be unionised, and the employers are
less likely to belong to an employer association,
than is the case in federal award workplaces.
From the public consultations and submissions
received by the taskforce it is apparent that a new
approach is needed to information and advice in
this sector. There was a particular level of
dissatisfaction with the current information
provided through the Office of Workplace Services
(the federal department) by both employers and
employees. A different approach is clearly needed
to address the individual needs of schedule 1A
employers and employees. In summary,
information and advisory services are critical to the
success of good employment and industrial laws.
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Right of entry for authorised industrial officers
Schedule 1A employees are often reluctant to take individual
action against their employer for fear of reprisals, so they may
rely more heavily on the ability of the union to investigate for
breaches of their terms and conditions of employment.
In New South Wales and under the commonwealth
Workplace Relations Act 1996, an industrial officer of a
registered organisation has powers to enter premises to hold
discussions with employees and to investigate suspected
breaches of the award.
This bill will therefore enable an officer of a registered
organisation holding a permit issued under the bill to enter
workplaces, without force, during ordinary working hours
where a suspected contravention of the bill has occurred or is
occurring.
The proposed amendments will serve to make the Federal
Awards (Uniform System) Bill more consistent with a unitary
system of industrial relations, as union right of entry
provisions are contained in the federal Workplace Relations
Act 1996. The intention is to replicate provisions in the
current Workplace Relations Act, as of today.
Before exercising their power of entry, the authorised officer
must provide the employer with 24 hours notice.
There is no power for authorised officers to enter any
premises used for residential purposes without the consent of
the occupier.
The industrial division of the Magistrates Court will issue
permits on application by the registered organisation. A
permit-holder is required to produce their authority when
exercising powers.
If an authorised officer intentionally hinders or obstructs an
employer or employees in their working time or acts in an
improper manner in the exercise of their power under the act,
the Magistrates Court will be able to consider revocation of
the permit.

In 2001 Industrial Relations Victoria established a Workplace
Information Unit. The unit provides educational and
information services to schedule 1A employers and
employees. However, the bill provides a more comprehensive
service.

The bill provides for a civil penalty where an authorised
officer intentionally hinders or obstructs an employer or
employees in their work or where a person deliberately
hinders or obstructs an authorised officer in the exercise of
their power or fails to comply with a requirement of an
authorised officer in accordance with the act without lawful
excuse.

In 1996, when Victoria referred most of its industrial relations
powers to the commonwealth, it also ceded responsibility for
providing information and inspectorial services. The
Victorian Wage Line service was abolished, and only a
limited advisory service relating to long service leave was
retained.

Importantly, a permit-holder may not enter a workplace of
less than 20 employees, where the employer holds a
certificate of conscientious objection issued in accordance
with the federal Workplace Relations Act, and none of the
employees is a member of a union. This is consistent with the
Workplace Relations Act.

The bill provides for the appointment by the secretary of
suitably qualified information services officers. Their primary
function is to provide information about the operation of the
legislation. They also have the function of ensuring
compliance with the legislation.

Prosecutions, evidence and recovery of money

It is important to note that the powers and responsibilities of
the information services officers are similar to or no greater
than those exercised by members of the federal Department
of Employment and Workplace Relations inspectorate.

The industrial division of the Magistrates Court will hear
prosecutions for breaching this legislation. A prosecution for
an offence may only be brought by a person authorised by the
minister, the secretary of the department or another person in
the department authorised by the minister.
An employee who believes that they are owed money may
take proceedings to recover money owing in the industrial
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division of the Magistrates Court. The proceedings must be
started within six years after the entitlement arises. The court
may charge interest on any money it finds the employee is
entitled to.
Summary
The Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill provides a logical
step on the path to a truly unitary industrial relations system.
It is important to stress that the bill does not represent the Fair
Employment Bill under a different guise. The contrast
between the two cannot be starker. The Fair Employment Bill
sought to establish a new Victorian industrial relations
system, operating separately from the federal system.
What this new bill represents is an opportunity for all
Victorian employers and employees to operate under a
common set of minimum conditions of employment, not the
hybrid we have at the moment.
It will mean that a minority of Victorian employees have the
same basic entitlements that are enjoyed by the majority,
under the federal Workplace Relations Act, legislation that I
need not remind you is enacted by the current coalition
government.
It will mean that for the first time since 1996, all Victorian
employees will have an entitlement to enjoy conditions of
employment that are fair and reasonable.
The bill also means that all Victorian employers operate on a
level playing field. No longer will some employers be able to
undercut others, just by virtue of the fact they are bound by a
different section of the Workplace Relations Act. This will
help ensure business confidence by providing consistent
terms and conditions.
This bill represents the best opportunity this state has ever had
to provide a fair unitary system of industrial relations in
Victoria.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. BILL FORWOOD
(Templestowe).
Debate adjourned until next day.

COMMISSIONER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY BILL
Second reading
For Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government),
Mr Lenders (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

I advise the house that the bill was not amended in the
Assembly; therefore pursuant to sessional order 30 I
will move that the second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard.
Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance):
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In the lead-up to the recent state election the government
reaffirmed its strong commitment to the environment and
sustainability. The sustainable state policy outlines the
government’s forward plan for developing Victoria as a world
leader in environmental sustainability by promoting changes
to the way that we use energy, water and other resources
central to modern lifestyles.
As part of this plan the government committed to
reintroducing landmark legislation, that was passed by this
house in the government’s first term, to establish a
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability.
This bill to establish a Commissioner for Environmental
Sustainability therefore fulfils a major sustainability policy
commitment of this government.
The bill is a clear demonstration of the government’s
commitment to promoting and implementing ecologically
sustainable development to ensure that the total quality of life
can be improved for current and future Victorians.
Importantly, through this bill, the government will enshrine in
legislation the nationally agreed definition of ecologically
sustainable development as set out in the 1992 national
strategy for ecologically sustainable development.
Establishment of the Commissioner for Environmental
Sustainability further builds on the government’s
commitment to promoting ecologically sustainable
development, as the office will be a valuable source of advice
to state and local government, industry and the community on
environmental sustainability matters.
Through state-of-environment reporting, a key role to be
undertaken by the commissioner, Victorians will be kept
informed about the health of their environment and whether
through the combined actions of government, industry and
the community environmental gains are being made.
The government recognises that the business sector is paying
more attention to its performance in meeting the broader
economic, social and environmental objectives, or triple
bottom line, not just its financial performance.
The government is requiring its departments to have an
increased focus on triple bottom line objectives, particularly
in the management of their own resources. Getting this
balance right is one of the important criteria for good
government in Victoria. As part of this increased focus by
departments on the triple bottom line, they will be required to
implement an environmental management system and report
annually on their environmental performance.
Through annual strategic auditing of agency environment
management systems the commissioner will keep the
community informed about the rate of the government’s
progress in improving the environmental performance of its
work sites, and how the environmental management systems
compare with international best practice approaches and
targets.
The recently established Department of Sustainability and
Environment now has the primary responsibility for
conducting public education programs that promote
ecologically sustainable development and also to encourage
the promotion and adoption of ecologically sustainable
development practices. The commissioner will have an
important role in auditing the effectiveness of these public
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education programs in relation to ecologically sustainable
development.
The state of environment, environment management system
performance auditing and public education auditing roles are
further examples of the government implementing its
commitment to being open and transparent and keeping the
community informed.
I will now turn to the particulars of the bill.
Part 1 of the bill is where the definition of ecologically
sustainable development has been enshrined. Until this time,
no other Victorian legislation has incorporated the principles
of ecologically sustainable development that were agreed by
the commonwealth and all state and territory governments in
1992 under the National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable
Development.
Part 2 of the bill establishes the Commissioner for
Environmental Sustainability and the Office of the
Commissioner. The objectives, functions, powers and
accountabilities of the commissioner are also set out in this
part.
The Governor in Council will appoint the commissioner for a
term of up to five years. The commissioner will also be
eligible for reappointment, as set out in clause 6. The
commissioner may only be removed from office if there is a
failure to carry out the duties of the office or if the
commissioner demonstrates inefficiency or misbehaviour in
carrying out those duties. If the commissioner is removed
from office, the responsible minister must lay a statement of
the grounds for the removal in both houses of Parliament.
Clause 7 highlights the four objectives of the commissioner.
These are to report on matters relating to the condition of the
natural environment in Victoria; to encourage decision
making that facilitates ecologically sustainable development;
to enhance knowledge and understanding of issues relating to
ecologically sustainable development; and to encourage
sound environmental practices to be adopted by state and
local governments.
The commissioner has three key functions to undertake in
delivering on its objectives. As set out in clause 8, the
commissioner is to prepare a report on the state of the
Victorian environment and conduct annual strategic audits of
the implementation of environmental management systems
by agencies and public authorities. The commissioner will
also audit public education programs that promote the
adoption of ecologically sustainable development practices
and principles and provide advice to the minister on their
effectiveness.
As the functions of the commissioner are proactive and
facilitative, the commissioner will not require powers to enter
premises and seize information. It will be important that
agencies and public authorities support the commissioner in
the provision of information. In this respect, clause 9 provides
for the commissioner to make formal requests to agency and
public authority heads for information required to undertake
the functions as set out in the bill.
The commissioner will also be able to establish a reference
group to provide advice on the undertaking of its functions
and may also appoint committees to provide advice on
specific matters.
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In carrying out its functions the commissioner must have
regard to a set of principles including the need to integrate
economic, environmental and social considerations, the need
to add value, the need to develop solutions and achieve
improvement, and the need to be impartial, open, transparent
and accountable. These principles in clause 10 are strong
principles that the government is promoting in all that it does.
This clause also sets out a process by which the responsible
minister may give specific directions to the commissioner. It
is envisaged that the commissioner could be asked to
investigate and report on specific matters that relate to
ecologically sustainable development. Given that this
investigatory role is not a core function of the commissioner,
it is considered that it will be used sparingly. Where specific
directions are given, the responsible minister must also table
the directions in both houses of Parliament. This will ensure
that any directions are transparent.
The commissioner will be able to appoint its own staff under
clause 12 and engage consultants as necessary under
clause 13.
Part 3 of the bill refers to the reports that the commissioner is
required to prepare as part of meeting the functions set out in
the bill.
One of the first roles that the commissioner will need to
undertake once appointed will be to develop a framework for
state-of-environment reporting in Victoria. In developing this
framework the commissioner will consult extensively with
state and local government, industry and the community. It is
expected that the framework will identify the form and
frequency of the reports and a mechanism for review of the
framework.
As set out in clause 17, the framework is to be approved by
the responsible minister. Once approved the responsible
minister has 10 sitting days to table a copy of the framework
in both houses of Parliament. A state-of-environment report
must be prepared by the commissioner at least once every
five years or more frequently if determined in the
state-of-environment reporting framework.
The minister is required to table state of environment reports
in both houses of Parliament within 10 sitting days of
receiving reports. The minister then has 12 months to respond
in Parliament to recommendations, if any, that are made in the
state-of-environment report.
Clause 18 sets out the requirements for preparing reports on
the implementation of environment management systems by
agencies and public authorities. This will include an analysis
of the progress of agencies and public authorities in meeting
objectives and targets for implementation. In the first instance
only agencies will be mandated to report on their
implementation in their annual report. However, given that
there are a number of public authorities that have voluntarily
implemented environment management systems, the
commissioner will also be able to comment on their progress
as well.
The responsible minister is required to table the report on
environmental management systems in both houses of
Parliament within 10 sitting days of receiving the report.
To ensure that the public has easy access to directions given
to the commissioner by the responsible minister and the
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reports prepared under the bill, the commissioner is required
to publish them on the Internet.
In conclusion, this bill is evidence of the government’s
commitment to facilitate a greater understanding, across all
sections of the community, of ecologically sustainable
development and to promoting the adoption of practices that
encompass this approach.
An important aspect to Victorians taking this approach and
encouraging others to follow is through the greater provision
of relevant information such as the state-of-environment
reports. The government is also prepared to lead by example
by implementing environmental management systems and
opening up its reporting on implementation to the scrutiny of
the commissioner.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. ANDREA COOTE
(Monash).
Debate adjourned until next day.

PAY-ROLL TAX (MATERNITY AND
ADOPTION LEAVE EXEMPTION) BILL
Second reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Pursuant to sessional order 30, I will move that the
second-reading speech be incorporated into Hansard.
Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance):
The purpose of this bill is to make amendments to the
Pay-roll Tax Act 1971 to provide employers with an
exemption from payroll tax in respect of wages paid to
workers taking adoption or maternity leave. The exemption
applies to all wages paid to employed women taking
maternity leave, up to a maximum of 14 weeks. The
exemption also includes adoption leave for a period of up to
14 weeks, available to both women and men.
Honourable members may recall a bill was introduced into
the Legislative Assembly in 2002 containing these measures
but lapsed when the state Parliament was prorogued prior to
the election. Reintroduction of this proposal early in 2003 is
in accordance with this government’s commitment to ensure
reform in this area.
The Victorian government is committed to encouraging
employers and employees to strike a balance between family,
work, and their ability to participate in community life.
Striking the right balance will help build a better and fairer
Victoria. The government’s commitment is evidenced in our
Growing Victoria Together statement, and in our
work/family/life strategy, which outlines key actions for the
state government in this area.
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The Victorian government supports a national 14-week paid
maternity leave scheme. The exemption outlined in this bill is
a demonstration of the government’s good faith in this area. It
adds substance to the government’s commitment to support
the introduction by the commonwealth of a national scheme,
and it shows that we will do our part by providing Victorian
employers with a significant incentive to voluntarily provide
paid maternity leave.
I now turn to the particulars of the bill.
The bill provides a payroll tax exemption for paid maternity
leave for women and paid adoption leave for men and
women. To minimise any inflexibility in leave arrangements
between an employer and employee, this leave can be taken
before or after the birth or adoption of the child or in periods
before or after the birth or adoption.
The bill provides that the exemption is available in respect of
maternity and adoption leave paid from 1 January 2003. This
is consistent with the government’s commitment in 2002 to
introduce the exemption from 1 January 2003.
The exemption is limited to wages payable in respect of a
total maximum of 14 weeks full-time pay, or the equivalent.
For part-time employees, the exemption is limited to wages
payable in respect of a maximum 14 weeks part-time pay for
part-time employees who take leave at less than their usual
part-time pay. The exemption excludes fringe benefits, on the
basis that excessive complexity would result if employers
were required to apportion the fringe benefits component of
wages over a 14-week period. The exemption also excludes
sick leave and recreation leave.
Employers who claim the exemption in relation to maternity
leave must obtain a medical certificate or statutory declaration
in relation to the pregnancy of the employee or birth of the
child. Similarly employers who claim the exemption in
relation to adoption leave must obtain and keep a statutory
declaration by the employee that an adoption order has been
made or that the child is in the employee’s custody pending
such an order.
This bill sends an important message to the commonwealth
that Victoria is serious about a national paid maternity leave
scheme. The exemption also rewards employers who
voluntarily provide paid maternity leave.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North
Eastern) on motion of Hon. Philip Davis.
Debate adjourned until next day.

OUTWORKERS (IMPROVED
PROTECTION) BILL
Second reading
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.
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In so doing I inform the house that the bill received
passage through the Legislative Assembly without
amendment and that the second-reading speech does
not include a section 85 statement. I am very happy that
pursuant to sessional order 30 the second-reading
speech be incorporated into Hansard.
Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care):
The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill is a key part of
the government’s commitment to ending the exploitation of
clothing outworkers and is a significant step towards a
uniform industrial relations system for clothing
manufacturers.
The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill was an explicit
policy commitment at the 2002 election. Accordingly, this
government has a clear and unequivocal mandate to
introduce, pass and implement this bill.
The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill aims to ensure
that outworkers in the Victorian clothing industry receive
their lawful entitlements and to provide a consistent
regulatory regime for the industry across those states where
the majority of clothing manufacture is undertaken —
namely, Victoria and New South Wales.
The bill implements a number of the recommendations of the
Family and Community Development Committee inquiry
into the conditions of clothing outworkers in Victoria. The
government has provided the Parliament with a considered
response to all the recommendations of the committee.
It is difficult to determine how many outworkers there are in
Victoria. Estimates vary markedly between 20 000 to
140 000 outworkers. It is estimated that Victoria accounts for
approximately 40 per cent of the work undertaken by
outworkers across Australia.
Clothing outworkers are typically migrant women. Their ages
vary and many come from non-English-speaking
backgrounds and have poor English language skills. They
find it difficult to find other forms of employment.
Clothing outworkers are among the most vulnerable members
of our community. They are often subject to low wages and
long hours of work. In many cases, clothing outworkers suffer
from chronic underpayment and non-payment of
remuneration and poor workplace health and safety practices.
There is no suggestion that all retailers or all clothing
manufacturers exploit outworkers or that all outworkers are
exploited. However, the most recent research into outworkers
in Melbourne, conducted by Dr Christina Cregan of the
University of Melbourne, indicates that there continues to be
significant exploitation of outworkers in Victoria.
Dr Cregan’s 2001 study, involving 119 clothing outworkers
in Melbourne, found that the average hourly rate of pay
amongst these workers was $3.60 per hour and their average
weekly wage was only $300 per week. They work 12 hours
per day for six to seven days per week.
The majority of the clothing outworkers involved in the study
earned only $5 per hour, well below the minimum hourly rate
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of $11.35 provided for by the Australian Industrial Relations
Commission in the Victorian industry sector wage orders.
Eighty percent of the clothing outworkers in the study
reported that their wages were not paid on time and nearly
50 per cent reported instances of not being paid at all for work
completed.
Dr Cregan’s research confirms that clothing outworkers are
among the most disadvantaged workers in Victoria.
Both the New South Wales and Queensland governments
have implemented strategies to end the exploitation of
outworkers. This legislative proposal essentially replicates the
provisions relating to outworkers in the NSW legislation,
thereby creating a consistent regulatory regime across the two
major economies.
The proposals in the Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill
will be supported by an education campaign that will focus on
community language media targeted towards the
communities in which outworkers and their employers are
located. The campaign will provide information to
outworkers and their employers on their employment rights
and obligations.
The government will also appoint bilingual information
services officers. The officers will have an understanding of
the particular cultural issues that face many migrant
outworkers and will provide direct assistance and advice to
outworkers and investigate legislative breaches and assist
individuals in undertaking action to recover under and
non-payment of wages.
Purpose of the bill
The principal purpose of the bill is to improve the protection
for outworkers by ensuring they receive the same entitlements
as employees and have access to a simple, low-cost way to
recover unpaid wages and remuneration.
It proposes to increase voluntary compliance within the
industry and to focus responsibility at the top of the
production chain to ensure outworkers receive their lawful
entitlements. It will achieve this through establishing principal
contractor liability for the payment of outworkers entitlements
and the establishment of the Ethical Clothing Trades Council
to monitor and foster self-regulatory mechanisms in the
industry.
Who does the bill apply to?
The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill will provide
protection for all clothing outworkers in Victoria.
It will provide all outworkers in Victoria greater employment
protection by ensuring they are subject to the same standards
as employees in respect of long service leave and
occupational health and safety.
It will also improve the protections for those outworkers not
covered by a federal award or agreement and provide them
with greater power to recover unpaid remuneration.
Clothing outworkers are defined as workers who pack,
process or work on articles or material for another person
from their home or other premises rather than in a factory.
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It will establish an advisory body for retailers, manufacturers,
employees and the community for the benefit of the clothing
industry.
Outworkers as employees
One of the central issues for outworkers is whether they are
employees or independent contractors. The parliamentary
inquiry noted that often outworkers are led to believe they are
independent contractors when in practice they are actually
employees. In such cases an outworker may be called an
independent contractor, but the actual practice of the
employment relationship is that of employer and employee.
The effect of this confusion means that outworkers are denied
their employee entitlements.
The nature of work in the clothing industry and the
circumstances of the employment of outworkers, indicate that
outworkers should be considered as employees, rather than
independent contractors.
The bill will define outworkers in Victoria to be employees
for the purposes of the Outworkers (Improved Protection)
Bill 2003, the Long Service Leave Act 1992, the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 1985, the Public
Holidays Act 1992 and for the Federal Awards (Uniform
System) Bill 2003, almost before Parliament.
This is consistent with both New South Wales and
Queensland, where outworkers are deemed to be employees
for the purpose of industrial legislation.
By defining outworkers to be employees for the purposes of
this industrial legislation, the uncertainty surrounding their
employment status will be resolved and it will be clear that
outworkers are entitled to all the protections afforded to other
employees.
Recovery of payments
Currently outworkers are faced with complex and largely
inaccessible mechanisms for recovering unpaid wages and
other forms of remuneration. Outworkers are subject to
complex enforcement procedures, prohibitive costs when
taking action and lack an enforceable employment agreement.
In addition to these problems, complex production chains
often make it difficult for outworkers to identify who their
employer is.
The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill will establish a
system for the recovery of unpaid remuneration that is simple
to use and low cost.
The recovery of unpaid remuneration system established by
the bill will operate in a way that unravels the complex chain
of production to reveal those contractors in the chain who
bear responsibility for the payment of entitlements to the
outworker.
The provisions in this bill will replicate the NSW recovery of
unpaid remuneration provisions, ensuring there is consistency
across the states.
Under the recovery of unpaid remuneration process, an
outworker makes a claim for unpaid remuneration by serving
a statutory declaration, with supporting details, on the person
that the outworker believes to be their employer. The claim
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must be served within six months of the completion of the
work.
The person served with the claim, known as the apparent
employer, may not be the person that the outworker directly
deals with. The bill provides that the outworker may serve a
claim on the person who they believe is their employer. In
practice, this person could be anywhere along the production
chain, from the intermediary delivering and collecting work
to the principal manufacturer.
Once served with a claim for unpaid wages by an outworker,
the apparent employer has 14 days in which they can refer the
claim to the actual employer. If the actual employer cannot be
identified or does not accept liability within 14 days, the
person served with the claim is liable for payment of the
outworker’s unpaid remuneration.
Where an actual employer has not accepted liability and the
apparent employer has paid the outworker for the claim, the
bill enables the apparent employer to deduct the amount paid
to the outworker from any money that the apparent employer
owes to the actual employer. This will ensure fairness in
situations where the apparent employer is higher up the
production chain than the actual employer.
In the event that a claim for unpaid remuneration is not
resolved through this process, recovery will be through the
industrial division of the Magistrates Court. In such
proceedings an apparent employer will be liable for payment
unless they can show that the work was not done or that the
amount claimed is incorrect.
The bill establishes an offence where a person uses
intimidation to prevent, hinder or discourage an outworker
from making a claim for unpaid remuneration. It will also be
an offence under the bill to make a false or misleading
statement in a referred claim or a notice regarding liability for
a referred claim; and to refer a claim to a person where it is
not known or there are not reasonable grounds to believe that
the person is the actual employer of the outworker. The
maximum penalty for these offences will be $12 000.
Principal contractor liability
In addition to establishing a simple, low-cost process for
outworkers to recover unpaid wages and remuneration, the
Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill establishes principal
contractor liability in order to focus greater responsibility for
outworkers’ entitlements at the top of the supply chain.
Outworkers currently bear the burden when a contractor in
the production chain disappears or refuses to pay an
outworker after the work has been completed. There is no
mechanism by which an outworker can pursue unpaid
remuneration from a person who is higher up the supply chain
than their direct employer.
The principal contractor liability provisions in the bill will
enable outworkers in this situation to claim the unpaid
remuneration directly from the principal contractor. The
provisions are the same as those already operating in NSW.
The principal contractor will be liable for any unpaid wages
unless they have a written statement from the contractor that
all wages to outworkers have been paid. The principal
contractor will be able to withhold any money owed to a
contractor until such a statement is provided, without penalty.
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The principal contractor is not liable for payment of the
outworkers remuneration where the subcontractor is in
receivership or in the course of being wound up or, in the case
of an individual, is bankrupt and payments made under the
contract are made to the receiver, liquidator or trustee in
bankruptcy.

If established, the mandatory code may require employers
and other persons engaged in the clothing industry to adopt
specified standards of conduct and practice with respect to
outworkers. Failing to comply with the mandatory code
without reasonable excuse will be subject to a maximum
penalty of $12 000.

Enforcement of a claim for unpaid wages on a principal
contractor will also be through the industrial division of the
Magistrates Court.

The bill provides that the regulations may provide for an
exemption to the operation of the code for specified persons
or classes of persons.

Ethical Clothing Trades Council

It is incumbent on the clothing industry to take responsibility
for ensuring that clothing outworkers receive their lawful
entitlements and the Ethical Clothing Trades Council will
provide them with every opportunity to take relevant action in
this regard.

A key feature of the Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill is
the establishment of an Ethical Clothing Trades Council of
Victoria. This council, modelled on the NSW Ethical
Clothing Trades Council, will be the primary means of
achieving voluntary compliance within the industry.
The council’s chairperson will be a person with relevant
knowledge of the clothing industry, and members of the
council will include representatives of retailers,
manufacturers, employees and the community.
The primary role of the council initially will be to enhance
voluntary compliance by the clothing industry as a means of
ensuring that outworkers receive their lawful entitlements. If
voluntary compliance is unsuccessful then the council will
advise the minister on the need for a mandatory code.
The council will enhance voluntary compliance by the
industry through facilitating consultation with relevant
clothing industry organisations and promoting self-regulatory
mechanisms within the industry.
The council will promote industry agreements and codes such
as the home workers code of practice, a self-regulatory code
that seeks to regulate and monitor the production chain from
the retailer to the home worker.
It is welcoming to see the pioneering work being undertaken
by the NSW council, which has brokered a landmark
agreement between the Australian Retailers Association and
the Textile Clothing and Footwear Union of Australia. The
Victorian council will be required to consider the work of the
NSW council, to further the consistency between NSW and
Victoria.
The council will provide quarterly reports on whether
outworkers are receiving their lawful entitlements and make
recommendations. The council will also report on the
activities of the industry with respect to the Homeworkers
Code of Practice and other industry agreements.
During the initial 12-month period, the council will evaluate
the effectiveness of the actions taken by the industry to
improve compliance with the obligation to ensure that
outworkers receive their lawful entitlements. At the end of
12 months the council will report its findings to the minister.
After consideration of this report, the minister may make a
mandatory code of practice for the industry. A mandatory
code would be made if it is determined that the current
self-regulatory mechanisms are inadequate to achieve
improvements in the level of compliance or that the persons
engaged in the clothing industry are not attempting in good
faith to negotiate improvements of extensions to those
voluntary self-regulatory mechanisms.

Information services officers
The bill provides for the appointment and powers of
information services officers.
The clothing industry is typified by complex contracting
practices that may mean that some contractors avoid liability
for outworkers’ entitlements. The Outworkers (Improved
Protection) Bill will assist in reducing the level of exploitation
currently experienced by many outworkers by enabling
information services officers to effectively determine and
facilitate compliance in the clothing industry.
The powers enable an information services officer to enter,
without force, any premises where there are reasonable
grounds for believing that outwork is being, or has been,
performed or there are documents being kept that are relevant
for the purpose of determining compliance with relevant
industrial legislation.
The bill outlines the manner in which an information services
officer should exercise their powers. Entry must be during
working hours and an information services officer must cause
as little harm and inconvenience as possible.
On entry, an information services officer will be able to
inspect work, take samples, interview employees or require
the production of documents.
Information services officers are not empowered to enter any
part of premises used solely for residential purposes without
the informed consent of the occupier.
The bill creates offences for actions that obstruct an
information services officer in the exercise of their powers.
Right of entry for authorised union officers
Outworkers are often reluctant to take individual action
against their employer for fear of reprisals, so they rely more
heavily on the ability of the union to investigate and prosecute
employers for breaches of their award.
Under the commonwealth Workplace Relations Act 1996, an
industrial officer of a registered organisation has powers to
enter premises to hold discussions with employees and to
investigate suspected breaches of the award. Unions are then
able to prosecute for any breaches of the award that they find.
The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill includes
provisions similar to the current right of entry powers in the
Workplace Relations Act 1996.
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The provisions enable authorised union officers to enter
during working hours and without force, any premises where
outworkers work who are, or are eligible to become, members
of the union or premises which are occupied by an employer
or contractor bound by a federal award or common-rule order
that relates to outwork, for the purpose of investigating a
suspected contravention of the act.
After entry, the authorised union officer may make copies of
documents that are relevant to the suspected contravention,
including time and pay sheets, inspect any work, material or
machinery and interview any employees or outworkers who
are, or are eligible to become members of the union about the
suspected contravention.
Authorised union officers may also, for the purpose of
investigating a suspected contravention require an employer
or contractor to produce documents for inspection and
copying at an agreed place.
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A similar review is to be conducted of the New South Wales
legislation by the NSW Minister for Industrial Relations.
Summary
The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill will provide
overdue protection for some of the most vulnerable workers
in Victoria.
It provides outworkers with a simple, low-cost way of
recovering unpaid wages and remuneration.
It will empower information services officers to ensure
compliance with the provisions in the bill and other relevant
industrial legislation.
Importantly, employers in Victoria will face the same
regulatory regime as their counterparts in NSW.

Authorised union officers may also enter premises where
outworkers work who are, or are eligible to become members
of the union, for the purpose of holding discussions during
meal times and other breaks.

The bill will ensure that companies at the top of the
production chain take responsibility for ensuring that
outworkers receive their lawful entitlements. The Ethical
Clothing Trades Council provides the clothing industry with
the opportunity to make significant steps towards voluntary
compliance.

An authorised union officer is required to show his or her
permit prior to entry, if requested to do so. Entry to premises
may only occur after the authorised union officer has
provided the occupier of the premises 24 hours notice of the
intention to do so. The union can apply to the court for an
order waiving the requirement to provide notice to an
employer.

The Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill will take
significant steps towards ending the exploitation of
outworkers by providing them with higher standards of
entitlements and afford them improved protection to ensure
they receive those entitlements.

There is no power for authorised industrial officers to enter
any premises used for residential purposes without the
permission of the occupier.
The industrial division of the Magistrates Court will issue
authority permits on application by the secretary of the union.
The bill provides for an employer, registered organisation or
an information services officer to apply to the court for the
revocation of a union officers permit if the authorised officer
intentionally hinders or obstructs an employer, employee or
outworker or otherwise acts in an improper manner.
The bill specifies conduct in relation to the powers of
authorised union officers that attracts a civil penalty. A court
may make an order imposing a penalty on a person who
contravenes a penalty provision. The court may order that the
penalty be paid into the Consolidated Fund or to a particular
registered organisation or person.
The bill provides the textile clothing and footwear union with
the power to prosecute an employer for a breach of the act
and a common-rule order, to facilitate their ability to ensure
that outworkers receive their lawful entitlements.

This bill creates a uniform system between Victoria and New
South Wales, the two states that account for the majority of
clothing manufacturing and will be of benefit to those in the
industry currently dealing with two vastly different regulatory
regimes.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. BILL FORWOOD
(Templestowe).
Debate adjourned until next day.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES AND
PARLIAMENTARY SALARIES AND
SUPERANNUATION ACTS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
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Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).

Review of act
The bill provides for the act to be reviewed by the minister
within five years of commencement, or as soon as possible
thereafter. The review would determine whether the policy
objectives of the act remain valid and whether the terms of the
act remain appropriate for securing those objectives. The
report of the review will be tabled before both houses of
Parliament.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Firstly, there
is a great opportunity in speaking to the bill to
emphasise again the hypocrisy of the government.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Well, you have an hour.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I may take a full hour to
do this.
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To inform myself better about the bill I did what a
member of the public would do if they wanted to know
what a parliamentary committee does. I picked up from
the papers office a little information sheet, which I
congratulate the clerks for producing — —

The bill also decreases to nine the maximum number of
committee members on the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, which will bring that committee
in line with the maximum membership of other joint
committees.

Hon. Andrew Brideson — Don’t encourage them!

The bill also attempts to permit the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee to examine regulations which
might have expired in the time before the appointment
of that committee and attempts to provide a
retrospective power to that committee in relation to
examining legislation which was introduced prior to the
establishment of the committee. I presume we will see
an attempt to amend the bill, because of the deficiency
in its drafting, to achieve that outcome.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — No, I shouldn’t. I’m not
supposed to talk about the clerks, am I?
It is called Victorian Parliamentary Investigatory
Committees. It is a publication widely available to the
community. It is headed ‘What are parliamentary
investigatory committees’ and it states:
The role of the parliamentary committees is to investigate and
report on matters on behalf of Parliament. Such investigations
are more easily and efficiently dealt with by a committee than
by the Parliament as a whole, and they allow the Parliament
to more effectively perform its role and to keep the
government accountable for its actions.

I would like to read that last part again:
… to keep the government accountable for its actions.

Well, it is pretty clear that the government — that is,
the executive — does not intend that parliamentary
committees will fulfil the role which procedure and
practice, convention and tradition have bequeathed to
them. It is clear that having established the
parliamentary committees the government will
dominate every committee through a majority of
membership and through the appointment of
government members as chairs of every committee. It
is quite clear that the executive is again using its control
of the backbench to require the backbenchers to do its
bidding and to agree with proposals which ought to be
in the hands of private members. Members of
Parliament are not here by dint of the fiat of the
executive government, they are here to represent their
communities, but time after time we see the executive
directing how members will behave. We see it again
with the parliamentary committees.
The bill itself deals with a number of aspects. It
establishes three new committees: the Rural and
Regional Services and Development Committee, the
Outer Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee and the Education and Training Committee.
In establishing those committees the government claims
that there will be at least one joint committee broadly
responsible for each major government department and
area of government responsibility. I will come back to
that claim later, because it is patently untrue.

The bill also proposes amendments to the
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation Act 1968
which will clarify entitlements of some members of
Parliament for the period 30 November 2002 to
1 February 2003.
Before going further, I refer members to the
exceptionally good work done by the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee in its report to the
Parliament of May 2002 entitled Improving Victoria’s
Parliamentary Committee System. I have no doubt that
many members of the house will have been informed of
the report and will have taken the opportunity to have a
look at what it has to say before this debate proceeded.
I am surprised that at the first opportunity the
government has had to deal with parliamentary
committees legislation it has not taken the opportunity
to implement the recommendations of that fine
committee’s work of last year. As far as I am aware
there seems to be no explanation of that, and therefore
the bill before the house is deficient because it would
have been relatively easy to have picked up those very
sensible recommendations, including the proposal to
translate the Parliamentary Committees Act into plain
English. That would be desirable, I am sure.
In relation to this debate, an interesting thing that I am
reminded of is that the Parliamentary Committees Act
is amended regularly. The act was established in 1968
and it has since been amended over 30 times. Simple
arithmetic tells me that it is amended nearly once a
year. I would have thought, therefore, that it behoves
the government, given that the report was tabled in
2002, to take the opportunity to improve on the
legislative framework for parliamentary committees by
adopting those recommendations. It is useful to
note that the report provides members with a brief
history of parliamentary committees so that they can
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understand their development. I do not need to read that
into the record because the report itself is a public
document, but it notes that:
Small committees performing the work of preparation and
review —

of matters before the House of Commons —
were already in existence before 1547 when the House of
Commons began to record its proceedings in journals.

It also refers to the practice of appointing grand
committees, or what we would call standing
committees, a practice developed in the 17th century
which continued until 1832. These grand committees
were:
… given authority to pursue particular issues and generally
met outside the house.

The four grand committees were: grievances, religion,
court of justice, and trade, and they were appointed at
the beginning of each parliamentary session. The report
continues:
Following the reform of Parliament in 1833 the number of
committees increased and their functions and procedures
evolved into forms copied by fledgling colonial parliaments
throughout the British Empire, forms which are still clearly
recognisable in the federal and state parliaments of Australia.

That puts into context the evolution of committees in
parliamentary procedure until the Victorian colonial
parliament was established. In 1856 during its first year
of operation the first motion was carried to appoint a
select committee.
The powers needed to create committees are not
dependent on the act that Parliament is seeking to
amend during this debate because it is well understood
that the appointment of committees was possible before
standing orders for the Legislative Assembly or the
Legislative Council were established. That was done by
relying on provisions of the Victorian constitution that
enabled both houses to make standing orders provided
that until they were made the standing orders of the
British parliament would apply. That provision is found
again in section 19 of the Constitution Act 1975, which
we recently discussed in this place. This meant that the
Victorian Parliament had the power to emulate the
power exercised by the House of Commons of Great
Britain and Ireland in relation to committees and their
members in a way which was not inconsistent with any
act of the Victorian Parliament. The report goes on:
Under the British Constitution the House of Lords and the
House of Commons may investigate any matter whatsoever
and both houses have the power to punish any person who
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neglects or refuses to appear on summons or testify or to
produce documents as requested.

Through the Victorian constitution the Victorian
Parliament did adopt the powers to continue that
authority vested in it by the head of power under the
House of Commons at the creation of the first colonial
Victorian Parliament.
Without going further into the history, I indicate that
the Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 drew the
relevant provisions together into an act for
parliamentary committees from The Constitution
Amendment Act 1958. Other members will, I am sure,
want to go into more detail about the history of
parliamentary committees and their involvement with
various committees.
My own involvement with parliamentary committees
began in 1992 when I was appointed to the Economic
Development Committee chaired by the Honourable
Gerald Ashman who, I am pleased to note, the
President advised is regarded as an honourable man and
will retain that title for life. That is a great compliment
to the Honourable Gerald Ashman, who made a great
contribution to this place.
Gerald Ashman and others on that committee worked
cooperatively, and that was a surprise to me because as
a new member of Parliament I had presumed that it
would be difficult to find common ground with
members on the other side of the house. Not only did I
find that I could get on quite well with members of the
National Party on the committee, but as a result of the
fact that the then member for Gippsland East,
Mr Treasure, with whom I shared a common
constituency, also served on the committee we became
firm friends and remain so to this day.
I regard Mr Treasure as one of the finest people I have
ever had dealings with in the Victorian Parliament. He
was a man of great principle, dedication to his
constituency and — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I’ll get to you when you
leave the Parliament, all right?
Mr Treasure made a singular, substantial effort to
represent his constituents, but he had a very broad view
of his role and his responsibility to the Parliament.
Therefore, I found that far from having significant
differences of view with Mr Treasure, in fact we shared
many values in common. I thought that was probably
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easier to handle. What was
less — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Yes, but he was not a
member of my party, if you understand the point.
In any event, that led me to think there might be other
things I could share in common with members of the
then opposition, the Labor Party. Surprisingly I found
that this was the case. I found it quite remarkable that
the Honourable Pat Power, a former member for Jika
Jika Province — I am not sure if he chooses to be
known as ‘the Honourable,’ but he was in my — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — He didn’t get the 10!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — No, he didn’t get the 10!
He was in fact in my view the most honourable
member of the Labor Party at that time.
I found that Mr Power was a man of significant
intellectual substance who could see the big picture and
made a vital contribution to the Parliament as a whole.
But in my dealings with him as a member of a joint
parliamentary committee I developed a high respect for
his capacity and valued his contribution to discussion,
and I might say that I valued his friendship. Of all the
dealings I have had with the members on the other side
of the house I would say that it was that exposure
through a parliamentary committee process that led me
to a conclusion. I do not just refer to Mr Power but also
others — Mr Mildenhall, the honourable member for
Footscray in the other place; Mr Batchelor, the Minister
for Transport, for a time; and Mr Kennan, a former
Attorney-General, was even there briefly. A number of
Labor members went through that committee in the
early days — I am not quite sure what was going on —
but in any case I found that members of Parliament,
notwithstanding their different professional, political
and philosophical backgrounds — —
Hon. Andrew Brideson — Ideological?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I do not know that that is
necessarily a good word, but certainly philosophical.
Members would come together in those committees
charged with a particular brief and actually work quite
conscientiously in a cooperative manner to come to an
agreed outcome.
Now, there was in relation to the initial inquiry of that
committee some small difficulty, I have to confess. It
was in fact a reference dealing with the building
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industry, and we did at much less cost to taxpayers a
similar job to what has just been done by the Cole royal
commission. It is interesting that in politics the wheel
turns, but it goes round and round and comes back to
the same issues. We did 10 years ago deal very much
with the issues that are at the forefront of discussion
about the building and construction industry at this
time.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I have to say that there is
not much new, Mr Baxter, there is not much new.
We heard all about the rorts, the standover tactics and
the unprincipled behaviour, and the only difficulty that
that committee actually had was that the then
opposition members had to go and check in with Trades
Hall before they could determine what the position was
at any particular meeting. At any event, I did enjoy that
experience of learning a great deal about the members
of the then opposition who joined us on the Economic
Development Committee, and my view is that MPs
should all do some time on a parliamentary committee,
because it would be helpful to them to take a different
view about members on the other side.
Committee service certainly taught me to respect the
opinions which are held by all members of this house
notwithstanding that I quite obviously and vehemently
disagree with some of them from time to time. We
should all respect each other’s opinions and it is
difficult in the environment of this chamber and in the
process of vigorous debate sometimes to recognise the
value of the contributions which are being made.
Parliamentary committees force members to come
together and find that they share many values and ideas
even though they might not initially perceive that.
As I said, my experience, which is probably reflective
of most members in this place who have served on
parliamentary committees, is that they provide a great
tradition of bipartisan work and come to propose
recommendations as a result of their investigations. In
many instances governments choose to adopt these
recommendations, and if not adopted immediately they
are over time. Certainly they add very much to the
value of the Parliament of Victoria and therefore to the
basis of representation in this state.
I understand we will have some contribution later from
the National Party which might reflect on some issues
in relation to the detail of the bill in such a way that we
might see, as I suspect was reflected in the other place,
proposals to amend this bill. Regrettably, because this is
the first contribution and because we have not as yet
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had an indication in the chamber of what the National
Party will be doing I will not be able to respond or
make any observations. I will be interested to join in in
discussing the detail of any proposals in the committee
stage and look forward to participating actively there.
We need to focus on some of the other motivations for
the government’s proposed changes to this
Parliamentary Committees Act. One of the issues
which has come to light of course is that, as I indicated
earlier, chairmen of all parliamentary committees will
be government members, but now we will have
11 committees to serve the Parliament. That means
there are more jobs available, which under the
parliamentary salaries and superannuation acts
apparently have salary entitlements to go with them. I
find it interesting that there is a trend going on here. I
note that since 1999 the cabinet has increased in
number from 18 to 20, and parliamentary secretaries
now number 15. There are now 11 committee chairs
and that means that under the Bracks government there
are 54 Labor members of Parliament on higher duties
with higher salaries; 54 out of 87! They are getting
increased salaries and allowances. I find that
extraordinary. Nearly 65 per cent of all Labor
members — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Would that include the new
whip?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — It would include the new
whip, who had not served a day in Parliament before
she started getting additional salary.
The cost of all these additional places is well in excess
of half a million dollars. It would seem to me that those
funds could be better used elsewhere. It is clear that the
Parliament is being turned into a place for jobs for the
boys, just as now the executive is following suit and has
started to appoint senior Labor Party office-bearers to
executive government positions, including the chief of
staff of the Minister for Tourism. That is an indication
of where we are going. We are going with a program of
the government using its numbers in the Parliament to
make amendments to the procedures of the
parliamentary committees to create jobs for its mates.
In relation to this hypocrisy, let us be clear about what
is going on. I said earlier that I was unimpressed by the
way the government is choosing to shut down debate
generally. It certainly is seeking to take control of the
parliamentary committee process absolutely by
appointing the chairs and by making sure it has a
majority on each committee. That is reflecting exactly
what we saw here in the first sitting week when the
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government introduced new sessional orders, the effect
of which is to create circumstances where debate is now
gagged regularly. Every day members are sat down
because the President says, ‘You are out of time!’. That
happens every day.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Only for 90-second
statements? In relation to the comment of the Leader of
the Government, I suggest that on most debates on bills
members have been sat down because of the effluxion
of time and because the President has said they are out
of time.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Three addresses-in-reply
where the speakers have run out of time!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Indeed, Mr Baxter! Is
15 minutes adequate for a member to reply to the
opening address given by the Governor? I hardly think
so, but in any event we have made the point, and I am
not going to reiterate it.
In relation to the gagging of members, it is clear the
government has gagged the freedom of information
process as well. Recently the Ombudsman highlighted
the fact that an average delay of nine months has
become the order of the day for FOI applications,
despite the fact of a 45-day maximum rule. In my own
case I made an application in relation to certain
documents to the Minister for Energy and Resources in
the last Parliament, and it took 18 months before that
matter was resolved.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Did they say no?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Yes, in the end the answer
was, ‘No!’. I have to confess I did not get the
documents.
The point is that the government, far from being what it
purports to be — open and accountable — is a
government of absolute terror about being exposed
either here in the Parliament or in the public arena. It is
afraid of the freedom of information process and the
inquisition of members of Parliament, notwithstanding
that the government has a clear mandate in terms of the
numbers in both houses.
In relation to these arrangements for controlling the
parliamentary committees, the Labor Party itself made
a case, and I have to acknowledge that in 1992 the then
government appointed chairs to all of the then existing
committees. The point does not change — it is not
possible for parliamentary committees to be seen by the
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public to be independent of the executive when every
one of them is controlled absolutely by the iron fist of
the executive through the appointment and support of
members who have a majority on the committee and
appoint the chairman as a nominee from the executive
government.
The government is suggesting that the new committee
for rural and regional Victoria is an important change to
deal with rural issues. I find it incongruous that, having
on the one hand said it is important that we have a
committee to focus on rural and regional affairs, the
government has contradicted itself by changing the way
Victorians will be represented by amendments to the
Constitution Act and changes therefore to the electoral
system in the upper house. However, importantly, the
constitutional commission made particular
recommendations about committees of
parliamentarians representing regional Victoria.
It was interesting to me that when the government had
the opportunity when proceeding with its constitutional
changes earlier this sitting it did not implement the
recommendations designed by the constitutional
committee to create a significant focus on country
areas. Apparently the government was concerned that it
would not have control of those committees. It would
prefer to appoint committees under this act to deal with
regional Victoria as a whole rather than have regional
committees, and it also has the capacity to appoint the
chairmen to ensure that the committees effectively act
as de facto policy committees of the government rather
than committees of the Parliament.
I urge members, particularly new members on the other
side, to understand their great responsibility to the
people who elected them here to operate independently
of the executive. If they are not sworn in as ministers
then they need to understand that they are here
primarily to represent the citizens of Victoria who
elected them. While they feel beholden to the
executive, I am sure, for their committee appointments,
the fact of the matter is that it is the Parliament to which
they are accountable and through the Parliament to the
people of this great state.
I hope the regional committee to which I am referring
has real teeth and looks at issues of great consequence
in terms of government policy across the board. One
issue it could deal with immediately is the failure of the
government to appoint a proper and adequate inquiry in
regard to the alpine bushfires. An inquiry is being
undertaken by the Essential Services Commissioner,
Bruce Esplin. As I said before, I would not want to
reflect at all on the character or professional diligence
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of that gentleman, who I believe has been put in an
invidious position inasmuch as he is undertaking an
inquiry which under statute he had to undertake in any
event because the Emergency Management Act
requires that there should be an inquiry by the
commissioner after such an event as we have recently
experienced.
He is doing nothing more than is required by statute,
but the government — that is, the Premier — has tried
to represent that this is something else. The Premier has
tried to represent that the inquiry into the alpine fires by
the commissioner is in some way an independent,
impartial and across-the-board inquiry. In fact, the
scope, the terms of reference and limits provided within
the capacity of that commissioner to investigate are
such that it cannot hope to be an inquiry other than one
which deals essentially with internal government
management issues at a relatively superficial level. The
capacity for the commissioner to take evidence, to call
witnesses, to require officers of government
departments and agencies to attend, and to take
evidence from individual citizens of Victoria, who
would be otherwise afforded protection of a formal
inquiry, such as an inquiry through the Parliament, will
be strictly limited. A lot of evidence will not be
forthcoming, and certainly the commissioner has no
capacity to require it to be given.
I find it highly hypocritical that when the Federal
Parliament determined to hold an inquiry of the House
of Representatives which would have had the option of
calling witnesses and requiring evidence to be given at
a national level to take the state politics out of it if you
like and deal with it across the board with responses on
a New South Wales and Victorian basis, the Victorian
government — it was the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services who instantaneously responded —
would brook no such cooperation with the federal
inquiry and therefore no Victorian government officer
would be permitted to give evidence before such an
inquiry.
The effect of this has been the state government
gagging public discussion of important policy issues in
this state. I believe the seeds of the government’s own
demise rest entirely with its inappropriate response to
the bushfires in the alpine areas of Victoria this
summer.
Last week the Honourable Graeme Stoney and I visited
farmers in north-east Gippsland. For those who do not
know the geography well, it covers the areas north of
Buchan, north of Gelantipy and at Wulgulmerang. We
visited people who were in their own places on their
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own farms. Having travelled through those areas I can
say that it was the most extraordinary sight I have ever
seen. I have seen bushfires before, and I certainly had a
good look at the Tambo Valley which was burnt earlier
in the summer. But I had not had the opportunity to get
up to Gelantipy and Wulgulmerang — —
Hon. M. R. Thomson — On a point of order,
President, I have been listening since I came into the
chamber. Unless we have a bill before us in relation to
the recent bushfires I would ask that you bring the
member back to the subject. I have not yet heard
anything about the bill in the discourse we are hearing
now about visits to the regions. I ask that the member
be bought back to the bill.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — On the point of order,
President, we are dealing with a bill to create a
committee, which apparently, as I understand it, is to be
designated as the Rural and Regional Services and
Development Committee. Quite clearly in the context
of considering the appointment and creation of
committees of the Parliament which will have certain
responsibilities in relation to investigation, it is not
unreasonable for the house to contemplate what the
matters are that will come before those committees. If it
is the intention of the objector who took the point of
order that there should be no discussion about what
matters might come before these committees, let me
suggest that it is clearly evident that this is consistent
generally with the government’s approach — that is, it
does not want any discussion about anything that might
be an adverse reflection on the executive government.
The point of order is out of order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Certain latitude is
given to the lead speaker of the opposition in
developing his points with respect to the bill. There is a
concern about anticipating what may or may not be
referred to a committee, so I ask the member to come
back to the bill.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Thank you, President. I
will be delighted to come back to the bill when I have
finished this commentary, which is that in visiting that
area — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — It took you three months to
get up there.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — With great respect,
Mr Mitchell, I have visited the fire-affected areas on a
number of occasions. There are only 350 farmers that
the alpine fires burnt out! I have not visited all of them,
but I have visited a lot of them. How many have you
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visited? How many has any minister in this house
visited? Don’t start me.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Through the Chair,
Mr Davis. Interjections are unruly.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The fact of the matter is
that these fires have had a devastating impact on rural
Victoria. It is clearly a fact that the committee which
the government proposes to create to look at rural and
regional services would well be disposed to be a
committee to which the Parliament may refer a
reference in relation to looking at an appropriate
response to bushfires and their management and
control. It is clearly the case that the government has
been reluctant to create a committee, and indeed in this
very house that — —
Hon. M. R. Thomson — The bushfire task force!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — With great respect,
Minister, the Parliament considered a motion before it
only three weeks ago to appoint a select committee, and
you voted against it! Don’t talk to me about whether or
not it is appropriate to talk about committees on this bill
to create a committee.
Hon. M. R. Thomson interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Clearly it is the case. The
fact of the matter is that you did vote against it, in case
you have forgotten.
In relation to issues to be put before the regional and
rural services committee, clearly the
failed-to-be-delivered promise for rail upgrades could
be a matter which would come before that committee.
That is probably not an unreasonable thing for that
committee to look at. If it is the case that there are other
matters affecting services in country Victoria, we can
see that there would be singularly good opportunities to
refer them to that committee.
One issue which has arisen recently is that identified by
the Auditor-General — that is, a $10 million black hole
in relation to funding of crucial equipment in Victoria’s
country hospitals. The Auditor-General’s report reveals
that 9 of the state’s country hospitals are verging on the
point of bankruptcy, 4 country hospitals are in severe
difficulty because of their financial state, and 12 are
facing significant difficulties if the trend continues.
Of course ‘rural and regional services’ is a pretty wide
brief, so I would imagine that the members of this
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Parliament who serve on that committee will have a lot
of opportunity to examine the effective administration
of this state government. I think it will serve us well
that there is such a committee, but I am concerned, as I
have alluded to, that the government has not chosen to
deal with probably the most pressing issue in country
Victoria by establishing an independent committee to
deal with it or by having a parliamentary committee
actually deal with it. I think that powers will exist for
that rural and regional services committee to take a
reference unto itself to look at these issues. The
challenge will be out there to the Labor-dominated
Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee to actually be independent of the executive
and have a look at this vital issue. On that note I
conclude my remarks.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — There is
no doubt that the committee system is a very, very
important facet of parliaments and democracy under the
Westminster system. I think the outline that has been
given to the house by the Leader of the Opposition has
been quite instructive. It also goes to the issue of
picking up any academic treatise as to how Parliament
should work under the Westminster system to see that
most academics believe the committee system is one of
the most important activities of the Parliament and one
of the major mechanisms by which to hold the
government and the executive to account. I think up
until recently the committee system in the Victorian
Parliament has in fact operated thus.
I have not been on a committee since 1988, but I have
had some experience in earlier days on numerous
committees. I was firstly on the Road Safety
Committee where I served with the father of the
member for Koonung, Ms Buckingham, her father
being a former honourable member for Northcote in
another place. That committee was instrumental in
recommending measures which have gone a long way
to reducing the road toll in this state. I served also at
various times on the then Workcare Committee, the
then Economic and Budget Review Committee, the
then Natural Resources and Environment Committee
and the then Social Development Committee. I
therefore have some experience.
My experience in fact goes to the issue that Mr Philip
Davis raised — that is, that committees, if they are
working properly, actually bridge the divide between
parties and between members across the chamber and
they can in fact bring consensus to quite difficult issues
that Parliament needs to grapple with from time to time.
I am looking forward, therefore, to now serving again
on a parliamentary committee, having been appointed
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to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, and I
hope to be able to make a useful contribution to that
body.
I am not alone — and I think I share Mr Davis’s view
perhaps — in expressing my concern that this
government appears to be using the committee system
basically to provide salary emoluments to members of
its back bench. It is, in fact, somewhat distressing to
find that we now have so many members of the
government on enhanced salaries one way or another,
whether they have been appointed as parliamentary
secretaries, committee chairs or other office-holders in
this Parliament. Some of the appointments seem to
have been made perhaps not necessarily on merit but
simply to secure certain support in some quarters. I
think that is very disappointing indeed.
I also think it is disappointing that each committee is to
be chaired by a government member, but I
acknowledge, as Mr Davis did, that perhaps that
precedent was set by the Kennett government in 1992
and was perhaps not a wise decision of that government
at the time.
It might have been better if the system which had
applied previously — of some opposition members
chairing committees — had been adhered to.
I well recall being on the Public Works Committee
from 1979 to 1982, where the chairmanship rotated. I
do not think that is necessarily a good system either,
because it sometimes means that, by rotation, you end
up with a chairman who is not the best person to chair
an important committee in terms of skill. But at least it
does supply the opportunity for the opposition to hold
the chairmanship from time to time, and that should
have occurred in this instance — some of the
committees should have been offered to the opposition
to chair.
I also think we had some unfortunate instances in the
last Parliament of government members on some
committees believing it was their duty to protect the
government at all costs rather than undertaking their
work as committee members in the best interests of the
community of Victoria and the Parliament, and
allowing evidence to be led and examined without
resorting to all sorts of devices to try to head off
evidence being adduced which they thought might
show the government in a bad light.
I hope members of committees on the government side
in this Parliament do not see that as their role, and do
not see it as necessary to adopt this watchdog role of
having to protect their ministers and their government
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at all costs. If that is the case — if we do not have a
committee that is prepared to listen to the evidence and
make recommendations to the Parliament
accordingly — the committee system will be rendered
superfluous and inoperative.
One report I can refer to in the last Parliament where
this particularly occurred was the Family and
Community Development Committee’s inquiry into
outworkers. That inquiry was clearly faulty: the report
was brought in prematurely and recommendations were
formulated in absolute opposition to what the evidence
the committee received would have indicated. If that is
the way we are going to prepare reports, the whole
system will fall into disrepute, and committee reports
will not have the credibility they have so long had in
this Parliament, in the Victorian community and more
widely.
If one looks for example at the dying with dignity
inquiry conducted in 1987 — a landmark inquiry, if I
might say so, which led to the Medical Treatment
Act — it is interesting to note that none of the members
who served on that committee is still in the Parliament
except the Honourable Carolyn Hirsh, who has had
somewhat of a break and has returned to us. But
everyone else who served on that committee — and it
was a large committee — has now moved on. I had
another look at that report today. It is on my shelf; I can
look at it very easily.
There have been other interesting and groundbreaking
reports. The Salinity Committee, back in the 1980s,
brought in a report on water allocation in northern
Victoria. It was very significant in introducing the
mechanisms which we are today further refining to
make sure that water allocations are fair and that the
environment is not starved of its fair share of water
resources.
One can point to numerous reports which were brought
to the Parliament — usually unanimously, despite the
three parties all being represented on the committee —
and by and large the recommendations were taken up
by the government of the day, perhaps not immediately,
and perhaps not even in that Parliament, but later they
came to pass. That, to me, is the great benefit of
parliamentary committees if they operate properly. But
as I said, I am not sure that the committees in the last
Parliament operated with the degree of freedom
previously experienced.
I join with Mr Philip Davis in imploring new members
of the government who came in at the last election and
are now serving on committees for the first time not to
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believe they are beholden to the executive. They can
play their part in the committee and contribute to it
openly and fearlessly and assist in bringing forward
consensus recommendations, because committee
reports which contain minority reports are less than
useful usually, and often never see the light of day
again.
I am also concerned with the restructure of some of the
committees. I do not believe the Parliament needs so
many committees that members are overburdened and
unable to properly execute their duties. I think the
number of committees we had in the last Parliament is
about right. To some extent I am quite disappointed that
we are now seeing additional committees appointed.
Particularly, I cannot see the need for this Outer
Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee. I believe it is such an oddly named
committee that the community will be at a loss as to
what it is to do. I cannot see why its task — at least as I
understand what its task will be — could not be a
subset of the work done by one committee or another. It
seems totally unnecessary to set up this committee as a
fully fledged parliamentary committee in its own right
with a pretty narrow focus when that work could easily
be done by one of the other committees.
I make that point especially bearing in mind what
committees currently cost to operate. I well remember
when I was the chair of the Public Works Committee
back in the 1970s that we had a staff of one executive
officer and a part-time typist.
We seemed to operate fairly well. We turned out
reports that were usually 10 or 12 pages in length and I
think the Parliament got value for money. We now
have parliamentary committees that seem to have
battalions of staffers, need a large number of square
metres to accommodate them and turn out reports
which are hundreds of pages long. I sometimes wonder
for what reason. Are these many, many pages read by
the Parliament? I do not think so. I cannot say that I
have read a parliamentary report from cover to cover
for years now simply because the workload does not
allow it.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — A good cure for insomnia.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Maybe they are,
Mr Davis. Fortunately I do not suffer from insomnia so
I have not had to put a report to that use. To some
extent I suppose it is due to the advent of technology
with word processors and the like. It is now easy to turn
out pages and pages whereas in the old days when we
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used manual typewriters you had to retype it if you
made a mistake and reports were much more succinct.
I am sending a plea to the committees being formed
under this bill that the Parliament does not want
hundreds-of-page reports; it wants concise, succinct,
well-researched, well-thought-out reports. On the odd
occasion it might be necessary to exceed 50 or 60 pages
but I hope that most could be no longer than that.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — Short words, large print, not
too much writing and lots of pictures.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Ms Hirsh, a moment or
two ago I was commending to the Parliament your
work on the Social Development Committee’s Report
Upon the Inquiry into Options for Dying with Dignity
in 1987.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — It was reported to me. Thank
you.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — As I said, that was one of
the landmark reports of this Parliament. Possibly it is
time to review the Medical Treatment Act. It is now 15
or 16 years since that happened and, like other
members, I have had correspondence on this issue. I
agree with the writer that it might be useful to give a
reference to one of the new committees to review the
operation of the Medical Treatment Act 1988 in light of
developments and changing community attitudes since
that time to see if the act is still appropriate. I would
certainly endorse a move to have a committee conduct
a further inquiry into that.
In talking about my concern about the formation of the
interface committee I want to talk about my concern
about the lack of a committee to deal with health
matters. If one reads the second-reading speech of the
Premier in another place one sees it talks about having a
committee system which reflects the government
departments. Here we have health — the most
significant government department in terms of
expenditure and probably in terms of the community at
large — not represented at all in the committee system.
That seems to fly completely in the face of the
Premier’s rhetoric. I would have thought that with
hospital waiting lists and the matters Mr David Davis
referred to earlier today associated with the
Auditor-General’s report on medical equipment there is
a lot of scope in the community’s general interest to
establish a committee to focus on health but the
government has chosen not to do that. One might ask
why and I suppose one might be able to — —
Hon. B. W. Bishop interjected.
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Bishop, the
committee might find something. It might find that
waiting lists are doctored by this government.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Perhaps it could not think up any
terms of reference.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Mr Hall, we could assist
the government to draw up some terms of reference. It
seems very peculiar indeed and it does suggest to me
that the government really does not want to take any
risks if it can possibly avoid them so it has decided not
to have health looked at by a committee. Again, we
hear much about this open and accountable government
but given an opportunity to be open and accountable the
government runs the other way and endeavours to
structure things so that areas that might cause it some
embarrassment are not examined.
The Leader of the Opposition was kind enough to
allude to my proposed amendments. I apologise to him
if perhaps I did not enlighten him entirely as to what the
amendments go to.
Hon. Philip Davis — I am figuring it out.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I will give you a precis
now. The National Party proposes three amendments in
particular.
Hon. Philip Davis — Seventeen, actually.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Thank you, Mr Davis —
there are 17 amendments but they cover three issues
only; the rest are consequential. I will outline what
those three principal issues are. The first is that we
believe it would be both appropriate and logical for the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, which is
charged with examining bills coming before the
Parliament particularly to see if they impinge on
freedom of speech, to look at the sessional orders the
government has introduced to see if those sessional
orders impinge on the freedom of speech of honourable
members. It would be interesting to see what SARC
would deduce from that. Over the years, under the
chairmanship of the current Leader of the National
Party in the other place some years ago and the
honourable member for Werribee in the other place in
the last Parliament — and presumably in this
Parliament — SARC has done some very good work in
shining a spotlight on issues where people’s rights have
been impugned.
Hon. Philip Davis — The chairman in the last
Parliament was certainly well travelled.
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Indeed. We will not go
into that. I can see no reason why SARC could not look
at sessional orders which impinge on the activities of
honourable members in the way they are able to
represent their constituents to see if they do unfairly
impinge on freedoms and the rights of free speech. I am
not making a judgment on that at this moment except to
say that my opinion is that yes, they do. But SARC
should have the opportunity to examine sessional orders
from time to time — whenever they change, in this
Parliament and the next. That is one of the amendments
the National Party will be proposing.
Another amendment goes to the issue of the bushfire
inquiry. As I alluded to in my address-in-reply
contribution earlier today, there is a great deal of anger
and smouldering resentment in country communities
where people feel that they are not getting a proper
bushfire inquiry. They are unhappy with the inquiry the
government has announced that will be headed by the
Emergency Services Commissioner. I fully applaud the
Leader of the Opposition’s observations on that a
moment or two ago: how can people go along and say
the sort of things they might want to say or feel they
should be saying if they do not have privilege extended
to their comments? It will lead to many people not
feeling able to be open and up front with that inquiry.
That, if no other reason, is why there should be a
parliamentary inquiry.
The National Party believes it would be appropriate if
we set aside one of the committees for the time being
until a bushfire inquiry is held. Why do we want to set
aside one of the committees and not create another?
Two reasons. The first is that we do not want to incur
any extra expense by creating yet another committee
but the second is far more practical: we need a message
from the Governor before we can appoint an additional
committee, we do not have that message from the
Governor and we cannot get it so we are unable to
achieve an amendment which sets up a special bushfire
committee in addition to those proposed in this bill.
Therefore, the mechanism we have had to resort to
proposing is that we set aside one of the committees
pending a bushfire inquiry and when it has completed
its work the other committee would come into being.
I will not canvass all the reasons why there should be a
bushfire committee. Some of my colleagues may do
that but I feel I did it extensively in my address-in-reply
remarks earlier today and on other motions before the
house. I simply reiterate that there is tremendous
concern out there in the community: firstly, about the
management of the public land; secondly, about the
way fighting the fires was conducted; and thirdly, about
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what lessons are to be learned out of all of this and what
we are going to put into place for the future.
Hon. Philip Davis — Which committee are you
substituting?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — We are substituting the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee for the
time being, not for any particular reason and not
because we do not think that committee has an
important role — it clearly has — but we had to choose
one. We chose not to set aside the education committee
because we thought that was important and so on. We
believe there is some opportunity to do that. These are
issues the National Party thinks ought to be canvassed
during this debate, because these committees will be
established for the life of the Parliament and it is
important that they do their job well. I implore the
chairs of the committees and the government members
of the committees to let them operate as they should.
On behalf of country members who serve on the
committees, members from all parties, I will also make
a plea to our city colleagues. If a meeting is called that
requires a quorum be present there is nothing more
galling for a country member — and I have done it on
occasions — to spend 3 hours driving to Melbourne to
find the committee fails through lack of a quorum
because our city colleagues have not been able to attend
for whatever reason and then spend 3 hours driving
back home again, resulting in 6 hours lost to no avail. I
make the plea to our city colleagues that we need a
system which ensures that committee meetings do not
fail through lack of a quorum.
I believe the committee system of the Parliament has
worked well in the past. It faltered a bit in the last
Parliament, but there is an opportunity in this
Parliament to get it back on the rails. It is an integral
part of holding the executive to account. Governments
should have nothing to hide. They should have no fear
of parliamentary committees; they should see them as
an adjunct to good government. I believe the
amendments I will be proposing later will improve the
bill before the house.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I wish
to make a contribution to the Parliamentary
Committees and Parliamentary Salaries and
Superannuation Acts (Amendment) Bill. I have listened
to the previous speakers from the other side and was
quite disappointed with their contributions. Their
contributions were negative rather than talking about
the contribution the parliamentary committees will
make to the Victorian community.
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The bill is fairly straightforward. It does not have a lot
of detail. It mentions the function and role of the
committees. We are not trying to just create more
committees, but we are making the parliamentary
system more workable and more accessible to the
community. We are extending services to urban and
regional Victoria, and we cannot deliver services if we
do not have a committee to look at or investigate what
we can do to provide better services. We cannot sit in
this place and talk about providing services to the
Victorian regional community without knowing what it
needs. We can speak many times on bills and more
bills, and the people out there in country Victoria will
not understand what we are doing in this place.
The government is trying to make this place, and
especially the government, more accountable to urban
and regional Victoria. To do that we have to provide
more services. Before we provide more services we
have to set up committees to call meetings and to invite
interested members of the community to attend the
meetings or to write submissions expressing their
concerns. It is fair to do that, because we are trying to
get all-party parliamentary committees and to invite
everyone to be part of it. This is not putting one side of
politics only, but we are trying to bring everyone
together and make it more responsible.
I do not think members can deny the positive way the
government is trying to bring services to regional
Victoria. In doing that we have formed three totally
new joint investigatory committees. I will name them.
The first is the Rural and Regional Services and
Development Committee. The role of the committee is
clear. The name is straightforward — the committee
will look at what is in the best interest of rural and
regional Victoria. The committee’s role includes
looking at ways to enhance the economy, to improve
infrastructure, to attract investment, to create jobs and
to encourage community development.
There are also the Outer Suburban/Interface Services
and Development Committee and the Education and
Training Committee. These committees will reflect on
the needs of the community. We have made promises
to people, but we cannot provide things without
people’s interest and without community interest —
and they have the right to be part of the system. Also
the government is ensuring the services are provided
not only in the short term to win elections but to benefit
communities in the long term.
The committees will seek to address issues such as the
growth of the metropolitan area into urban areas and
then further to rural and regional areas, and look at
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services such as, for example, the building of the fast
rail infrastructure, more infrastructure and health
systems for Victoria, as well as education and training.
We are helping people, especially in rural areas, to have
the benefits of better education, better jobs and more
investment so that there will be more development in
the towns, more shops and more businesses.
The last part of the bill amends the Parliamentary
Salaries and Superannuation Act 1968. It will clarify
details of the allowances of members of Parliament and
will also contain the correct names of electoral districts
and provinces, because at the last election we had a lot
of new boundaries and electorate name changes. This
amendment will entitle members who have been
elected to electorates with new names to receive
allowances.
The bill also provides for a change in the number of
members on the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee. We have 10 at the moment, and it will be
reduced to 9. The first part of the bill will create more
parliamentary committees, which will help to meet the
needs of the Victorian community.
Appointments to the committees will not be jobs for the
boys. The work done by committee members will be
very positive and it will be about bringing more
services to regional and urban areas to meet the needs
of the community. People in the community have the
right to be consulted and they also have the right to
make a contribution to the consultative process.
The Bracks government is delivering its promises. It is
ensuring that the Victorian community will not miss out
on all the things the government wants to do for them in
the next four years. The government wants to deliver
more services to Victorians, and it will not ignore them
and it will not give them these services without first
consulting with them. The government wants everyone
in Victoria to be part of the consultative process.
I have seen ministers and departmental staff organise
many consultative meetings in regional and urban areas
in order to explain to the local communities what it
intends to do and to find out if they have any concerns.
If they do they are welcome to express them. In this
way the government ensures that the decisions it makes
will help meet the demands of our community.
Committee members will be accountable to the public,
and I am sure members of the media and opposition
members will be able to have a say if they disagree or if
they are not happy with the performance of committees.
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The willingness of the government to do everything it
can to help the Victorian community cannot be denied.
The whole of Victoria is currently experiencing growth,
from the metropolitan area to the country, and that
growth is expanding every few months. That growth
can be seen in the new housing areas, shopping centres,
primary schools and kindergartens that are being built
and with the new bus routes that are being created.
The government wants to have a proper strategy in
place to ensure that when new services are provided the
community will benefit from them for a very long time.
We are not talking about making quick-fix decisions
and trying to win votes; we are talking about providing
services to Victoria so that everyone can benefit and so
that more people will invest in Victoria. The
government wants people to invest not only in the city
but also in outer metropolitan and country areas where
they will have more potential.
When overseas tourists or investors come to Victoria
they visit the city of Melbourne and the surrounding
metropolitan area, but they are not aware of what
regional and rural Victoria has to offer. Not only are
there many opportunities for investment in rural and
regional Victoria, people also want to live there. Many
people who live in Melbourne would like to live in the
country, and many migrants coming to Victoria would
like to live in the country because of the opportunities it
offers. However, we have not advertised those
opportunities sufficiently to attract people’s interest.
The committees that are the subject of this bill will be
able to look at all these opportunities and make
recommendations to ministers. I am sure the Premier of
Victoria, Steve Bracks, has a great deal of interest in the
issues related to all areas of country Victoria, and I am
sure the bill will help a lot of Victorians.
I will keep an eye on what the committees do, and I am
sure that over the next few months all members in this
house will watch the performance and the role of the
committees with interest. I commend the bill to the
house.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I am
delighted to speak on this bill because it gives me an
opportunity to acknowledge the excellent work done by
the parliamentary committee system and process and to
pay tribute to the many people who are involved with
that process. As has been said today, the principle of
parliamentary committees is a very fine tradition of the
Westminster system which has served not only this
Parliament but many Parliaments throughout the
commonwealth extremely well. The committee system
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provides scrutiny and accountability and exposes
government to the transparency that we have come to
expect and need to see within all government
regulations and bills and within the executive as well.
I would like to acknowledge some comments that have
been made about our Senate because they relate very
closely to what we do here with our parliamentary
committees. The document I am about to read is a
Senate brief of the Parliament of Australia, and it says:
Senate committees
Why committees?
The role of committees is to investigate and to draw attention
to what they find. They throw ‘light in dark corners’ and give
advice.
Like many deliberative assemblies, the Senate finds it useful
to delegate responsibility for certain tasks to small groups.
The Senate may refer a particular matter to a committee
because the matter warrants detailed examination, because the
Senate wants more information to be collected, or because it
wants to hear views on the matter. These tasks are more easily
undertaken by a small group of senators rather than by the
Senate as a whole.

That is particularly pertinent and relevant to how we
operate with our parliamentary committees here in this
Parliament and in this government.
I would also like to talk about an historical aspect of
committees and to remind the chamber of the excellent
work done by former Liberal Premier, Rupert Hamer,
with parliamentary committees. Dr Ray Wright said in
his excellent publication A People’s Counsel — A
History of Parliament in Victoria — 1856–1990 under
the heading ‘Parliamentary committees’:
… the Hamer government reconstituted the public accounts
committee. It was now called the public accounts and
expenditure review committee, was a joint-house body, and
was instructed to examine ‘the administration of government
programs and policies’.
A year later the desire of Parliament to assume a still more
vigorous watching brief over the activities of government was
strengthened by the establishment of a joint house, public
bodies review committee. Its brief was to monitor the
‘efficiency’, ‘effectiveness’ and ‘accountability’ of Victoria’s
numerous government agencies. The committee had four
distinguishing features: it conducted independent research; it
was appropriately funded and staffed; it was consultative and
accountable; it was deliberately, powerfully proactive.

I will read it again, because the last paragraph deals
with what our parliamentary committees today should
be — and many are — doing.
The committee had four distinguishing features: it conducted
independent research; it was appropriately funded and staffed;
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it was consultative and accountable and deliberately,
powerfully proactive.

That is what we expect to see from all of the new
committees that are established under this bill.
While speaking about what the bill does I must mention
the excellent contribution made by my colleague the
Honourable Philip Davis, who went into details about
what the new committees will do, and who spoke at
length about the Rural and Regional Services and
Development Committee and what it should be
achieving. He gave an eloquent speech about how it
should be looking in detail into bushfires. That is
something I hope this government will investigate
thoroughly through this particular committee.
The other new committees are the Rural and Regional
Services and Development Committee, which I have
already mentioned; the Outer Suburban/Interface
Services and Development Committee; and the
Education and Training Committee.
The Outer Suburban/Interface Services and
Development Committee should be interesting, as it
addresses some of the issues that the Honourable
Andrew Olexander has problems with in his
electorate — that is, the balance between rural and
semi-rural areas and some of the problems this presents.
The Education and Training Committee is necessary,
and I hope will do some very good work.
Although I encourage greater understanding of rural
and regional development I question the need for the
additional cost and staff involved in establishing the
Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee. I was bemused and sad to hear the
Honourable Bill Baxter say that he felt that the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee should
be abolished because I have just been appointed as
deputy chair and I am looking forward to working on it
as I know the very good work it has done.
If you look at the work the nine committees that were
previously established have done you can see that many
of them have addressed issues directly involving rural
and regional services and development. I will detail
some of the reports produced by some of these
committees.
Most of the references and inquiries of the excellent
Environment and Natural Resources Committees have
dealt with rural issues. I encourage all members to read
those reports because they will be enlightened.
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You would not normally think that the Family and
Community Development Committee would deal with
rural and regional development issues; however, this
committee looked into the causes of fatalities on
Victorian farms. All members involved with rural areas
would be aware of the enormous number of farm
accidents; I think it is one of the highest areas of risk for
rural people. The committee produced an excellent
report, and I again encourage members to read it and
note the issues that have been highlighted by rural and
regional areas in relation to fatalities on Victorian
farms.
The Law Reform Committee looked into a number of
rural and regional issues, particularly legal services, in
these areas. The Road Safety Committee, chaired by the
Honourable Andrew Brideson, did some excellent work
on rural road safety and infrastructure. Once again I
encourage members to read the committee’s report to
see how the issues impact on rural and regional roads
and development across this state.
I have been involved with the excellent and very
effectively run Economic Development Committee.
Many of the issues dealt with by the committee
concerned rural and regional development. For
example, it looked into structural changes throughout
Victoria; environmental services; the economic impact
of business migration; export opportunities — which
definitely related to opportunities for rural and regional
areas; and youth unemployment.
Hon. A. P. Olexander — That was an excellent
report.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — Thank you very much.
The Honourable Andrew Olexander says it was an
excellent report. It was indeed of a very high calibre.
I have done some research into the cost of these
committees, and as I said earlier these committees need
to be well funded and staffed in order to operate
effectively. It is interesting and timely to remind the
house that while we are looking at incorporating three
extra committees — largely to give the Labor back
bench something to do — we are also looking at how
much they will cost. The annual report of the joint
investigatory committees for 2001–02 says that the
actual expenditure for the year 2000–01 was
$3 506 220. There is a breakdown of what each
committee did and what it spent. The highest — which
is not going to be a surprise — was the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee at $609 000, and the lowest
was the Family and Community Development
Committee at $197 929.
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If you take a rough median figure for what all of these
committees spent, the Economic Development
Committee — an excellent committee with which the
Honourable Kaye Darveniza was involved — at
$342 102 came in well on budget. It is interesting that
this money was spent wisely on the work the committee
performed.
We are talking about three additional committees and
looking at the staffing and ongoing costs involved. If
we take the Economic Development Committee’s
$342 102 as a median for the cost of running a
committee we are looking at a figure in the vicinity of
an additional $1 million to run the new committees.
This is $1 million basically to keep the backbenchers of
the Labor Party busy — to keep them from sitting there
rumbling around, getting into factions and talking about
what they are going to do and who they are or are not
going to push out. One million dollars is an extremely
large amount of money that could be better spent on
rural and regional development. Putting that money into
an advertising campaign to promote tourism in rural
and regional areas would be a much better use of
$1 million than for it to be spent by these new
committees, which are just to keep the Labor Party
backbenchers busy.
One of the things that has caused most concern about
this bill is the time delay. We knew there was going to
be an election in November and we came back to
Parliament in February. For about five months all the
committee staff members sat in limbo not knowing
whether they were to be reappointed and what was
going to happen. Certainly they did archiving and a few
tidying-up errands, but they sat there twiddling their
thumbs for about five months! It is scandalous and
outrageous that this government did not bring in this
bill for debate a lot sooner so these people could have
some certainty. Insecurity is part of a parliamentarian’s
job, but these people are innocent victims of the
process. It is very important that we give them security
in their jobs and help them establish a good working
team so that they can get on with their work.
Richard Willis was the executive officer of the
Economic Development Committee. Karen Ellingford,
an excellent researcher, moved on. Perhaps it was due
to the insecurity — I have not discussed it with her —
and had we been able to give her a much greater level
of security she may have kept those excellent skills
within the committee system. Tania Esposito does an
excellent job as the office manager. These people with
excellent skills have been sitting there waiting for us to
debate this issue, to give them some briefs and some
opportunity to get on with the work they do extremely
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well. It is outrageous that this government did not
address this issue earlier and have it as one of the prime
bills so that good researchers and other good people
could get on with their jobs.
As I said before, I have just been appointed to the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee as
deputy chair. I look forward to working on this
committee and hope it can provide an enormous
amount of scrutiny and transparency in its operation
and inquiries into a whole range of issues affecting this
state. It has an opportunity to do some very good
research. I hope we get some excellent briefs and I hope
the government is brave and courageous enough to give
us real ones. It is important to understand that this
parliamentary process deals with democracy at the very
deepest level. For example, several committees have
made minority reports. This shows that members of the
committee have had some dissension and have not all
agreed with what a report has said. This shows scrutiny
and that a good solid look has been taken at what has
been covered and dealt with. It is very important that
the process is adhered to. I encourage all committees to
really scrutinise every brief they are given and I am
expecting to see some very interesting minority reports.
I hope there will be true debate in these committees —
true research and consultation right across the state.
As I said, I am really looking forward to being a
member of this Environment and Natural Resources
Committee.
This very day this Parliament received a response from
the government on the report from the Economic
Development Committee on one of the matters we
looked at — youth unemployment. The government’s
response says:
The Economic Development Committee’s inquiry into the
incidence of youth unemployment in Victoria is a timely and
useful inquiry for the Victorian government as it provides
important information that supports a number of key
directions identified …

That is a very good response and a good use of what
happens with the committee.
I go back to the very first comment I read out from the
Senate. It says at the very top:
The role of committees is to investigate and to draw attention
to what they find. They throw ‘light in dark corners’ and give
advice.

I hope with all sincerity that all these committees throw
light into dark corners and that this government is
courageous enough to give very tight and very good
briefs to them.
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The PRESIDENT — Time! The member’s time
has expired.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am pleased to rise and make a contribution to this
debate and to speak in support of the bill and against the
amendments to be put forward by the National Party. I
am also pleased to note that members of the Liberal
Party are not opposing this bill and have had a lot of
very positive things to say about the parliamentary
committees system and their participation in it, not only
in the past but also their continued participation in the
future.
The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party made a
contribution prior to mine and talked about her
involvement in the Economic Development Committee
in the last Parliament. We were both first-term
parliamentarians and were both appointed to the
Economic Development Committee. It was a very good
experience but probably not the sort that you get on
most of the parliamentary committees because it was
not a joint committee but an upper house committee. It
was able to be established because during that
Parliament the opposition had the numbers in the upper
house and so was able to set up that committee. The
committee was political in many of its references,
particularly those that came to it via the upper house.
There were very strong minority reports and there was
certainly a lot of scrutiny particularly by the
government members of that committee who were in
the minority. There are some excellent minority reports
on references to that committee that can be read by
members of the chamber should they take the time to
do so.
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For the seven years when the Liberal and National
parties were in coalition government they appointed
every chair from its own ranks — every chair was a
coalition government member so the chairs were either
chosen from the Liberal Party or the National Party.
More than that, all the deputy chairs were also chosen
from the ranks of the then government, so they were
either National Party members or Liberal Party
members. The coalition government had the chair as
well as the deputy chair of all joint parliamentary
committees during the years the opposition was in
government.
The Honourable Philip Davis failed to mention in his
contribution that while he was being so critical of this
government he was part of a government that made
sure every one of its chairs and deputy chairs was made
up from its ranks. He failed to mention that the Bracks
government has ensured that every deputy chair will be
appointed from the opposition ranks. He failed to
mention the stance the previous government took in its
establishment of committees.

By the same token we had some references which
allowed us to work as many joint committees normally
work — that is, with more cooperation and with a view
to gaining a greater understanding of the sorts of values
and ideas that might be shared with members of the
opposition.

The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party in her
contribution spoke about her pleasure and anticipation
in working on the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee as the deputy chair. A true picture of how it
operated in the past was not painted by the opposition;
nor was it a true picture of how the government has set
up the committee system. Committees are a very
important part of the work we do as parliamentarians. It
gives you an opportunity to take a bipartisan approach
to some of the issues and references committee
members have to tackle. It gives you an opportunity to
share ideas and often values you have in common with
members of the opposite side of the house which with
the combative style that exists in the chamber you only
have an opportunity to explore in the committee
system. The quality of work undertaken by committees
cannot be underestimated. A lot of time and effort is put
into the work on the references, and it is very good
work.

It gives you another view of how Parliament operates
apart from how it operates in this chamber. However, I
have to take up some of the issues raised by the
Honourable Philip Davis in his contribution to the
debate. I am astounded and taken aback — I do not
know why I should be because the hypocrisy of the
opposition never really ceases to amaze me. We have
another example where he criticised the government for
the way it has set up its parliamentary committees and
the way they are to operate. He was particularly critical
of the government’s appointing government members
to the position of chairs of the committees.

I take up several of the issues raised by the Honourable
Bill Baxter, who spoke about doing away with the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee and
proposing amendments to set up a bushfire
investigative committee. It is not appropriate because
the government has taken up the issues of the bushfires
and established an investigation into them. If you asked
members of the public whether they would prefer to see
a parliamentary committee made up of members of
Parliament charged with the responsibility of
investigating what happened during the bushfires this
summer — I hope we have put them behind us now —
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or the sort of investigation the Bracks government
established, with people who have been involved and
have some understanding of what went on, how the
emergency services operate and how ideally they
should have worked and should be working in the
future, the public would choose the more appropriate
option, which is the expertise of the independent
inquiry set up by the government. That committee will
seek submissions from affected people involved in the
bushfires.
The National Party wants to do away with the
Environment and Natural Resources Committee and the
Outer Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee. Doing away with a committee that the
government wants to establish as part of the bill — the
Outer Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee — would not be supported by the many
Victorians who live in those areas. That committee
would deal with part of my electorate which takes in
Wyndham, which is both rural and outer suburban. It
not only has a lot of rural qualities, a rural feel and
many rural industries but it also has industry that goes
with cities and the outer fringes of cities. The
establishment of the Outer Suburban/Interface Services
and Development Committee is a sound and good
initiative. These are the corridors where the greatest
growth is occurring in Victoria. I know there is a whole
range of issues that come about with growth of the
magnitude that is happening in the Wyndham area of
my electorate and in other growth corridors.
They are issues to do with the sorts of industries that are
being established and the opportunities for jobs and
economic development. In the last parliamentary sitting
week the Western Melbourne Regional Economic
Development Organisation (WREDO) put on a
fantastic display in Queen’s Hall. I know many
members from both sides of the chamber were out there
taking an interest in and enjoying some of the fare that
was on offer from that region. There are issues about
the suburban versus the rural areas and how the
interface works together and can work for the growth
and the good of the community.
There are also other social problems associated with
growth corridors and growth areas. They are to do with
not just the jobs that I talked about but health,
education, general infrastructure, transport, services
such as retail and shopping services, and access to
health professionals — all those sorts of issues are very
real and very alive. They also include entertainment for
young people and those sorts of social problems that
can be associated with those growth areas.
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This bill sets in place the establishment of some new
committees that will only add to the committee system
that already exists. It will give an opportunity for us to
look at some of the issues that are held dear by our
constituents throughout Victoria, that are to do with
rural and regional areas and the development of those
outer suburbs and the sorts of concerns that they have
relating to the interface of the city with the country.
I commend the bill to the house and I wish it a speedy
passage through the Parliament.
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — In rising
to speak on this bill this evening I would like to start
my comments by saying that in my opinion the
committee system is an extremely valuable mechanism
of the Parliament and enables Parliament to obtain
information. It is also an extremely important avenue
for the public to contribute to providing information
and having that information in relation to serious issues
addressed.
I have served on two committees in the past. One was
the Economic Development Committee, which I felt
was an excellent committee during the time that I
served on it. I also enjoyed my contribution to the Law
Reform Committee. As honourable members know, I
am not a lawyer, but as the non-legal person on the Law
Reform Committee I enjoyed the ability to make a
contribution from an aspect and considered point of
view of a non-lawyer. I enjoyed that and felt the
working of that committee was excellent and extremely
valuable.
Serving on a committee is a good opportunity to be able
to work with colleagues across parliamentary lines and
to explore issues and debate in a mature and
non-combative way. As I look back I can sincerely
suggest to honourable members that the atmosphere I
have witnessed in committees is almost invariably
productive, cooperative and quite sensible. The
working atmosphere in the committees I have seen over
a considerable period of time has been very good.
The establishment of these three committees outlined in
the bill will broaden the system and will be quite
helpful in several ways in the work of the Parliament.
The three new committees are the Rural and Regional
Services and Development Committee, the Outer
Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee, and the Education and Training
Committee. These three committees are quite new and
they will be given their references, I would imagine, in
the near future so that they can make their contribution
in those areas.
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One aspect that I would suggest to honourable
members about the committee process is that it is often
possible to obtain the truth from the community and
from witnesses because the contributions and the
evidence given to a committee are protected by
parliamentary privilege. Under the arrangements and
the legislative process of committees, it is possible to
ensure a high probability of getting accurate
information and dealing with the facts. Because it is a
normal process that witnesses know and are reminded,
usually before their contributions, that they do have
parliamentary privilege, the committee’s work is
enhanced by the ability to get to the truth, so long as
that information is given in good faith. I think that is an
extremely valuable feature of the committee process.
I think the rural and regional issues across our state will
continue, as they are now, to be extremely important.
The contribution of the committees through several
aspects will be able to be relied on to make a good
investigation on several references. In looking at the
establishment of the Outer Suburban/Interface Services
and Development Committee, I believe it will have
some considerable challenges ahead of it, depending on
the wording of expected future references, because of
the large degree of growth in suburban population and
the infrastructure requirements in outer suburban
Melbourne, whether that be in Werribee, the northern
part of Melbourne, the south-east or the east of the city.
The issues and the need to provide services and
development in those areas are quite extreme.
I believe one of the problems that committee will face
as it does its work is the large number of people that
will want a say in the final outcome it is required to
deliver. I can see several scenarios in my own mind
where councils will perhaps not be supportive of the
work of that committee, because in several instances
where development, infrastructure and investment are
needed in parts of the outer suburban areas, councils
sometimes take quite a negative view and force the
proponents of these necessary works and businesses off
to expensive and frustrating delays at the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) and
elsewhere. Those are some of the issues and some of
the non-cooperation, which I am saying, sadly, that
committee can expect. It will be interesting to see how
the committee handles them. I would love to be able to
reel off a list of councils on my pet-hate list on issues
such as this, but I will not. But I would hope that the
councils will act in a mature, supportive and
constructive way, understanding that they have to act
for the greater good.
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The Outer Suburban /Interface Services and
Development Committee may, depending on the
reference, be required to deal with very subtle
development issues in that context. I will be looking
very closely at the performance of councils relevant to
the references of that particular committee. I believe at
this early stage it is still possible to be unbiased and
quite broadminded about it. I will watch very closely
the performance of the councils in relevant areas where
those particular references take the committee.
Rural and regional employment and transport are
absolutely crucial to the economic health and wellbeing
of our state, and the committee system has in the past,
is now and will in the future make valuable
contributions to addressing issues. It will, first of all,
enable many people to make their views known to the
Parliament through an access point.
One improvement I would suggest for the enhancement
of the committee system is that when a report is
published — and I have read many reports — there
should be a greater emphasis on publicity of the
findings. Those findings may be slightly uncomfortable
or indeed wonderful but, as a personal observation, I
think the final reports that are published are often
underpromoted and the recommendations
underpublicised. I sincerely suggest to honourable
members and the government that a degree of
consideration be given to enhanced publication of the
findings of the various reports from the various
committees.
It is an expensive process; it is a process that is
valuable. The reports themselves are, in the main, easy
to read — they are distilled down to recommendations.
It would enhance the work of Parliament and certainly
enhance the work of honourable members — and be of
considerable benefit to members of the public — if
those reports were given greater publicity and were
further promoted rather than just being left to gather
dust on the shelf as they do in some cases. I would like
to see that promotion take place.
There are several issues and references which are
extremely important. I would like to see an appropriate
committee reference established for an inquiry into the
adequacy, funding and provision of rural and regional
roads. Apart from construction programs, I would
definitely like to see a maintenance aspect in that
reference.
I would also definitely like to see a reference on
bushfires, with a great emphasis in that reference on
precautionary burning. I believe there has been a
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reduction in the concentration on precautionary burning
in recent years, perhaps from political pressure from
certain environmental groups. I would suggest to
honourable members that political pressure from
environmental groups to prevent precautionary burning
is completely unacceptable and behaviour that is not to
be tolerated. There has to be a very close, professional
approach to precautionary burning, and that
requirement should not be held up for emotional and
often unacceptable reasons pushed by self-interested
public groups.
Reports vary in size and length, but with very few
exceptions they are of high quality. The benefit of
reports is that they give interested parties a document
that is clear and precise and, in instances where clear
recommendations are available to the public, which
have some degree of planning and clarity of purpose.
Usually there is a clarity of attitude with committee
reports. Often when a reference is announced, whether
it is general or specific, at the end of the process when
the report is issued, whether that report is supportive of
a particular individual or organisation’s views, there is a
clear position distilled through the committee process. I
think that is extremely valuable in a diverse democracy
and sophisticated economy such as ours. The clarity of
attitude which comes through these reports is extremely
good.
I would like to suggest that, as much as possible, the
committee process enables the members of the various
committees mentioned in this bill to travel with reason
throughout the state, and sometimes interstate travel is
required. It is good for us as members to be travelling
throughout Victoria, being accessible to the people,
being seen and being able to hear the views of
constituents right throughout the state. One of the fine
features of the committee system as I have personally
experienced it and which I fully support is the intrastate
travel — that is, travel within Victoria — for
committees depending upon their references and the
physical and geographic requirements. It is very good
for often relatively isolated communities to see their
parliamentary representatives dealing with issues that
are important to them. It is a good feature of the
parliamentary system that the committees do travel, and
I strongly support their travel within Victoria.
With those comments, I am pleased to offer my support
to the various aspects of this bill. I look forward to the
establishment of the Outer Suburban/Interface Services
and Development Committee reports very much, and I
look forward with enthusiasm to my contribution to the
work of the Economic Development Committee.
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Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I will not make
the same glowing testimony to the committee system
we have in this Parliament that other speakers have. I
think there are some failings of and some lessons to be
learnt from our committee system, and I believe we
could get a lot more out of it. I would be the first to
admit that some committees have done excellent work
and have produced reports that have been important not
only for the work of the Parliament but also for change
that has had a positive impact upon the people of
Victoria. Some committees have worked very well. But
there are also a lot of committees that I do not believe
have worked well at all.
One of the failings of many of our committees is that
members have taken the political views they hold into
the committee system — not disengaged those views
but carried them through — and therefore produced a
less than bipartisan outcome. That is evidenced,
perhaps, by the way we are seeing more and more
reports tabled in Parliament that have minority reports
attached to them. Despite the goodwill of a lot of
people, at times committee members cannot come to an
agreement on some of these important issues.
A few speakers, including the Honourable Ron
Bowden, have lamented the fact that the
recommendations of those committees are often not
acted upon. People may tend to agree with them and
governments may tend to accept them in principle, but
we often see those reports sitting on shelves gathering
dust with their recommendations not being acted upon.
That leads to a waste of work by the committee.
Perhaps in the years to come we may see some action
on that. I know there have been examples of committee
recommendations where we have seen change in the
direction the committee recommended not in the
following 12 months or 2 years but perhaps 5 or
10 years down the track. However, we are not always
able to judge whether that is a direct result of the
committee’s work or whether a change of view in the
community has brought about that decision.
In many respects I think our committee system needs to
be sharpened up, and we need to get better value for the
dollars that are spent on it. I mentioned the issue of
minority reports. It is not always a bad thing that
minority reports are presented; at least then people are
expressing individual views on an issue. I well recall
that in my first term in Parliament the first committee I
was appointed to was the Public Bodies Review
Committee. At that stage it was conducting a review
into the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority. My first
participation in a committee elicited a minority report
from me, but that was without any prompting from my
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party or anybody else; it was a personal view I was able
to express.
One of the side benefits of the committee system is the
knowledge that the members involved gain. Again
using the same example, I came to this Parliament with
scant knowledge of some of the issues the Public
Bodies Review Committee canvassed. The dairy
industry is quite a complex industry, and I learned a lot
about it. We then moved on and reviewed the Victorian
Abattoir and Meat Inspection Authority. Once again the
experience of going through abattoirs, looking at
process works and the whole line from table to plate, so
to speak, was very informative, and I think I gained a
lot of valuable knowledge out of it.
The State Electricity Commission was the third body
the Public Bodies Review Committee looked at in my
time on it. I think if members look at the Public Bodies
Review Committee report on the State Electricity
Commission of Victoria they will see that some pretty
enlightening views were expressed. Bill Landeryou, a
former member for Doutta Galla Province, chaired that
committee, and I think the Minister for Energy
Industries was a member of it. The views expressed in
those days were in many respects not vastly different
from the changes happening in the power industry
today.
I make the point that you can gain a lot of personal
knowledge from committee service, but I lament the
fact that often the recommendations are not accepted or
enacted in the way they could be by governments of the
day.
I also spent four years on the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. I felt that that was a very
adversarial type of committee. People did take their
political views into the committee, and I do not think it
operated as efficiently or productively as one would
have hoped. I do not know whether that committee has
changed much since I served on it, but I know the
exercise of having ministers appear before the
committee to be examined on the accounts of their
particular departments tended to turn into a match
between conservative members on one side and Labor
members on the other side — the Labor members were
trying to protect their ministers and the conservative
members were trying to attack the ministers and get
some information from them. At the end of the day I do
not know whether the exercise was all that fruitful for
either side of politics.
The point I want to make to start with is that I think we
need to sharpen up our committees. Although some
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people think they are the greatest things since sliced
bread in this Parliament I do not altogether agree with
that view. I think there should be a will on the part of
members participating in committees to make them
work better, and a will on the part of the government of
the day to accept more responsibility for the outcome
and work of those committees.
I also want to say this about the ability of committees to
undertake research into areas which members of
committees feel are appropriate: one of the
shortcomings of our committee system is that
references to committees are largely, almost entirely,
dictated by the government of the day. That does not
enhance or provide for sensible and productive
bipartisan outcomes from committees.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.

Hon. P. R. HALL — Before the dinner break I was
talking about the effectiveness of our committees being
compromised to some extent by a number of factors. I
mentioned first of all that sometimes committee work is
compromised by the fact that political views are taken
into the work of committees. I also mentioned the fact
that many of the recommendations of committees are
left to gather dust on the shelf rather than being acted
on promptly, thereby wasting a lot of effort by
committee members. I further mentioned that I think
the work of committees is sometimes compromised by
the fact that references to the committees are dictated
by the government of the day and committees have
little choice in generating their own references and to
that extent some of the work of committees gets
politicised.
In the time remaining I want to mention a couple of
other points including the National Party’s commitment
to the parliamentary committee system. It should be
recognised that members of the National Party
participate in the system as fully as we can. We fulfil
our duties in that regard. However, it should be
acknowledged by members of this chamber that the
commitment for National Party members to attend
committee meetings is a large one — that is, a 1 or
2-hour committee meeting is a full-day exercise for
those in the National Party who may have to spend 2, 3,
up to 4 hours travelling to Melbourne to attend a
committee meeting and the same amount of time going
home. As my colleague the Honourable Bill Baxter
said, it is frustrating when we have travelled all the way
down from our country electorates to attend a
committee meeting only to find that suddenly there is
no quorum for that meeting and our time has been
virtually wasted. I know that has happened to all of us
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at various times. It should be acknowledged that there is
a large commitment for National Party members to
participate in the committee system.
I want to turn to the bill and make particular mention of
clause 8, which talks about the establishment of the
three new committees. The first is the Rural and
Regional Services and Development Committee. I
might add that we welcome this committee; we think it
is high time the Parliament paid greater regard to rural
and regional Victoria. Clause 8 also talks about the
establishment of the Outer Suburban/Interface Services
and Development Committee and finally the Education
and Training Committee.
As an interesting side point, in clause 8 we once again
define what we mean by regional Victoria and the
government again puts on record its definition of
regional Victoria. It says in clause 8 that:
… “regional Victoria” has the same meaning as in the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund Act 1999.

I spoke about that during debate last week on the
Constitution (Parliamentary Reform) Bill. The clause
goes on to define what we mean by urban regions.
Urban regions are defined as:
… any part of Victoria developed for urban purposes that is
not within regional Victoria as defined in section 4EDA(2).

I find it interesting that the government has confirmed
once again what it regards as being regional Victoria. It
certainly contradicts the statements made by the Leader
of the Government in this chamber about what he
considers country members of Parliament will be under
the new form of the upper house. I say again that the
definition here contravenes the government’s own
expressions of view about country members of
Parliament and highlights the fact that country Victoria
will be less than well represented in any new chamber
formed as a result of the legislation that went through
this house the week before last.
The Honourable Kaye Darveniza spoke about aspects
of this clause and the amendments foreshadowed by the
National Party, and I want to talk about those
amendments quickly. First of all, as Mr Baxter
explained, we do not wish to abolish the Environment
and Natural Resources Committee but rather
temporarily suspend it and give it a specific function of
looking into and reviewing the bushfires we had in the
last bushfire season in Victoria. Let me make it very
clear to both Liberal and Labor Party members who are
apprehensive that the National Party is seeking to
abolish this committee that we are not seeking to
abolish it; we are seeking to rename that committee for
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a short period of time to establish an all-party
parliamentary bushfire inquiry. We have been
advocating for such a task to be undertaken by
members of Parliament since January this year so we
are not Johnny-come-latelys on this issue, it is
consistent with our views.
The Honourable Kaye Darveniza said that we were
seeking to abolish the Outer Suburban/Interface
Services and Development Committee. If the
government wants that committee, so be it. We are
happy for it to have that committee, but a greater
priority is to establish a health parliamentary
committee.
Mr Baxter explained it all to the house. If we had the
ability to create an additional committee by amendment
that is what we would have done, but we have not got
those powers because we cannot move an amendment
that creates additional expenditure. The opposition
benches do not control the purse in this state and the
only way we can get up a health committee is to replace
one of those existing committees.
The National Party sees health as a priority issue. We
would have thought that Ms Darveniza, as someone
who purports to have an interest in health, would have
agreed with the importance of having a health
committee. We say that is a greater priority than the
Outer Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee. If the government wants both then we are
happy to have both, but we see health as a priority. I
would have thought the government would have
thought health was a priority in this house as well.
The other amendment the National Party will move will
seek to have the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee examine the sessional orders. That
committee has a charter to examine regulations and acts
of Parliament, and we believe it is a logical extension to
have SARC consider the sessional orders as well. That
is a more than reasonable request. I hope the
government will demonstrate its preparedness to at least
listen to some of the arguments being put forward by
opposition parties, in this case the National Party, and
accommodate our request for amendments rather than
just imposing its own will in respect of every piece of
legislation that goes before the house.
The amendments that will be moved in committee by
the Honourable Bill Baxter are sensible amendments
that will make this better legislation. I urge members on
both sides of the house to seriously consider and
support those amendments in the committee stage.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I rise
to speak briefly on the Parliamentary Committees and
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation Acts
(Amendment) Bill. I wish to make a number of quick
points. The first is that the parliamentary committee
system at its best is excellent and has done
extraordinary work. I have been fortunate in my time in
this Parliament to serve on the Law Reform Committee
in its early days with the Honourable James Guest, a
former member for Monash Province. Some of the
work we did on the law of wills led to a new act. It was
a complex piece of legislation in which all
parliamentary parties were involved. We ended up with
a unanimous report that led to a new act which
benefited Victorians.
Honourable members of this place know that I was
chairman of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee, which held a reference into environmental
accounting and reporting. Its genesis was a suggestion
by the Honourable Tony Sheehan, a Treasurer in the
Kirner government, who was deputy chair of the
committee at the time. Out of that came terrific work. It
was done first in the 1996–99 period and was continued
in the 1999–2000 period. At its best the committee
system serves this Parliament and the people of
Victoria extraordinarily well.
I am pleased to be back on the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. It has a history of producing
high-quality reports. It has a history of producing
unanimous reports — not always — that are rigorously
worked through and are of benefit to Victoria. I am
proud of the work that has been done by that committee
over past years, particularly in driving some of the
reforms that have been picked up by various ministers
for finance. I worked closely with the Honourable
Roger Hallam when he was Minister for Finance, and I
know that the current Minister for Finance appreciates
the work the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
has done.
At its best the committee system works very well. Does
the bill improve the committee system? I think the jury
is out on that. There is a sentence in the second-reading
speech that, frankly, I find repugnant. It states:
Through the coordination of the committee process and of
each committee’s respective terms of reference, duplication of
effort by members on those committees will be avoided
thereby ensuring the delivery of effective committee
processes and outcomes, focused on the government’s
commitments to the state of Victoria.

The government is the government. It has the executive
and the government departments, and it can run the
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state the way it wants. The committee system is not
about doing the government’s work; the committee
system is about doing the Parliament’s work. The
committee system is about taking issues in a bipartisan
way and pushing them forward.
Frankly, to bring a second-reading speech in here that
says ‘focused on the government’s commitments to the
state of Victoria’ completely misses the point of what
parliamentary committees are about and is indicative of
the way this government and its executive are riding
roughshod over the rights of the Parliament. The
government needs to learn the difference between the
Parliament and the executive. I am very disappointed
that a structure that has been worked through — the
parliamentary committee system — could now be
subverted by this sort of approach.
I am not opposed to additional committees, although I
subscribe to the view that many committees are to
make work for members of the Labor Party. Somebody
quoted the figure earlier — now 54 out of 87 members
of the Labor Party will get additional increments in
their salaries because of this extraordinary structure. I
frankly have not counted them, but we know there are
20 ministers in the cabinet. How many parliamentary
secretaries have we got?
Hon. Andrew Brideson — Fifteen.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — And now we have
11 committee chairs, all from the Labor Party. People
who have been here 30 seconds have got committee
chairs. It is a pity that the parliamentary committee
system, which has served this Parliament so well for
such a long time, is being subverted in this way.
I touch on one of my favourite hobbyhorses about this
government. The government does not understand the
difference between the executive and the Parliament,
and we see it time and time again. That is
disappointing, and I for one will continue to encourage
it to learn the difference between the Parliament and its
role and the executive and its role. The thing that gets
me about the Labor Party can be put in one word, and
that word is ‘hypocrisy’. They are the greatest bunch of
hypocrites that ever walked the face of the earth. I refer
honourable members to a little bit of history. I suggest
they read the 1992 debates on the parliamentary
committee system. Those were the days when there
were still some giants in the Labor Party, such as Bill
Landeryou, David White and Tommy Roper.
Mr Pullen interjected.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Good men, thank you
Mr Pullen. These were Labor Party people.
Mr Smith — We are growing in the job.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, Mr Smith. I will
not take up the time of the house tonight by quoting all
those honourable members, but I recommend that
government members read the 1992 debates. Some of
them are extraordinary. In Hansard of 29 October 1992
Mr Roper, a former Labor minister, is reported as
having said:
Parliament is being diminished by the fact that, firstly, we
have a structure proposed that is simply imposed on the
Parliament …

What have we got this time? A structure being imposed
on the Parliament, with no discussion with the
opposition and no discussion with the National Party. It
was brought in with the government saying that this is
how it will be, this is the way it will be. Mr Roper went
on and on about that.
I refer to what Mr Leighton, the honourable member for
Preston in the other place, is reported as having said
later in that debate:
I am not surprised; its real purpose is to provide extra jobs for
its members.

This is what this bill is about: extra jobs for Labor
members. Dr Coghill, a former Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly, in a very erudite — I think that
is the word to use about Dr Coghill — contribution
raised major constitutional issues. He is reported as
having said:
The very basis of parliamentary committees is that they are
committees of Parliament created by the Parliament for
Parliament’s own purposes.

I could not put it any better myself. Honourable
members in this place know that I am not a great fan of
Ken Coghill, but I agree with that statement.
Parliamentary committees are of the Parliament, created
by the Parliament for the Parliament’s purposes.
However, as the second-reading speech shows, this bill
is not about the Parliament for the Parliament’s
purposes; it is about the Labor Party looking after its
mates, and that is all it is.
I will finish where I started. Parliamentary committees
at their best are very good. I hope in this Parliament
there will be good work done. Frankly, we are off to a
pretty bad start.
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Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I am
pleased to speak on this bill. As one of the new
members I am privileged to be a member of the Law
Reform Committee, and I look forward to working on
that committee as it deals with some major issues.
Last night in the meeting we discussed five research
topics from the previous Parliament. Under the
chairmanship of Rob Hudson, who is also a new
member, I can look forward to a positive term on the
parliamentary committee.
As a new member I went into the history of the
committee and my personal history in dealing with
committees. The effects of television and multimedia
on children and families was a research project
conducted by the parliamentary committee. In my role
as a vice-president and vice-chair of Kindergarten
Parents Victoria I found it a worthwhile document to
explore and to stimulate debate and discussion. I have
also been involved with corporate governance in the
public sector. That work exposed the community and
me to some of the issues associated with some of the
parliamentary committees.
While I do not oppose the bill I need to bring a number
of issues to the attention of the house. In revealing the
committee processes within the Parliament it is
interesting to note that the current working model was
established under the Hamer and Thompson
governments — if my research serves me correctly —
and was then built on by the Cain government. In the
1980s the Honourable Tom Roper in the other place
debated the role of committees. I quote from that
statement:
Two of the five committees had chairpersons from parties
other than the government party. That was something that had
happened under the previous Liberal government. From time
to time members of other parties chaired committees. I
maintain that such a system works well. It provides
ownership of the structure to the whole of the Parliament, not
just part of it.

This is from a member of the Labor Party who was
expressing a view that the parliamentary committees
should be about ensuring a bipartisan approach and
should be chaired in an all-party environment.
The bill is about having additional all-party committees
by creating three new committees. It is fair to say,
having quoted the Honourable Tom Roper, that he and
others within the Labor Party would be dismayed that
none of the supposed bipartisan committees has a chair
allocated to a non-government member. The other side
might say, ‘Well, you did it to us in 1992 so we will do
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it to you’. My view is that two wrongs do not
necessarily make a right.

demonstrates the hypocrisy of the Bracks Labor
government.

I also refer to a press release by Mr Roper in 1992. His
comment then could equally apply today:

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I am very
pleased to make a contribution to debate on the
Parliamentary Committees and Parliamentary Salaries
and Superannuation Acts (Amendment) Bill and in
doing so to make a number of general comments. The
bill is not one the opposition opposes, but it is a bill
about which it wants to make a number of serious
points.

The state opposition’s view is that members of all three
parties should be able to be chairpersons of committees which
was the policy under the Labor government.

What happened to the policy of the Labor government
of ensuring that the chairpersons of the committees
were from all three parties? It has clearly been ignored.
The Honourable Tom Roper would be hanging his head
in shame.
I move to one final concern with the bill which I know
has been discussed at length. Like most bills brought
before the house, one of its significant flaws is that
there has been no discussion on the issue associated
with the funding regime. Look at the budget allocated
to committees in recent years, and I refer specifically to
the joint investigatory committees expenditure
statement. In 1999–2000 the total expenditure of the
committees was approximately $2.9 million; in the year
2000–01 the total expenditure was about $3.7 million;
and more recently, in 2001–02, the committees spent
$3.89 million. With an increase of three in the number
of committees — and we know the underlying reasons
for that — it is apparent that there has been no
consideration of an increase in the amount of dollars to
be allocated to the three additional committees. How
will this affect the operation of those committees and
their effectiveness in researching and presenting
information to the community? I go back to 1992 and to
the comments of a certain member from the other place,
the then shadow Treasurer of the opposition, the
Honourable Mr Ian Baker. I will read one of the quotes
from one of his press releases:
It is a blatant attempt to shut down a critical role of the
Parliament which is to review the decisions and actions of the
government and government departments.

He was concerned that with the increase in the number
of committees in operation without a corresponding
increase in the budget available the scrutiny of
government — and I know the other side are very open
and love scrutiny of government — will be reduced. It
is important to understand that the issues the Labor
Party raised in 1992 are still relevant today.
I do not oppose the bill but I wish to say that it is about
time the executive stopped dictating the independence
of the Parliament. The bill is about filling jobs for the
government’s mates, and the other side know about
that. The government has become arrogant, and the bill

Mr Dalla-Riva has made a number of serious points
about this bill and about the hypocrisy of the
government in matters of scrutiny, including its
preparedness to be scrutinised by the Parliament. This
bill goes only a little way towards what the opposition
would like to see — that is, opening up the
parliamentary committees system and the democracy of
our state.
Prior to the election — in saying this I pay tribute to
members of both political parties — the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee (SARC) brought
down an important report on improving Victoria’s
parliamentary committees system. That was a very
good report which the opposition adopted in total as its
policy prior to the election. The opposition was
prepared to accept the recommendations of that
all-party committee and, in doing so, to introduce each
and every one of its recommendations.
That was a good committee and it held a good and
thoughtful inquiry which recommended some serious
ways forward for the Parliament. Victoria’s
parliamentary committees system is in many ways a
strong system but it is not as strong as some other
Westminster parliamentary committees systems.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — It is not as strong as the
federal system, for example, Mr Smith. I think many
members on both sides of the house would like to see
the parliamentary committees system progressively
strengthened over time to enable it to undertake a full
and proper role.
One of the key recommendations of that committee
related to a process by which each and every
government department would be shadowed fully by a
committee. Earlier this evening we heard the
Honourable Bill Baxter make the point that a number of
areas of government are not shadowed fully and
properly by these committees. He singled out health as
one of the key areas, and I agree with him on that. The
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Family and Community Development Committee does
not fully shadow health. It would be very valuable to
have each and every area of government shadowed
properly by a parliamentary committee as was
recommended by the SARC inquiry. That system
would be a very valuable innovation and it would
enable much greater scrutiny of the executive.
I will place on record a number of comments about the
state of the parliamentary committees system. It is my
view that many of the inquiries that parliamentary
committees were undertaking prior to the last election
ought to be completed properly and fully. In particular,
I draw the attention of the house to a number of
inquiries that the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee was undertaking prior to the change of the
Parliament. I was very pleased to serve as a member on
that very important committee for the Parliament.
The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
conducted a number of inquiries, including an inquiry
into officers of the Parliament and an inquiry into
public-private partnerships and how the relationship
between the private sector and the public sector ought
to operate. That is quite properly a matter for a
parliamentary committee, and it could very successfully
come up with policies that would draw support from
across the Parliament. I also note for the house that
prior to the last election a very important inquiry on
corporate governance was being undertaken by the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. I would be
very concerned to see any of those three inquiries
ditched by the current arrangements.
Prior to the election we had two houses that were
differential in their make-up, and that enabled both
houses to successfully initiate inquiries under the
Parliamentary Committees Act or allow references
from the Governor in Council and hence from the
ministry. All those mechanisms are important. In this
Parliament, with the Labor Party completely and
ruthlessly controlling both houses, we are unlikely to
see inquiries initiated out of this chamber or the lower
house.
In that context, it is incumbent on the executive to
ensure there is a proper and continuous arrangement for
those inquiries that were begun during the last
Parliament. It would be wasteful and it would be wrong
for the work of parliamentary committees to be
expunged or thrown out the door. It would be quite
wrong if a great deal of the work those committees
have done is ditched, and in the case of each and every
committee — and I speak specifically about the public
accounts committee of which I was a member — I urge

721

the government to consider the appropriateness of
ensuring that each of those references is properly
finished.
The committee I am now a member of — the Family
and Community Development Committee — has an
important series of references before it, but I hope that
some of the references from the last Parliament are seen
as important enough by the government to be
continued.
A number of aspects of the inquiry and
recommendations by the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee which ought to be properly part
of this bill are not. The committee will not have
sufficient power to initiate its own inquiries, which I
believe is an oversight. I would like to see that power
strengthened over time — and I would say that whether
the Liberals were in government or not. I believe the
quality of government is increased by openness and
accountability and by having parliamentary committees
with the power and ability to initiate inquiries to ensure
that the executive is held accountable. There are many
other recommendations that came out of the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee inquiry that should
have been looked at more closely by the government
before introducing this bill.
Some of the committees established by the government
will be very worthy, and I have no concerns about
them. Rather, I welcome the introduction of a proper
Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee, an Outer Suburban/Interface Services and
Development Committee and an Education and
Training Committee. But I again place on record my
concern that there is no committee that broadly
shadows health, it being the largest area of Victorian
government spending by a significant margin and a
very significant area of impact on the Victorian
community.
These committees have no proper and adequate ability
to inquire into the area of health. The Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee can do some of that work and
the Family and Community Development Committee
can do some of the work, but there will be no direct or
proper shadowing of health.
In that context, I will finish my contribution by
commending the bill to the house and urging the
government to pick up each and every one of those
important inquiries that were part-way through before
the turn of the Parliament and to reconsider its lack of
endorsement of the bipartisan recommendations of the
SARC inquiry.
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Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I rise
to make a few comments on the Parliamentary
Committees and Parliamentary Salaries and
Superannuation Acts (Amendment) Bill. I will be
relatively brief in doing so.
The government has missed a great opportunity to
reform the entire parliamentary committees system. I
make reference to the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee report, which was tabled in May of last
year. That report was put together by a subcommittee
consisting of Mary Gillett and Tony Robinson from the
other place and the Honourables Mark Birrell and Chris
Strong from this place. I recommend that all new
members of Parliament refer to and digest this report
because it explains the entire committees process and
functioning.
In particular I make reference to the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee recommendation 5, which
was that parliamentary committees be established under
a new Parliamentary Committees Act — I might add
that a draft act was an appendix to this report so there
would have been very little work for the parliamentary
draftspeople to do — and that the new act broadly
reflect all areas of responsibility of government
departments. Previous speakers have said that health,
for example, is not covered, and there are certainly
other areas that are not covered.
SARC also recommended that the roles of many of the
existing committees be broadened. In particular, it was
suggested that the roles and functions of the Road
Safety Committee be broadened — I speak about the
Road Safety Committee as I was chair of that
committee in the previous Parliament. That committee
put a submission to SARC when it was compiling this
report and it recommended that the Road Safety
Committee broaden its function to include transport
along the model of the Travel Safe Committee of the
Parliament of Queensland.
We have also heard discussion from this side of the
chamber on what parliamentary committees do, and I
support the comments of my colleagues. I will quote
from a statement by Harry Evans, the Clerk of the
Senate, who also made a submission to SARC. It is a
very good quotation and sums up what committees
should be doing:
… the ideal committee system consists of subject-specialised
committees with the ability to scrutinise government
operations within those subject areas and to inquire into
legislation or other matters falling within those areas referred
to them by the house, either by specific or standing
references.
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Harry added that in addition to such committees,
committees could look at particular kinds of
government activity across subject areas with particular
specialised criteria of scrutiny. Colleagues have also
mentioned their concerns that the independence of
parliamentary committees is going to be compromised.
That would be a great shame.
I would like to put a couple of issues on record. One
relates to the tardiness of the government in introducing
this bill into Parliament. I believe this should have been
the first bill we debated back in February this year. The
committee structure has been in place for some time but
since the election was called last November, committee
staff have had very little work to do. Five months have
now elapsed and they have been sitting on their hands
with very little work to do. This has been degrading to
committee staff at 35 Spring Street who have had to
wait until virtually this week for the committees to get
going again.
We have heard members on this side say that a lot of
jobs for the boys have been created with the addition of
three new committees. It is interesting to note that the
cost of government in 2003 is vastly different from the
cost of government in the last year of the Kennett
government. I have done some research into the salaries
and allowances payable to members of Parliament, and
the difference in costs between 1999 and 2003 when
they are all totalled up is a remarkable $3.8 million. The
Premier’s salary has increased by over 20 per cent. The
Kennett government had fewer ministers; it had
10 parliamentary secretaries compared to 15 now; it
had eight chairmen of joint parliamentary committees
as opposed to the current figure of 11. Total salaries and
allowances of the Kennett government in 1999 was
$12.7 million, compared to the figure for the Labor
government this year of $16.74 million. So simple
arithmetic tells us that the cost of government is far
greater today.
Parliamentary committees have a lot to offer not just
Parliament but the people of Victoria whom we are
here to serve. Committee work enables committees to
gather not just the best evidence available in Australia
but also international evidence. In particular the Road
Safety Committee inquiry into older road users that was
conducted prior to the election was able to garner the
best expert international evidence available by visiting
road safety people around the world. At the end of last
year we conducted an international road safety
conference in Melbourne. This conference enabled us
to reciprocate and invite road safety experts here to give
us the benefit of their wisdom and knowledge. I am
pleased to hear today that the new Road Safety
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Committee has adopted that reference, and the work
that was done prior to the election will not be wasted.
I do not think there is anything more I can add to this
debate except to make a plea to all members of
parliamentary committees that they be totally
independent of the executive arm of the government.
We must never forget that these are parliamentary
committees; they are not government committees. I
urge all their members to respect this fact and make
sure that independence is maintained.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1

The CHAIR — Order! Mr Baxter to move
amendment 1 and perhaps canvass his amendment 2.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I move:
1.

Clause 1, line 4, omit “3” and insert “4”.

As you rightly suggest, Chair, this will test
amendment 2 and possibly one or two others. This
amendment goes to the issue I canvassed in my remarks
during the second-reading debate of establishing a
specific inquiry to look into the recent bushfires
throughout country Victoria. Honourable members
should understand that whilst this appears to be creating
an additional committee in terms of numbers by
increasing the number of new committees from three to
four, I point out that the terminology is ‘new’
committees, because we are specifically appointing a
bushfire committee that by definition is a new
committee and would need therefore to refer to four
new committees. But as I explained earlier, because we
do not have a message from the Governor, we are not in
a position to create additional numbers of committees;
hence the mechanism we have to resort to — to put
aside the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee for the time being until the proposed
bushfire committee completes its task.
As I have indicated to the house a number of times, and
I will indicate to the committee now but not at such
lengths, there is a great deal of concern in country
Victoria and indeed now rising resentment that a proper
parliamentary inquiry into the bushfire management is
not being agreed to by this government. Yes, a federal
inquiry has now been established where some good
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work is being done by some federal backbenchers, but
there is concern that that inquiry will look at things in
the broad but possibly will not get down to the detail
that a state-based inquiry might. In any event, land
management is a state responsibility and it would be far
more appropriate for there to be a parliamentary inquiry
by the Victorian Parliament rather than a federal
inquiry.
The study to be done by the Emergency Services
Commissioner is widely seen around the state to be
entirely insufficient and deficient. In fact there is some
sympathy around country Victoria for the predicament
in which the government has placed the Emergency
Services Commissioner in asking him to do this task
when it is widely perceived that he will not be able to
satisfy the demands and desires of country people for a
full and unabridged inquiry. So I move this amendment
as a test for my more substantive amendment that there
ought to be a formal bushfire inquiry in Victoria by an
all-party parliamentary committee.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — The
government does not support Mr Baxter’s amendments
because primarily this is a routine piece of legislation to
deal with the establishment of parliamentary
committees; that is the concept. I understand where
Mr Baxter is coming from when he says there is no
message from the Governor, but the concept of
disbanding an existing committee is certainly one the
government does not support. Government members
believe we have an appropriate process in place with
the Emergency Services Commissioner’s work, so we
do not support these amendments because we are
establishing a process here to set up a good set of
parliamentary committees to do their work for the
four-year term of the Parliament. We think these
amendments do not suit that ongoing parliamentary
need and therefore we do not support them.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I was waiting
to hear what the minister might say by way of rebuttal
to the Honourable Bill Baxter’s proposed amendment
so that I could be sure about the appropriateness of a
response. It is quite clear that this minister therefore
reflects the government’s view and is clearly out of
touch with the requirements of Victorians for the time
being.
It is regrettable that there are already two inquiries
established to deal with a discussion of the alpine
bushfires and other matters. It is regrettable because the
Victorian government has made its position absolutely
clear by way of comments from the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services that the Victorian government
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would not cooperate with the federal House of
Representatives inquiry which is chaired by the
member for Wannon in the federal Parliament. It is
quite evident that there will be no ability for that
committee to effectively call witnesses from Victorian
government agencies to give the sort of evidence which
is required to get a proper understanding about the
impact of the fires, but importantly how land
management should be facilitated in the future to
prevent a repetition of these summer fires.
As I said earlier, the Victorian government has not
faced up to the need for an independent arm’s-length
inquiry. The inquiry which is in train, established by the
Victorian government and held nominally through the
Emergency Services Commissioner, Bruce Esplin, has
very constrained parameters and is unable to take
evidence in a way that a parliamentary committee could
take it. It is unable to afford protection to witnesses and
therefore consequently is frankly being pre-empted by
the introductory remarks of the Premier at the time that
he announced the inquiry. It is effectively in real terms
redundant.
People might wonder why the National Party has
moved this amendment. Having listened to what has
been said tonight and the ineffectual response by the
minister, it seems to me that the amendment before the
house is needed for the purpose of dealing with putting
in place a proper, impartial, properly empowered
committee that is able to call the evidence that is
required and conduct an independent review.
I understand that it is clearly the intent of the National
Party that this, if you like, substitution of the bushfires
investigatory committee for the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee is to be of a temporary
nature, and that the National Party members are
agreeing in the committee that it is proposed that this be
a temporary arrangement for the purposes explicitly of
ensuring there is a committee of the Parliament of
Victoria which does — and I remind members on the
other side of the house who did not understand this
earlier in the debate — what the opposition proposed in
the first general business motion of this parliamentary
session, which was to create a select committee.
Government members seem to have forgotten that they
voted against that.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Read Hansard and it
might refresh your memory!
It is clearly the case that an inquiry that is independent,
impartial and has the necessary powers be established.
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It has not yet been done because of the government’s
lack of cooperation with the federal inquiry. It is clear
that the only way it can be facilitated is by the proposal
the National Party has put.
Why should we be concerned about it? The Victorian
government is clearly out of touch. The fire started on
8 January and it was day 36 of the fires before a
Victorian government minister attended the fire
incident control area. It was day 50 before any material
announcement was made in relation to assistance to the
people who had been affected. Notwithstanding that,
there is a minister in the place who is a member of a
task force so appointed, and I can guarantee that that
minister did not visit any people who had been directly
affected by the fires.
I note that there was a comment earlier in the debate
about my observations about visiting Wulgulmerang
last week. The member who made that comment
demonstrated his absolute ignorance. It is a fact that no
Victorian government minister has visited
Wulgulmerang and Gelantipy. It is a fact that members
of the opposition were regularly in attendance visiting
areas. For example, on a number of occasions, just to
take one trip in particular, on 31 January I visited Swifts
Creek, Omeo, Bindi, and Benambra where I met with
John Cooke who has been an absolute icon and spent
something like 20 hours a day for five weeks running
the fire operations at the Country Fire Authority (CFA)
shed at Benambra.
I visited Cassilis and went to Bindi and visited Simon
and Rowena Turner and John Armit. I wrote to the
Premier the following day with a detailed and
comprehensive list of initiatives the government should
adopt. I still have had no reply from the Premier of this
state, and the government wonders why an inquiry is
required. It is absolutely appalling! The Premier is
completely disinterested. He must be having too much
cafelatte in the Beechworth bakery. They just love to go
up there with a television crew in tow, sip cappuccino
or cafelatte and get their faces on television that night.
Where does it lead us?
On 21 February, I made another visit, which was one of
a number. I visited the Gippsland high country with the
Leader of the Opposition, Robert Doyle. We visited
Hotham, Cobungra, and Omeo where we met with Bert
and Denise Ah Sam, David Lumsden, Peter Faithful,
Peter Foster, John Crisp, and Charlie Smith, amongst
others. We also met with people involved in the
business community in tourism and other related
businesses.
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We visited Benambra and met with Reg Tomkins,
Simon and Rowena Turner, Vince and Di Pendergast,
and Kelvin and Jacquie Pendergast, amongst others.
We visited Swifts Creek where we saw Barry and
Topsy Newcomen, Fraser Barry, Bill Armit, Michelle
Shaw, Fritz Glasyl, Tom and Annette Johnson, Robert
Read and others. We of course visited the incident
control centre at Swifts Creek as well.
I find it bizarre that members would come into this
place and demonstrate that they know nothing about the
subject. They interject and ministers take points of
order across the chamber to try to divert the argument
the opposition is trying to put that this is the most
serious matter which has affected rural Victoria in this
calendar year. The government wants to bury its head
in the sand and avoid any public scrutiny. The
government will not get away with it, because the
amendment is worthy. It proposes to do something
useful with a parliamentary committee immediately.
On 2 April the Honourable Graeme Stoney, in his
capacity as shadow spokesman for forests, and I visited
East Gippsland for several days. One day we visited
Wulgulmerang and met with John, otherwise known as
Buff, Rogers. We visited Black Mountain station where
we met with Paul Telfer and Emma Sellers, managers
of that station, and with Hugh Adams the owner of the
property. Coincidentally, Claire Miller, the renowned
environment reporter from the Age happened to be
there. It was purely coincidence, and we had no idea
she would be there. We could not be further from
Spring Street, and we just happened to turn up at the
same time.
Interestingly the next day I noted an article at page 10
of the Age of Thursday, 3 April which I recommend
members of this place read. If there were ever a
journalist who would be impartial about these matters
and not influenced by anything the parliamentary
Liberal Party might have to say on the subject I would
have thought it would be Claire Miller. It is a caustic
article about the performance of the government in this
matter. The heading is, ‘Bushfire aid paltry, say
landowners’. It does not quote us — that is, Mr Stony
or me. It quotes the landowners whose lives have been
so badly affected by the government’s inability to say,
‘Sorry, it’s a tragedy and we are here to help’. The
government has made claim after claim about
$10.7 million of interim bushfire funding and the reality
is, as demonstrated in this article, that people are
disbelieving that the government is serious. The article
states:
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People are hanging off doing the fencing and other things
because they think the government can’t be fair dinkum about
what it is offering, said Emma Sellers.

This is absolutely from the heart. These wonderful
people have been hung out to dry by an uncaring
government.
On that same day we met with Bill and Sandra
Livingstone, who have lost their home, sheds, livestock
and fencing. They have no assistance coming to them
from the government. We met with Ian ‘Bluey’
Minchin, who has lost his home again — again, no help
at all. We met with Norm and Marg Woodhouse, who I
know the Honourable Peter Hall knows very well.
Hon. P. R. Hall — I know all of the ones you have
mentioned. I have visited as well.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — That is good. I am
pleased. Indeed, Mr Hall says he has visited those
properties as well, and I congratulate him for making
the effort. I wonder where the government has been.
On that same day we also met with members of the
community of East Gippsland who were working with
land-holders to help their recovery process. We met
with David Skinner from the CFA at Mossiface,
Tambo, Alan Loader from the Bairnsdale Lions Club,
and Robert Taylor from the Bruthen Lions Club. Those
three gentlemen were an advance party of a
coordinating process to organise a steady stream of
volunteers to be in the Gelantipy and Wulgulmerang
area, fencing continuously until the boundary and
subdivision fences that are needed are built. These
volunteers were up their all week and at weekends
taking it in turns to do shifts. What do they say about
the government’s paltry response? They say it is a
disgrace that volunteers in the community have to do
the job which is in fact the responsibility of
government. There are no funds for the volunteers to
buy materials to re-erect the fences. Why is that
important? These farms were used as firebreaks for
public land. The fire was managed by allowing it to
burn out onto private land and burn fences and pastures.
There is no funding for pasture rehabilitation. There is
just no serious effort to respond. I put these matters on
the record simply because I have been provoked by the
ignorant comments made by a member in this place
earlier. I will pursue that as vigorously as I need to in
order to ensure that that member does not repeat the
claims that he made in absolute ignorance.
It is clearly the case that we are concerned that there be
a proper inquiry process. The inquiry process needs to
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be undertaken by a parliamentary committee, or
alternatively by an independent body. As the
government has not moved to propose a proper process
it is the intention that the Liberal Party will support the
National Party’s amendment on the basis that it is a
temporary body — that when the bushfire inquiry that
this investigatory committee will be committed to has
been completed we would expect that the bushfire
committee would go out of existence and be replaced
with the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee again. But at least this gives a head of
power for a proper and independent review to occur.
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN (Ballarat) — I would like
to make a few comments on the amendment moved by
the National Party. The view in country Victoria is of
concern because of the large size and severity of the
fires, but there is not a common view that the review
ought to be conducted by politicians. That is not the
point of view. There is concern, yes, but it is not the
common view that it ought to be run by politicians.
The other point that was made by the Leader of the
Opposition was that we on this side of the chamber do
not understand. My father was in the 1939 Black Friday
fire at Woods Point. He told me the stories. I know the
stories — he lost 17 mates. That was a long time ago,
but I was the candidate for Ripon in 1985, two years
after Ash Wednesday, when we lost 101 houses, one
person died and 30 000 sheep and 3000 cattle were lost.
Where were those on the other side then? They are
talking about ministers going out and about, yet there
was no-one anywhere from the opposition then. The
only guy there was Tom Austin, a former member for
Ripon, whom I considered to be a friend of mine. He
was there, but we did not have a great parade of people
trying to make politics out of a disaster. That was a
disaster of larger proportions in terms of the number of
houses and stock lost and so on; it was quite a small fire
that occurred over 24 hours.
I know a lot about bushfires, so members opposite
should not say that people on this side of the chamber
do not know about these things. I know about these
things. My son was in the Country Fire Authority. We
know there are a lot of things to be done and
investigated, and we will do that, but I say to members
opposite: do not criticise this side of the chamber for
not knowing; we do know.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I want to make a
couple of points about this particular issue.
Mr McQuilten said it is not a common view out there in
the electorate that it is necessary for an inquiry into
bushfires to be undertaken by politicians. I shall explain
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to Mr McQuilten and others what I believe is the strong
common view out there in country Victoria. Whether it
is right or wrong the belief is that bureaucrats
conducting a review are appointed by government and
answer to government, and the perception is that this
review will not be independent. That is what people are
saying.
I make no criticism of Mr Bruce Esplin or any of the
others who will be involved in the government’s
review, but the perception out there is that the fact that
these people will be appointed by government means
they will be answerable to government and therefore
will not be completely independent. That is the
perception, whether it is right or wrong. That is why
through our leader, Mr Peter Ryan, we in the National
Party have from day one — I think it was
21 January — called for an independent review to be
undertaken into a whole range of issues, and labelled
18 terms of reference for such a review. The
government was very tardy in even making a
commitment towards a review of any sort. At last we
did get one, and I believe that is taking place now. I saw
advertisements in the newspapers, yesterday I believe,
where submissions were first invited on this issue.
I say to Mr McQuilten and others that it is necessary to
have an all-party parliamentary committee undertake a
review so that people out there who have gone through
this tremendous trauma through the summer of 2002–
03 will have confidence that at least their views will be
independently heard and assessed. Our first preference
was to have an independent committee of members of
Parliament established specifically for this task. The
exercise failed, because the government refused to
accept that position. We went to a fallback position,
which was not to abolish the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee (ENRC) as such. That was not
our first preference.
We considered that perhaps it would be more
appropriate first of all to make a bushfire investigatory
review the first reference to the new ENRC. Perhaps
that would have been preferable, and it might have
allayed some of the concerns expressed by some people
on both sides of the chamber that we were just out to
abolish a committee. We considered that approach.
But we know — and I said this in the second-reading
debate — that the government determines what
references go to parliamentary committees. It sets the
agenda, and we did not have confidence that this
government would even agree to give a reference for
the bushfire inquiry to the ENRC. If government
members are willing to recant tonight and perhaps give
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a commitment to give a reference to the ENRC for a
bushfire investigatory review perhaps we will consider
dropping this amendment. We are happy to do that, but
we want an independent parliamentary committee to
undertake this review.
Given the fact that we have no confidence in the
government agreeing to a reference being given to this
particular committee we have no choice but to move to
establish a specific-purpose committee to undertake an
investigation into the bushfires of the summer of
2002–03. That is why we have resorted to this
particular option of temporarily abolishing the ENRC
and establishing an all-party parliamentary committee
with a specific task and a specific purpose. That is some
of the background to why we are at this stage moving
this amendment tonight.
I again urge members of the government to give earnest
consideration to this genuine request that we make in
the interests of the people and the communities that
have been affected by bushfires in Victoria.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I want to
make some brief comments and suggest very strongly
to the committee that this request by the National Party
is a very reasonable one. It is not a request that is over
the top at all; it is quite reasonable.
There is no doubt that anyone who has had any
experience in seeing how all-party parliamentary
committees operate, and who has been able to think
about how a bureaucratic inquiry would run, would
have no doubt that there would be an enormous
difference between the two. Certainly a non-partisan
approach in all-party committees — which I think we
have seen stumble a bit in the last few years but in years
prior to that work extremely well — has huge
community support. I have thought, ‘Why does the
government not want an all-party committee?’. I have
tried to work that through in my mind. I have just
thought to myself that it wants to have absolute control
over this particular issue. Then I listened very closely to
the Honourable John McQuilten, and I appreciate him
standing and putting his views to the committee tonight.
I say to Mr McQuilten that in the north-west of the
state, although the fires were certainly different from
those in Gippsland and north-eastern Victoria, the view
of the people there is that they do not want to have a
bureaucratic study — certainly not!
The view of the people that the Honourable Damian
Drum and I went up there to see — and then we went
back and organised a meeting with adjacent
land-holders and people who were experienced with
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those sorts of fires — was that they did not want
bureaucracy to have a look at it; they wanted practical
people who could look at the issues quite clearly
without any government overview whatsoever, as the
Honourable Peter Hall has suggested. There is no
inference that the bureaucracy would be doing the
wrong thing, but obviously it would be overlaid by
government views. Those people wanted a practical
assessment of that particular fire.
I cannot talk with any great experience of the issues
with the fire in Gippsland but, by Jove, I can talk about
the one in the Big Desert. I know how that one
worked — I absolutely know how it worked — and so
does the Honourable Damian Drum, because we were
there too. I am quite sure that if an all-party
parliamentary committee got up there it would have the
credibility that those people desire. They know what
they want done to protect their properties and also to
protect the very fragile ecology of the parks. It is very
clear from those people’s point of view.
We want to have a decent look at this. I believe the
backbenchers on the federal government’s all-party
committee that is looking at the bushfire area will do a
good job. I am also quite sure they will look at the
situation very much in the broad. I would anticipate that
an all-party Victorian parliamentary committee would
certainly get down to more detail.
I was advised today that the federal Parliament has an
all-party committee on water but that it was not allowed
to talk to our water authorities today. That is the control
I am thinking about. What I want is a decent look at
these fires in Gippsland and the north-east and
north-west of the state as well. That should be done by
a committee with some authority and some credibility,
and I am sure our people would accept that that would
be provided by an all-party parliamentary committee. I
certainly believe this thrust by the National Party and
supported by the Liberal Party is more than reasonable
and should receive the support of this chamber.
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — It has been
established over hundreds of years that this Parliament
is the highest court in the land, and if there is an issue
that is important to Victorians at the moment it is to
come to a real conclusion about the whole issue of the
bushfires — that is, what caused them, what has
happened in the last six months and why it happened.
Without any understanding as to why the government
would not agree to this committee taking on an inquiry
into the bushfires, what have they really got to hide is
the issue. What have they really got to worry about?
The Minister for Finance at the table and the minister
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behind him are sniggering away at these issues. At the
end of the day the fact of the matter is that the
government has the numbers on this committee
anyway. It has the numbers, so it will have the control
to do whatever it likes. So why does it not have the
courage, conviction and commitment to the
parliamentary process to say, ‘Let’s have a
parliamentary inquiry into this issue.’?
There is absolutely no need for the minister to fear that
he does not have control because he does have
control — government members control this
committee. If he has a concern about this committee
conducting the inquiry, his concern has to be that the
members of his party will not agree with what the
bureaucrats and executives say. He should have the
courage to give the issue to this committee. He should
let a parliamentary committee look at this issue — one
of the most important issues before this state and this
Parliament for many years. He should have the courage
to say, ‘Give it to a parliamentary committee’. Why
should the minister and ex-minister worry about what
the committee will say? It is their members who will
have control of the committee, and if they do not trust
their members to toe their party line, let that say what it
says about their confidence in their people, about their
administration and about their government.
I urge all members to support a frank, full and open
parliamentary committee into the bushfires, as has been
proposed by members of the National Party and
actively supported by the Liberal Party.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Since
Mr Baxter moved his amendment and the Leader of the
Government responded, we have heard reasoned,
intelligent and heartfelt contributions from all three
parties, but we have had no response from the Leader of
the Government. I put this to the Leader of the
Government: in circumstances like this, it would be
useful if he would care to respond to the members who
have spoken.
The CHAIR — Order! I call Mr Forwood.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — (Templestowe) —
Hansard does not record shakes of the head, and the
minister declined to respond to my request, so I put on
the record that I think it is a very sad day in this
Parliament that at a time like this and on a debate like
this the Leader of the Government is prepared to speak
briefly after one speaker and then not to speak again,
despite the contributions made in genuine belief by
honourable members around this place.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I pick up Mr Hall’s
words — for the minister not to respond at all shows a
contempt not just of the Parliament but of the other
members in this place.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I want to say
for the record that the behaviour we have seen from the
Minister for Finance gives support to the comment
made by the president of the Victorian Farmers
Federation this week. Paul Weller said the state
government is like the neighbour from hell. Everything
we have seen in this place would indicate that that is a
correct statement.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
thank the Leader of the Opposition and members of the
opposition, particularly the Honourable Chris Strong,
for their support of this amendment. I agree with the
remarks of the Honourable Bill Forwood that we have
had reasoned contributions from all sides of the house.
That has been an indication to the government and the
Minister for Finance at the table of the intensity of
feeling in this chamber and that is reflecting the
intensity of feeling out there in the community,
particularly in the fire-ravaged areas of the north-east,
Gippsland and the Mallee. I hate to think of the reaction
I am going to get when I go back to the north-east and
report that this minister declined to respond even to
comments made by his own members, let alone by
members of the opposition and the National Party.
As I recorded earlier, I have attended meetings at
Wodonga and Tallangatta, each of which attracted
more than 200 people, and a meeting last night at
Mount Beauty, which was attended by the member for
Benalla in another place and some 300 people. I want
the government to understand the angst that is out there
that could be cauterised by an all-party parliamentary
inquiry. It would relieve the pressure and it would take
the stress off a lot of people.
There are a lot of people who do not feel that they can
go along to Mr Esplin’s inquiry and make the sort of
comments they might make to a parliamentary
committee where they have privilege. That is not to say
that what they would want to say is untrue but, as we all
know, in situations like this sometimes it is not easy in
a court of law to prove that you did not defame
someone or make an unwarranted allegation. These are
the very issues that we need to tease out, and they
cannot be teased out by Mr Esplin for all the goodwill
and merit that gentleman may have.
I cannot express my utter frustration that a government
given all this opportunity to actually demonstrate to
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regional Victoria that it has some feeling and
understanding is throwing it back in our faces. I cannot
but think in my mind’s eye of the expression on the
face of Cr Robyn Scales at the meeting at
Tallangatta — a farmer from Mitta Mitta whose
property except for her house was totally destroyed by
these bushfires but would not have been if the fires had
been properly managed — when she expressed in
graphic but most reasonable terms her disgust and
indeed contempt for those ministers who ensconced
themselves in Camp Street, Beechworth and had lattes
but could not find the time or bring themselves to visit
the areas that had physically burnt and talk to the
people who had lost their livelihoods. What is she
going to think when I get on the telephone to her and
report what has happened tonight? She is not alone —
she speaks for dozens if not hundreds of people.
I sometimes wonder what I am doing in this place but I
understand it tonight because if I am not here saying it,
if Philip Davis and Peter Hall and other members of the
opposition are not here saying it, this government will
treat country Victoria with utter contempt.
Committee divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):

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

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

Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.

The CHAIR — Order! Does Mr Baxter wish to
move amendment 2?
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — No, I will
not proceed with amendment 2.
Because amendment 1 has been tested, I will move to
amendment 3, which goes to a different issue. I move:
3.

Clause 1, page 2, lines 3 and 4, omit “insert provisions
of a transitional nature in relation” and insert “give new
functions”.

Effectively this amendment enables the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee (SARC) to examine
sessional orders. I refer honourable members of the
committee to my proposed amendment 11, which goes
to the heart of the matter. That would insert into the bill
an additional subclause in terms of SARC’s
responsibilities. Amendment 11 seeks to add to clause 7
the words:
… to consider any sessional orders adopted by, or proposed to
be adopted by, a House of the Parliament at the
commencement of a session … and to report to the
Parliament as to whether those orders or proposed orders —
(i)

trespass unduly on the freedom of speech of members of
that House; or

(ii) inappropriately limit the capacity of members of that
House to participate in debate in, or other proceedings
of, that House or to represent the electors of the electoral
district or province that returned them to that House; or
(iii) otherwise adversely affect the privileges, immunities
and powers held and enjoyed by members of that
House …

That is SARC’s role in looking at legislation. Logic
would seem to dictate that it ought to look at sessional
orders as well to see that the freedoms of members, and
particularly their rights to speak and to represent their
constituents and electorates, have not been trammelled.
I think many members would believe the sessional
orders introduced by this government in this chamber in
this Parliament are restrictive. I cannot speak for the
other place, but I suspect that the sessional orders over
there are similarly restrictive of members’ rights,
obligations and opportunities.
We have seen the sorts of reports SARC can bring in
when it discovers that there has been some
transgression of those freedoms in bills. I can see no
reason why the government would not be prepared to
submit its sessional orders to scrutiny by that
parliamentary committee so that the report can be made
and then the Parliament can have regard for that report
when it considers the sessional orders. It seems to me
only fair, reasonable and logical that that would be
so. An expert committee could look at the sessional
orders rather than have them rolled into the Parliament
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with members having to make a decision upon them
without the benefit of advice from the specialist
committee that the Parliament has constituted for the
specific purpose of safeguarding freedom of speech
matters.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — The
government does not support the amendments proposed
by Mr Baxter and I will explain briefly why. Firstly,
Mr Baxter draws analogies with the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee dealing with the sessional
orders. SARC deals with acts and regulations; it does
not deal with sessional orders. Sessional orders are dealt
with by the houses themselves. This house has had a
long and full debate on the sessional orders and has
come to a conclusion on those sessional orders.
In addition, as was flagged in the sessional orders
debate, there is an opportunity for this house, through
the Standing Orders Committee, to review its own
standing orders and sessional orders mid-term if that is
what it wishes to do. It is in the hands of this house as
to how it deals with its own sessional orders. If it
wishes to review them, the Standing Orders Committee
is the appropriate committee through which to do so
rather than another body. If I dare echo the debate last
week in this place, it was said that members of —
heaven forbid! — the Legislative Assembly would have
a say in reviewing the sessional orders of this place.
If Mr Baxter wishes to have a review of the sessional
orders, the appropriate process would be to have the
Standing Orders Committee of this place review them.
This government would welcome a discussion at any
time with the Standing Orders Committee on either the
standing orders or sessional orders of this place.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — On the basis
that Mr Baxter is proposing a new function for the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee and that
that function would be to do what it does in looking at
the trespass as a result of legislation and regulation on
the rights of individuals in our community, it would be
appropriate that such a power be given to SARC to look
at the trespass on the rights and privileges of members
of this place to deal with matters before the Parliament.
I do not think this needs an extended debate. Indeed I
will be mercifully brief. I simply want to say that this is
a sensible proposal. I can see no logical reason to object
to it. It is evident to us all. Having been through the
debate on sessional orders members on this side of the
chamber recognise — as do I suspect many on the
government side as well — that in fact the sessional
orders which have been imposed by the executive on
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this house, and indeed for that matter on the other
house, have led to the significant curtailment of the
traditional rights of members of Parliament to go about
their business of keeping the government to account
and scrutinising government legislation. I support the
amendment.
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I also
support the proposed amendment. I have had the
doubtful privilege of serving on the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee for three or four years. One
of the key responsibilities of SARC is, as the
amendment says, to examine any piece of legislation
that comes before this house to the extent that it
trespasses unduly on the freedom of speech of members
of our society. By some sort of sleight of hand the
sessional orders, which are a key part of the legislative
process of this place, are not referred to SARC, whereas
all legislation that comes before this chamber is and it is
inspected to the extent that it does trespass on the
freedoms and rights of individuals. But sessional
orders, which to a large extent manage the way this
house is run and therefore have the ability to
significantly set out how all legislation can or cannot
trespass on the rights and freedoms of individuals, has
slipped through the net, as it were. It is a very wise and
appropriate amendment that has been moved and it
should be supported.
Once again I refer to the fact that the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee has a majority of members
of the government so it is able to set the agenda. The
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has terms
of reference that deal with areas that are deemed by it to
in some way encroach on the freedoms and rights of
individuals. It says that it is really up to the Parliament
to decide whether something is a trespass on the rights
of individuals.
There seems to be absolutely no reason why the
sessional orders should not go before SARC. This is not
only an important amendment to this parliamentary
committees bill but the issue of sessional orders going
before scrutiny committees is an important debate for
parliaments in general. There are scrutiny committees
in all parliaments. We in Victoria would be seen to be
leading the way if we were to move that scrutiny
committees look at how Parliament manages itself.
I support the amendment. I repeat: the government has
nothing to fear but fear itself because it has the majority
on the committee. The SARC reports, through its Alert
Digest, only give a critique. They do not set in place an
agreement or disagreement; they simply critique. If this
government is afraid of criticism from its own members
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then it is a government that is afraid to stand up for our
parliamentary rights.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The current
sessional orders operating in this chamber were brought
about by some of the more sweeping reforms and
changes to sessional orders than ever before
experienced by most of us. The current sessional orders
are grossly different from any previous set of sessional
orders. The Leader of the Government was right when
he said, ‘Yes, we did have a full debate on this issue’ —
but there was a great divergence of views expressed
during the course of that debate. A unanimous position
was not agreed to by members of this chamber.
The concerns expressed there linger on. The current
sessional orders are not satisfactory in any regard. If
one were to mount an argument on whether they
inappropriately limit the capacity of members to
participate in debate or represent the people who have
put us here there would be a resounding yes from this
quarter of the chamber at least. We have said before
that these sessional orders give us no flexibility. When
the National Party sought leave to raise additional
matters in this Parliament, it was denied that
opportunity.
If the government thinks the committees structure is as
good as some of its members have professed during
their contributions to the debate tonight, if it thinks the
committees structure is the best forum in which to air
views and that that is where less issues are fought along
political lines, then an independent parliamentary
committee is once again the right place to review these
sessional orders.
All-party parliamentary committees are better resourced
than the Standing Orders Committee of this Parliament
and are best placed of all the committees we have to
review the sessional orders. If the government has
nothing to hide then I do not see any reason why it
should not agree to this amendment and refer a review
of our current sessional orders to the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee.
Committee divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):

Ayes, 23
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Mrs
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hadden, Ms
Hilton, Mr

Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms (Teller)
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr (Teller)
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Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 and 3 agreed to.
Clause 4

Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I move:
6.

Clause 4, lines 24 to 25 and page 3, line 1, omit “Outer
Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee” and insert “Health Services Committee”.

This amendment goes to the third of the principles I
outlined to the chamber earlier in the evening. It
abolishes the proposed Outer Suburban/Interface
Services and Development Committee and establishes a
health services committee for the reasons I outlined
earlier.
If the Premier’s rhetoric is to be put into action and we
are to have a committee system that matches the
government administrative machinery, then clearly
there ought to be a health services committee, bearing
in mind that health chews up about 40 per cent of the
budget, it affects Victorians in their daily lives, and it is
an issue that generates a good deal of controversy. It
seems to me that health is an appropriate aspect of
government administration that a parliamentary
committee could profitably examine and make some
recommendations about.
I have explained previously that we in the National
Party do not propose abolishing the proposed new outer
suburban committee through any view that it is
unnecessary; we are simply having to do it because we
have no mechanism within which to create an
additional committee as we do not have a message from
the Governor to do so. Therefore we have chosen this
committee to be the one to be replaced with a new
health services committee. We do so on the basis that
we believe the workload of that proposed new
committee could be handled by a number of other
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committees, depending on the nature of the particular
reference.
I can see no reason why some of the matters the
proposed outer suburban committee might look at could
not be examined by the Economic Development
Committee — for example, issues of planning, the use
of green wedge areas and so on. It might be appropriate
to have those issues looked at by the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee as it seems there is some
overlap there. If an examination of the impact of drugs
in our metropolitan fringe suburbs is required, for
example, there is no reason why a reference to that
effect could not be given to the Family and Community
Development Committee.
It is not as if the work of this committee would be left
undone if the committee were not formed. Depending
on the nature of the reference, it could be farmed out to
other committees. I simply make the point that the only
mechanism open to the National Party in order to
establish a health services committee was to abolish
another committee. It has chosen this one because it
believes its work can be done adequately by existing
committees. I emphasise to this committee tonight that
the National Party believes it is important that health
matters be examined by parliamentary committees.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I understand
the National Party’s reason for proposing this
amendment — that is, to effectively force the
government to respond to its rhetoric which is that it
has an alignment of parliamentary committees related
to departments. Given the fact that health expenditure
represents half of the state budget these days we really
need to be clear about scrutinising those issues.
The Liberal Party’s difficulty is with the abolition of the
Outer Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee, which is proposed by the bill. Issues of
some significance to various communities ought to be
examined and on the basis that it would be prejudicial
to the interests particularly of the interface
communities, the Liberal Party cannot support this
amendment. In itself the proposal is sensible, but it
comes at the cost of a better parliamentary structure
which may provide a particular focus on outer suburban
and interface areas. Therefore I understand the
sentiment but do not support the proposal.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — The
government does not support the National Party’s
amendment for two reasons. Firstly, the proposed
Family and Community Development Committee
covers the Department of Human Services so the
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concerns expressed by both the Leader of the
Opposition and the Leader of the National Party are
unfounded because the Premier’s clear commitment to
having a committee covering every department is met.
I shall outline the second reason why the government
does not support the amendment. I am not surprised
that Mr Baxter has moved the amendment rather than
Mr Hall. National Party members will want to talk to
people in outer suburban interface areas when next
seeking re-election but their insensitivity tonight in
suggesting that we not have a committee dealing with
those areas and duplicate a second committee in respect
of the Department of Human Services, shows the
contempt they hold for the people covered by those
rural interface councils, the growing area of Victoria,
covering places like the Shire of Mornington Peninsula
and the City of Casey. I am sure Mr Hall has a
particular interest in those areas, which are being
ignored under this proposal by the National Party.
The government places great importance on these outer
suburban interface services and developments, and
Mr Scheffer and Mr Somyurek from this place will
work very hard on that area. I am incredibly surprised
at the insensitivity of the National Party in ignoring this
growing area of Victoria, an area which by definition is
an interface between urban and rural areas. I will be
particularly interested to hear Mr Hall’s view as to
whether areas like the City of Casey and the Shire of
Mornington Peninsula should be ignored by the
Parliament in this move by Mr Baxter to exclude these
growing areas from representation. Mr Rich-Phillips
and Mr Philip Davis certainly understand their
importance, and I am surprised that Mr Hall does not.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — The minister
has made a number of provocative comments about
matters surrounding the shadowing of committees in
certain areas of government and has indicated that he
believes the Family and Community Development
Committee appropriately covers the Department of
Human Services.
I do not believe it does. The Family and Community
Development Committee in the last Parliament had a
reference on tobacco control. I am concerned that that
reference will be left on the shelf by the Premier and by
the government. I want to know whether the minister is
prepared to indicate that key references relating to
public health measures like tobacco control that ought
to be handled in an all-party fashion would be the sorts
of references that the Premier and Minister for Health
would give the committee and whether references
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relating to tobacco control will be renewed in this
Parliament rather than being left to wither on the vine.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The Leader of the
Government talks in his usual misleading way. He is
trying to completely misconstrue the arguments put
forward by the National Party and he now just sniggers
with that curt smile on his face.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Say what you like! I was
challenged to make comment on this. I am making
comment: listen to it!
The Leader of the Government conveniently forgets the
argument put forward by the National Party that we do
not want as a first preference to abolish this committee.
We want to establish a health inquiry committee or a
health investigatory committee. We call on this
government to show a commitment to both health
services in this state and the outer suburban areas by
establishing committees for both of those purposes.
That is what the National Party wanted to do. It did not
as a first preference want to abolish this committee, but
it does want to see a health services committee
established. For the Leader of the Government to make
a misleading comment like that just shows what sort of
a man he is.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to.
Progress reported.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is that
the house do now adjourn.

Narre Community Learning Centre: vocational
education and training places
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I wish to raise with the Minister for Finance a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Education and Training
in the other place. It relates to the provision of
vocational education and training places at the
community learning centre in Narre Warren. I have
received a representation from the Narre Community
Learning Centre regarding the number of places it has
been allocated this year. Last year it had 25 places
which it successfully filled and this year it applied for
70 places in anticipation of the demand in such a
growing area. Unfortunately two weeks ago the centre
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received a letter indicating the number of places
allocated to it had been cut to 17. So although the centre
applied for more than twice the number it had last year,
its allocation was cut by around 25 per cent.
I seek assistance from the Minister for Education and
Training in reviewing the number of places which have
been allocated to the Narre Community Learning
Centre so that at a minimum the number is restored to
the 25 it had last year and ideally it is increased to the
70 it requested.

Western Regional Economic Development
Organisation: tourism strategy
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to raise a matter with the Minister for
Finance for the attention of the Minister for Tourism in
the other place. I refer to a meeting I had this week with
staff from the Western Regional Economic
Development Organisation. I met with William
Garrigos, tourism officer for Western Melbourne
Tourism. WREDO is an organisation funded by the six
councils that form the western Melbourne region and
are charged with developing the tourism industry in that
region.
I had the pleasure of receiving a personal briefing on
Western Melbourne Tourism’s 10-year strategy for
carrying out its brief of developing tourism within my
electorate and beyond. It is a thorough, well-planned
blueprint that reflects the professionalism of those who
formulated it and those charged with implementing it.
The western region is a growth area with a high
population. It is surrounded by beautiful beaches, the
Maribyrnong River, the Westgate Bridge, the Western
Ring Road, the Royal Melbourne Showgrounds,
Flemington racecourse, Werribee Zoo, Werribee
Mansion, Victoria University and many good shopping
centres, such as the one at Highpoint. It is also not far
from the city.
The west has a lot to offer. It is still a hidden place and
we need to utilise it more. I wish to take this
opportunity to encourage the Parliament, the
government and all relevant agencies, especially
Tourism Victoria, to get behind Western Melbourne
Tourism to develop a strategy to attract more tourists
from interstate and overseas.
Tourism is an industry, an employer and a source of
community pride. It has an extremely bright future in
the western region of Melbourne. I ask the minister and
his department to do what he can to assist WREDO to
develop its 10-year strategy.
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Kew Residential Services: site redevelopment

Commonwealth Games: disability program

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My matter
for the adjournment debate tonight concerns the future
of Kew Residential Services. I ask the Minister for
Finance to take up the matter on our behalf with the
Minister for Planning and the Minister for Community
Services in the other place.

Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
wish to raise a matter with the Minister for
Commonwealth Games relating to the inclusion of
events in the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games
for elite athletes with a disability.

As people will be aware, Kew Residential Services is a
very important site and redevelopment is something
that is supported by both sides of politics, and indeed
was begun under the Kennett government. But the
Bracks government has pushed forward with a process
of redevelopment that will see the development of the
site in a very unsatisfactory manner.
The Liberal Party strongly supports the redevelopment
of the site and also supports the proper housing of the
people on that site in the community, but it believes the
site ought not be sold for cheap or quick commercial
development and ought not be developed in a way that
does not protect the public open space values of the
area.
The importance of the site in the City of Boroondara
cannot be overestimated. It is the largest site for
redevelopment currently in that city. There has been a
council committee meeting steadily on this matter for
some time and I welcome that committee’s work.
However, I am not sure that the government and the
council have fully come to grips with the importance of
this site. It is important that the vegetation on the site is
protected and treated in a way that respects Studley
Park, which is contiguous to it. It is also important that
we ensure a sufficient percentage of the site — and I
believe that is considerably more than 50 per cent — is
devoted to public open space.
As time goes on I become increasingly concerned that
the government does not have the best of intentions for
this site and that its decisions are being driven by a
simple dash for cash. I am very concerned that the
government will be prepared to trash heritage values
and the values of vegetation and public open space for a
simple financial return. I know that disappointed
Ms Darveniza, but I strongly believe the government
ought to be very clear on this and the minister has not
been clear to date as to what will occur with the site.
She has not been clear about those heritage and open
space values that many in the area, particularly those
who live nearby, hold dear. I ask the minister to
intervene, to be clear and to protect the heritage values
of that site.

Very high benchmarks were set in the planning for the
inclusion of people with disabilities at both the Sydney
2000 Paralympics and the 2002 Manchester
Commonwealth Games. Manchester provided the first
instance of a major international multisports events,
including events for elite athletes with a disability.
Manchester was not required under the Commonwealth
Games constitution to make these provisions but
developed its program in consultation with disability
sporting associations.
Given that both the minister and the Premier have
commented on the success of the Manchester
Commonwealth Games, I ask what planning has been
undertaken to develop and incorporate an extensive
elite athletes with disability program for the Melbourne
2006 Commonwealth Games?

Banyule: ALP candidates
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I raise
an issue with the Minister for Local Government. I
have in my possession a letter sent on 17 March 2003
and circulated widely throughout the Hawdon ward of
the City of Banyule by Cr Dale Peters. It says:
On Saturday, 15 March, I was re-elected for a third term as
councillor for Hawdon ward, Banyule City Council.
Disappointingly however, ALP state member for Ivanhoe,
Craig Langdon, chose to publicly campaign against my
re-election.
…
I have today lodged a dispute with the ALP against Craig
Langdon on the following grounds:
On polling day 15 March 2003, Craig Langdon did hand
out how-to-vote cards for a candidate who is not and has
never been a member of the Labor Party and who was
directing preferences to the Greens party …
Prior to the council election, Craig Langdon did write a
letter to all ALP members in my ward of Hawdon
requesting that they support a non-Labor candidate …
In the weeks running up to the 15 March poll, Craig
Langdon did write out direct mail to general members of
the public in Viewbank whereby he was highly critical
of me, a Labor councillor, in an attempt to influence
voters to vote for a non-Labor candidate.
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I joined the ALP in 1993 and have been a member ever since.
In 1999 I took up a position working for the ALP member for
Yan Yean — —

Ms Broad — On a point of order, President, the
member introduced his adjournment matter by
indicating that this was a matter for me in relation to my
responsibilities as Minister for Local Government. My
responsibilities do not include matters of Labor Party
administration. I ask that the member direct his
adjournment matter to matters within my ministerial
responsibilities.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — On the point of order,
President, absolutely I am addressing the issue to
matters within the ministerial competence of the
minister. This is about an issue of governance at
Banyule City Council. What I am doing is setting the
scene, and because I have 1 minute and 44 seconds to
go I intend to get there quickly.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the member to
get to the point with respect to the responsibility of the
Minister for Local Government; at the moment we have
not got past that.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The letter states:
In February 2002 I accepted an offer to work at the head
office of the ALP, where I am part of our party’s fundraising
unit.

It states that it is:
… extraordinary that a Labor state member of Parliament
would try his best to unseat a sitting Labor councillor of
six years and replace them with a person who is non-Labor.

I also have a copy of the letter that the honourable
member for Ivanhoe in the other place widely
distributed throughout Hawdon ward, which says:
I take this unusual step of writing to you directly regarding
the activities of your ward councillor, Dale Peters.

In the letter he then directs real criticisms at Dale
Peters, and the letter finishes by saying:
I urge you all to consider your support of him in the light of
this information.

In other words, do not vote for him. This comes, of
course, after the puppet-master’s well-known campaign
last year, where Mr Langdon was pictured in a widely
distributed brochure depicting councillors whom he
controls. The issue that comes within the minister’s
bailiwick is good governance in the City of Banyule.
We have a situation where there is factional infighting
between the Labor Party members. I make the point
that Mr Sean Rawson, of whom I make no criticism, is
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Craig Langdon’s electorate officer; that Mr Brooks is
also a member — —
Ms Broad interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I think you should
have a look at the behaviour of the Banyule City
Council.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Sport and recreation: Eumemmerring Province
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — I raise a
matter with the Minister for Sport and Recreation. My
electorate, indeed the whole outer south-east, is a major
growth area and as such has special needs with respect
to funding for sport and recreation. Growth areas like
the City of Casey, the Shire of Yarra Ranges and the
City of Greater Dandenong need playgrounds, amenity
facilities for sporting clubs, lighting for sporting
grounds, other park improvements and disability
facilities.
The former Kennett government’s indifference to and
neglect of Eumemmerring Province will not be
forgotten by my constituents. The Bracks government
has spent over $3 million on projects in its first term in
my electorate alone, including funding for the Casey
Aquatic and Leisure Centre and for various park and
pavilion developments, including the Merinda Park
BMX and skate park. However, the neglect by the
former Kennett government was such that more needs
to be done. Could the minister advise what fully costed
and funded sporting and recreation improvements and
planning are in the pipeline for Eumemmerring
Province in the near future?

Drought: government assistance
Hon. D. KOCH (Western) — I direct my question
to the Minister for Agriculture in the other place.
Following a review of the exceptional circumstances
policy by the commonwealth government, new
arrangements were developed to provide a more
inclusive, more timely and more generous exceptional
circumstances system for all states.
State governments, including Victoria, rejected this
package, especially where exceptional circumstances
assistance costs would be increased. Even after a
further attempt to gain support with an offer of a more
generous funding proposal, which would have limited
the extra cost to the second year of an exceptional
circumstances declaration, the Bracks government still
refused to endorse the revised package. The Victorian
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government is reluctant to accept its share of the
economic burden caused by drought, and it is becoming
increasingly clear that this government would welcome
the opportunity to walk away from drought aid
altogether.
The Bracks government remains responsible for
providing initial assistance, especially on-ground
measures including transaction support, regionally
based drought management plans and initial drought
relief measures. This process is usually initiated when a
community or businesses within that community take
their concerns to the state government which, if it
believes an exceptional circumstances application is
justifiable, works with the regional industry to develop
a submission and then forwards it to the commonwealth
government.
If the application as recommended by the national
advisory council is successful, eligible farmers have
access to interest rate subsidies on new and additional
loans up to $100 000, which are available to assist with
a range of on-farm needs, such as buying fodder or for
replanting crops. The interest rate subsidy is also
available to eligible drought-affected small businesses.
The commonwealth has now committed over
$900 million in direct financial assistance to farmers in
the current drought, while the states collectively have
provided less than $90 million in drought aid to
farmers.
The Victorian government lodged an application for
exceptional circumstances assistance covering the
northern parts, or the Kalkey district, of the Horsham
Rural City Council as late as 21 March 2003. This was
granted interim approval last Friday, 4 April, allowing
farmers affected by drought to seek immediate income
support through Centrelink.
Can the minister indicate when the Victorian
government will submit an application for exceptional
circumstances assistance for the remaining part of the
Horsham Rural City Council?

Boronia Primary School and Bayswater
Secondary College: fire reinstatement funding
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I raise a matter with
the Minister for Local Government and ask that she
take it to Minister for Education Services. It concerns
Boronia Primary School which last year, unfortunately,
was damaged by fire. The staff of the school are to be
congratulated on the way they evacuated the school and
made sure there were no injuries and a minimal amount
of shock for the students, staff and parents. There has
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been a commitment for fire reinstatement money, and I
look forward to that coming.
I also want to mention Bayswater Secondary College,
which around Christmas suffered a fire caused by an
electrical fault. Its integration room and staff room were
damaged, so fire reinstatement money there will also be
of great value to the community.
The practice of education facility provision and repair is
something that has happened only in the last three
years. I noticed that Mr David Davis referred to
something called a simple financial return. Under the
Kennett government Knox Secondary College, Ferntree
Gully Technical College and the Boronia Teachers
Centre were all closed down. They were left to rot and
were sold off to the former government’s developer
mates for housing at enormous profits for as many
people as could get into it. It was an absolute disgrace
to see those schools and the Boronia Teachers Centre
being left to rot, to be vandalised and to fall apart,
before of course being sold off. We now have a
McDonalds there, which, although it is useful, does not
do much for the educational development of our
students.
I draw to the minister’s attention that I am looking
forward to seeing the reinstatement of the fire-damaged
schools as soon as possible. I know reinstatement is of a
very high standard, unlike the situation under the
previous Kennett government.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Bushfires: tourism
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Tonight I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Environment, and it concerns tourism in
bushfire-affected areas. I am aware and acknowledge
that the government has put some funds towards a
campaign to encourage tourists back to
bushfire-affected areas in Victoria. Easter is
traditionally the time when many people flock to the
high country to camp and enjoy that area of Victoria.
One of the things that may well limit the number of
people going to enjoy the high country in Victoria this
year is the condition of tracks and camping grounds,
particularly those in the Alpine National Park. I
understand that each of the allowable camping areas in
the Alpine National Park needs to be assessed and
cleared for safety reasons before those camping
grounds can open to the public. I understand that Parks
Victoria has one arborist on staff actually going around
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and making those assessments to ensure that trees in
those defined camping areas are safe. At the rate at
which those assessments are taking place it appears that
very few of them will be assessed and open to the
public by the time Easter is with us in 9 or 10 days
time.

electorate the Nillumbik and Manningham councils
receive funds to stage Freeza events. Since July 2002
more than 300 people have attended these events, with
all of their parents safe in the knowledge that their
children were attending a secure, drug and alcohol-free
local event.

Associated with this is also the condition of some of the
tracks to access those camping grounds. The effects of
the fire and heavy vehicles travelling on those tracks
during the fires has led to some of those tracks not
being in suitable condition for members of the public to
travel on, and I understand some repairs need to be
undertaken on some of those major tracks.

The Freeza funding for these two providers runs out at
the end of June 2003. I call on the minister to take the
necessary steps to ensure that these Freeza providers
and all others are given sufficient time to re-tender for
Freeza funding for the next financial year.

I remind the Minister for Environment that these people
in the bushfire-affected areas need all the help they can
get. It would be most helpful if the facilities in the
Alpine National Park were made available so that
tourists could enjoy them. Tourists will probably come
this year for a different reason — to see a fire-affected
area — but nevertheless that is an experience they may
not have had before, and I still think many people
would want to come to those areas.

Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I raise an issue
for the Minister for Local Government, and it concerns
recycling carried out by municipal councils.

My request is that Parks Victoria put every resource
available into ensuring that camping grounds are open
and tracks are accessible in the next 9 or 10 days so that
the many thousands of Victorians who traditionally
enjoy Victoria’s high country at Easter will have that
opportunity again this year.

Freeza program: Templestowe Province
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — The issue I
raise is for the attention of the Minister for Employment
and Youth Affairs and concerns the ongoing funding
for the highly successful Freeza program in my
electorate of Templestowe Province. The action I am
seeking from the Minister is that she continue funding
of the Freeza program in Templestowe so that the
young people in that area can continue to enjoy safe
and secure music, entertainment and cultural events in a
drug and alcohol-free environment.
The Freeza program is highly regarded in Victoria and
demonstrates the Bracks government’s willingness to
actively celebrate young people’s many talents through
supporting young people to run music, entertainment
and cultural events. Importantly, as I said, the Freeza
program allows young people to enjoy safe and secure
music, entertainment and cultural events in a drug and
alcohol-free environment.
Since coming to office in 1999 the Bracks government
has doubled funding to the Freeza program. In my

Workcover: waste collection

Over the last 20 years or more millions of dollars have
been spent by local government on educating their
residents to recycle. This education program has proved
to be very successful, so much so that hundreds of
millions of dollars have been spent by councils in
building landfills with recycling amenities available for
householders.
If you travel down a street while waste collection is
occurring you will notice that beside the wheelie bin
there is a bundle of newspapers, probably a crate of
empty bottles and so on. We are now witnessing the
absurd situation where new proposed Workcover rules
will prohibit waste collectors from lifting anything at
all — I reiterate: anything at all. This will mean that to
comply with the new rules many councils or their
contractors will have to stop collecting recyclables as
the cost of converting or introducing mechanised
pick-ups will be astronomical. I believe the Municipal
Association of Victoria (MAV) is saying it will be
something around $100 million.
We all agree that work safety is critical. However,
insisting on a no-lift policy is ludicrous. You can carry
home a slab of stubbies full of beer; however, when you
leave them empty outside in a crate they cannot be
picked up. The same situation applies with newspapers.
Usually the kids from the household put the newspapers
out to be collected for recycling; however, they cannot
be picked up by hand later on to be thrown into the
recycle bin. What sort of nanny state are we living in?
In rural Victoria many service clubs and community
groups collect recyclables to raise money for charity.
How will this policy affect them? It will mean the loss
of tens of thousands of dollars to the communities.
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This proposal will spell the end of recycling by local
councils if adopted, and I ask the minister to go in and
bat for the councils to ensure this ridiculous policy is
rejected. Otherwise, what sort of lifting of the rate cap
will she allow to cover the expected $100 million cost
increase estimated by the MAV?

Powerdirect: economic benefits
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I raise
a matter with the Minister for Energy Industries, the
Honourable Theo Theophanous. It relates to the
opening by Powerdirect, a growing Australian-owned
electricity retailer, of its new Australian headquarters in
East Burwood which is bringing jobs and investment to
Melbourne’s eastern suburbs. The headquarters of
Powerdirect were opened by the minister on 2 April.
Starting out as a small consulting business, Powerdirect
has the distinction of being the first sole-purpose energy
retailer operating in Victoria, and it is thriving.
Powerdirect is an emerging player in the energy retail
market with a turnover of over $50 million and a work
force of over 50 employees. Powerdirect continues to
build on its successes and makes a positive contribution
to the local economy of the City of Whitehorse.
The success of Powerdirect demonstrates how full retail
competition is resulting in better deals for consumers
and businesses, including small businesses. By creating
more market opportunities for companies such as
Powerdirect, full retail competition is bringing more
choice and competitive pricing into the energy market.
This is exactly the kind of outcome the Bracks
government was looking for when it gave people the
power to choose their energy retailers.
The Bracks government will continue to work in
partnership with energy retailers as Victoria’s
competitive market matures to deliver new standards of
service in the era of customer choice. Therefore, I ask
the minister to ensure that the economic benefits,
including job benefits, of Powerdirect’s successes are
communicated to the local community and my
electorate.

Rail: Glen Waverley station
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
raise a matter for the Minister for Local Government to
take up with the Minister for Transport in another place.
It concerns the upgrade of the Glen Waverley railway
station. The government has spent $450 000 to
apparently upgrade the safety and security of that
station. Initially it was supposed to cost $350 000. Not
only is it $100 000 over budget, it is also over time. The
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upgrade included bus shelters, overhead lighting,
security cameras, a walkway and ramp, and extra
seating and signage.
Local commuters and constituents have complained
about the lack of safety for disabled users. These people
genuinely rely upon public transport, as it is their only
means of getting around the area. There are many
concerns on the list. However, in particular the
following issues have been raised by at least three
constituents who have come into my office. There is a
lack of tactile tiles on steps, platforms and ramps.
Constituents have complained that bus shelters are
larger and therefore take up more of the already narrow
footpath, impeding their progress. The bus shelters also
have too many sharp corners, and the space between
them is also considered to be insufficient and
potentially dangerous.
More importantly there is no barrier at the end of the
ramp to prevent blind people or people in wheelchairs
from tripping or falling over the stairs at the end. There
is also a lack of handrails at the top and bottom of the
stairs of the entrance, with only one side of the stairs
having handrails. There is also only one entrance
available for disabled access — on Railway
Parade. The Coleman Parade entrance has new
landscaping that poses a problem for disabled access.
I am also advised that there was a lack of community
consultation on the upgrade. I ask the minister: did the
consultation process involve disability or transport user
groups, and when is the government going to fix up this
already over-budget disaster?

Electricity: Cranbourne distribution facility
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I raise a matter for the
Minister for Energy Industries. It relates to the
construction of a $24 million terminal facility at
Cranbourne which will give a major boost to the
electricity supply to residents in Melbourne’s
south-eastern corridor. I was present with the minister
for the turning-of-the-sod ceremony. Rumours that I
thought it was a turning of the sod for a new green for a
golf course are totally untrue! It was held on April 3 to
mark the commencement of the works. At the
ceremony the minister indicated that the Cranbourne
terminal facility will ensure that power is delivered to
where it is needed.
Melbourne’s outer south-eastern corridor is one of
Australia’s fastest growing residential, commercial and
industrial regions. In case members did not know, on
average, around 40 families move into the City of
Casey each week. This is why SPI Powernet, TXU
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Australia, United Energy and Vencorp are building the
new terminal station. The two main electricity
distributors, TXU and United Energy, will convert
high-voltage electricity received from the power
stations into lower voltage electricity for distribution to
consumers.
With a provision to expand in future, the terminal
station will secure supply to the area for at least
25 years and provide businesses with the confidence to
invest in the fast-growing area. The new terminal
station will eventually supply electricity to more than
100 000 residents and businesses. Up to 50 jobs will be
created during construction, and additional jobs will be
created to supply locally made components for the
station. Located next to existing transmission lines, the
terminal station can be built without the need to erect
additional high-voltage lines, and will lead to a
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by up to 15 per
cent per year. Given the importance of this project, I
ask the minister to ensure that the economic and
environmental benefits, including the jobs benefits, of
this project are communicated to the local community
as soon as possible.

Bushfires: management plan
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
adjournment issue is directed to the Minister for
Environment. Following the recent fire in the Big
Desert area of north-western Victoria a meeting at
Ouyen was called by the Honourable Damian Drum
and me. It was attended by adjacent land-holders and
those experienced in such fires. The meeting agreed
that it was unacceptable to lose approximately half of
the Big Desert public land area of about
300 000 hectares. The issue of risk to private land and
improved protection for the fragile ecology of the flora
and fauna led the meeting to put forward a four-point
package for the management of fire risk on our public
lands.
A 1-kilometre break should be established in two parts
of 500 metres each. The first 500 metres should be
chained down this year and burnt, with the adjoining
500 metres done the following year. Maintenance of
these breaks should be managed alternately to ensure
that the flora and fauna are retained in conjunction with
a sustainable 1-kilometre firebreak. The same principle
should be applied across the same area of 1 kilometre in
areas of minimal scrub but substantial grasslands by
clearing, spraying, cultivating or by selective grazing
contained by fencing.
Our public lands that are susceptible to fire risk should
have fire management grids installed for fire
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suppression and prevention management. Our public
lands should have a managed grazing program
established to reduce fuel loads. Managed burns of our
public lands should be introduced, which would allow
nature’s burn by lightning strikes to be managed over
the grid system, or they should simply be allowed to
occur over time to establish natural protection areas for
flora and fauna by reducing the fuel load. Managed
burning should be part of the program to complement
the natural lightning-strike process.
We strongly believe that a revision of the fire
management plan is essential to meet the risk
management issues that have arisen out of the fires. A
good example is that a component of the present
management plan dictates rehabilitation of areas
chained down to provide a practical firebreak during
the fire. This component is now being carried out. It
flies in the face of any practical revision of the plan and
is seen as a real waste of resources at this time and also
as an action that shows scant regard for those at risk
adjacent to public land.
May I conclude by suggesting that while the really big
fires were in Gippsland and the north-east our situation
in the Mallee does require attention and a different
approach to the issue, as each area is substantially
different. My request to the Minister for Environment is
that he order a stop to any rehabilitation until a full
review of the present management plan is completed.

Responses
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
The Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips requested that
the Minister for Education and Training review the
number of places allocated to the Narre Community
Learning Centre — that is, apprenticeship and
traineeship program places. I will refer that request to
the minister.
The Honourable Sang Nguyen requested that the
Minister for Tourism ask his department to assist the
Western Melbourne Regional Economic Development
Organisation in the development of its 10-year plan. I
will refer that request to the minister.
The Honourable David Davis asked that the ministers
for planning and community services ensure that
heritage values are protected in the redevelopment of
the Kew site. I will refer that request to those ministers.
The Honourable Kaye Darveniza requested that the
Minister for Commonwealth Games advise her what
planning is under way in relation to elite sporting
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activities for athletes with disabilities. I will refer that
request to the minister.
The Honourable Bill Forwood made some statements
which are now on the record in relation to Banyule
council elections. I assume that was his purpose.
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The Honourable Andrew Brideson requested that the
Minister for Transport provide him with information,
including details in relation to the consultation process,
in relation to an upgrade in his electorate. I will refer
that request to Minister for Transport.

Mr Adem Somyurek requested the Minister for Sport
and Recreation provide details about sporting and
recreation projects in his electorate. I will refer that
request to the minister.

Mr Smith requested that the Minister for Energy
Industries ensure that the Cranbourne terminal facility
benefits, particularly the environmental and economic
benefits, are effectively communicated. I will refer that
request to the minister.

The Honourable David Koch requested the Minister for
Agriculture advise him whether the Victorian
government will submit an application for drought
assistance for the remaining area of the Horsham shire.
I will refer that request to the Minister for Agriculture.

The Honourable Barry Bishop requested that the
Minister for Environment review fire management
plans in the Mallee area. I will refer that request to the
minister.

The Honourable Carolyn Hirsh requested that the
Minister for Education Services advise her of progress
in relation to the reinstatement of fire-damaged schools
in her electorate and indicated how she is looking
forward to the reinstatement of those schools in better
condition.
The Honourable Peter Hall requested that the Minister
for Environment make available facilities in the Alpine
National Park and ensure that Parks Victoria make all
efforts to ensure that those facilities are available. He
acknowledged the funding support provided for tourism
in fire-affected areas of the high country. I will refer
that request to the Minister for Environment.
Ms Argondizzo made a request to the Minister for
Employment and Youth Affairs, asking her to ensure
that funding is continued to Freeza providers in her
electorate in the next funding round. I will refer that
request to the minister.
The Honourable John Vogels made a request to me in
relation to the matter of insurance costs and specifically
Workcover requirements in the area of recycling. I am
certainly aware that on a range of fronts councils are
endeavouring to do what they can to mange their risks
and costs in the insurance area. That is a matter of
ongoing discussion between Workcover, councils and
the local government peak bodies. I am certainly
participating in those discussions. I can advise the
member that I will continue to do that.
The Honourable Helen Buckingham made a request to
the Minister for Energy Industries to ensure that the
benefits of the Powerdirect development in her
electorate, including benefits in terms of jobs, are
communicated. I will refer that request to the minister.

House adjourned 10.41 p.m.

