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The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 2.02 p.m. and read the prayer.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 31 May to:
Children and Young Persons (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Act
Gambling Regulation (Public Lottery Licences)
Act
Long Service Leave (Amendment) Act
Road Safety (Further Amendment) Act
Transport Legislation (Further Amendment) Act.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is to the Minister for Commonwealth
Games. When did the minister receive a request from
the Auditor-General to extend the 2006 financial year
for the games to 30 September 2006?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question, and I welcome his interest. It is good to see
that Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips has been catapulted up
the pecking order in terms of questions and that finally
we have a Commonwealth Games question early in
proceedings rather than further down. It is good to see
that he will be able to get his key performance
indicators up.
I welcome this opportunity to clear up any
misunderstanding or confusion — because I know the
opposition can be confused from time to time — in
relation to this issue. In particular I welcome this
opportunity to assure the Parliament that the timely and
open report in relation to the games will absolutely be
the case.
Let me just say that it is interesting to see that we have
the opposition interested in Auditor-General issues, for
starters. Let me take members back for a second. It is
relevant to the answer and to the debate that we were
the government that gave back the power to the
Auditor-General. We ensured that the
Auditor-General’s independence was maintained and
entrenched that independence as a check on the
expenditure of public money. We as a government are
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happy to and will report on anything the
Auditor-General wants in relation to any matter. Let us
underline that. We know that was not the case with the
opposition when it was in government.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
while it is the case that the minister has some latitude, I
make the point that it is not appropriate for him to be
referring at all to any previous government in
responding to a question about his own administration.
The question is in relation to the Auditor-General and
the reporting arrangements for the Commonwealth
Games.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has been
asked to make a comment on the Auditor-General and
the reporting of the government with respect to the
Commonwealth Games. I ask the minister to respond to
the question asked by the Honourable Gordon
Rich-Phillips.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I would like to put on the
record the following: a joint statement presented to me
by the Auditor-General, Mr Wayne Cameron, and the
Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities, Yehudi Blacher. I quote:
There have been ongoing discussions between staff of the
Auditor-General’s office and the Department for Victorian
Communities about the preparation of the special purpose
report on the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games,
following completion of the games.
These discussions focused on how best to present a full
account of the games from a statewide perspective to enhance
public accountability. While transactions associated with the
games will be accounted for by the respective agencies in
their 2005–06 financial statements, which are subject to audit
by the Auditor-General’s office, we are aware that all
games-related transactions may not be finalised prior to
30 June 2006.
For the final special purpose report to be comprehensive, it
will need to include all significant transactions relating to the
wrap-up of the games, some of which may be after year end.
Should there be significant transactions after 30 June 2006,
audit suggested extending the reporting date of the special
purpose report so as to achieve that goal.
This proposal is mutually supported and should not
compromise timely reporting to Parliament on this significant
state event.

I welcome the opportunity to assure Parliament and, in
particular, the people of Victoria that the Bracks
government is committed to being open and transparent
and that this applies to the Commonwealth Games. We
will continue to provide the Auditor-General with all
the necessary information required to ensure openness
and transparency are maintained. We were the
government that reinstated the Auditor-General’s
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powers. We are happy to continue the transparency,
maintain it and report to all Victorians in a timely
manner in relation to all issues in relation to the
Commonwealth Games.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
the minister has quoted extensively from a detailed
document, and I ask that the minister table the
document for the benefit of the house.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Under the standing
orders the minister is not required to table a document,
so I cannot direct him to do so.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Further on the point of order,
President, it has been the consistent practice in the
Assembly for many years that if a minister reads from a
document, that document be made available. The
Leader of the Government would know that, because he
used to be down there. I put it to you, President, that if
we are going to adopt practices of the Assembly, then
this is one that should be adopted. We have just had a
circumstance where there have been some quotes from
a written document, and I put it to you that the only
appropriate thing to happen is for the document to be
made available to every member of this chamber —
even if it is not formally tabled — so that people can
verify for themselves that it has been quoted accurately
and extensively.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood knows
that he should not be debating points of order. As I
indicated to the house, there is no requirement for me to
direct the minister to table the document. It is up to the
minister whether he wants to make it available. With
respect to some of the member’s reference to standing
orders in the Legislative Assembly, that is the
Assembly and this is the Council, and the member is
aware of that. That matter can be taken up during the
review of standing orders by the Standing Orders
Committee that will be established following the
motion put before the house in the last sitting week.
With respect to reading a document, on many occasions
my predecessors have indicated that it is allowable for a
minister to read his response to ensure its accuracy, so
that is not a question that needs to be addressed. I stand
by the ruling I gave to the Leader of the Opposition that
the minister is not required to table the document; it is
up to the minister.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — On a point of order,
President, I hear your ruling and I accept it; but I
suggest it is within your jurisdiction and the
requirements of the Chair that you request the minister
to advise the house of the source document from which
he is quoting in detail.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has
answered the question. In his response he referred to
notes and a joint statement put out by the
Auditor-General, so he has fulfilled his obligations
under the requirements of the house.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Further on the point of
order, President, I have heard what you said but, with
respect, the minister spoke about a joint document. It is
not a public statement, as you have just suggested. It is
a joint briefing note, if you like, that went to the
minister and the house deserves to know a bit more
about the status of that briefing note.
The PRESIDENT — Order! With respect to the
document, I have given my ruling on that. With respect
to the minister’s response to the question, the
honourable member has the opportunity of raising a
supplementary question. I cannot direct the minister to
release the document. Members have noted that; they
are the rules of the house. It is up to the minister
whether he wishes to do that. The minister has
responded to the question asked by the Honourable
Gordon Rich-Phillips and answered in the time
allocated.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — On a point of order,
President, I do not wish to test the patience of the house
or the Chair. I agree that you cannot direct him to
release the document today, but you can direct him to
tell the house exactly what the status of the document is
and to give the house an indication of exactly what
document he is quoting from.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have made my ruling
and it is up to the minister whether he wants to give
more details in respect of the response he has given to
the honourable member. I stand by my ruling.
Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Last Wednesday the minister stated that the
Auditor-General had requested a delay to the
Commonwealth Games balance date. What form did
the request from the Auditor-General take and did he
put it in writing as is the conventional practice or did he
make an exception for the minister’s department?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I believe I answered the
question with my last comment.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — On a point of order,
President, the question went specifically to the nature of
the communication from the Auditor-General to the
minister predating the minister’s statement last week.
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The minister did not address that in any way in his
response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member would be
aware that I cannot direct the minister as to the way he
should answer the question. He has answered the
question. It is up to the house where it takes it from
there, but the minister has responded and as far as I am
concerned, that is as far as I can take it.

Football: rural and regional Victoria
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — My question is
directed to the Minister for Sport and Recreation. I ask
the minister to inform the house how the Bracks
government’s response to the Rural and Regional
Services and Development Committee’s inquiry into
country football will deliver for regional Victoria?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the question, in particular
because we have had a few critics in this chamber in
relation to the parliamentary inquiry into country
football. It is worth noting that this was an inquiry that
we requested. I gave that inquiry the terms of reference.
Why? Because it was significant. Did the opposition
when in government care much about country footy, let
alone country Victoria? I think the answer is no. The
vast majority of people in country Victoria also
appreciate that when that mob over there was in
government the answer to whether it cared about
country footy or the country generally was no. But that
no was qualified — I think it was Jeff Kennett who
suggested it — and country Victoria was described as
the toenails or something like that.
This inquiry has been highly successful in a number of
ways. The committee found that although there had
been a number of recent club mergers football was not
in decline in country Victoria. I thought that was very
heartening, because when I travelled country Victoria
everybody, including Mr Drum, had a theory on the
problems of country football. The best way to
consolidate those opinions, rather than having a
particular vested interest in one forum or another, was
to make sure we got a comprehensive audit of what was
taking place, and that is what happened through this
process. What we have seen is a tremendous
outcome: country footy is healthier than ever. That is a
spectacular result.
What the report says is that there are a number of
pressure points that need some assistance. We have
been very pleased to announce that assistance. We have
applied funding in a number of areas where there were
pressure points in relation to country football. The
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Premier recently announced a $4.5 million package for
country football and netball facilities.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I can hear the bellows of
opposition members, but what I cannot see is any
funding in relation to country football that ever came
from them when they were in government, so it rings
hollow — as hollow as any policy statement
Mr Atkinson made within his portfolio.
We provided $2 million for a new facilities funding
program that will be matched by the Australian
Football League working in partnership, which
Mr Atkinson’s mob could never do; $215 000 for
recruiting, educating and supporting football umpires,
coaches and officials, to be matched by the AFL; and
$90 000 for a study into sportsground conditions and
the relationship to sports injuries. Although you might
suspect that a few opposition members have had a few
head injuries from football over the years, in actual fact
it is just that they failed to make policy statements in
any of these areas.
I am pleased to thank the AFL for matching the
government’s contribution. It shows we can work in
partnership. We are working not only with the
community but with the stakeholders who deliver for
the community. I am also pleased with the stakeholder
response to the announcement. Glenn Scott, the chief
executive officer of the Victorian Country Football
League, is supportive. It is fantastic to hear him say that
the announcement between the state government and
the AFL is an excellent reward for and encouragement
to all the hardworking volunteers of our regional and
rural communities, showing that their efforts are valued
at the highest levels.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Finance. Has
the minister received a request to exercise his power
under the Financial Management Act to delay the
reporting date of the Commonwealth Games to
30 September 2006?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — No.

Minerals and petroleum: industry initiatives
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — My question is to the
Minister for Energy Industries and Resources. Can the
minister advise the house of recent initiatives the
Bracks government has taken in relation to promoting
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the mining and petroleum industry in the north-east of
Victoria?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I thank the member for
her question. The mineral exploration and investment
potential of north-east Victoria was highlighted recently
when I released major new geological and minerals
data.
Ms Hadden — Was that a press release?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — No, it was under
the Victorian Initiative for Minerals and Petroleum
program. The data was part of the 17th data release
under VIMP. As part of the release, new geological
maps of prospective parts of the north-east have been
publicly released. The new map areas that were
released are located in the north-east of the state and
extend from Mitta Mitta in the north to Dargo in the
south. As some members might know, the north-east
has an active past as a goldmining centre including
Chiltern and Beechworth. The mapping released last
week has better defined the extent of both primary and
alluvial gold and tin in the north-east of the state. It
identifies more clearly the extent of rock alteration and
veining associated with gold-copper mineralisation at
Banimboola, south of Mitta Mitta.
This VIMP program has in fact been a key contributor
to Victoria’s rising exploration investment which, as the
latest Australian Bureau of Statistics figures show, has
risen by more than 25 per cent from $42.6 million in
2002–03 to $53.5 million in 2003–04. The investment
that has been made under VIMP is now up to
$17 million. Indeed over the last four years, $4 million
has been allocated in improving the regional geological
data under this program. That is attracting investment in
our minerals industry in Victoria. That investment is
resulting in jobs in regional Victoria. It is resulting in
new gold discoveries and new mines in many parts of
regional Victoria and a new mineral sands industry for
Victoria, particularly an increase in the goldmining
industry right across Victoria but particularly in
underground mining in Bendigo, Ballarat, Fosterville,
Stawell and a number of other places that have some
potential.
We are looking at significant investments and a very
substantial number of jobs. That is because Victoria
now has the most comprehensive geophysical data and
some of the best geological data of any mainland state
or territory in Australia. We are very proud of that. It is
part of what my department does and what the Bracks
government does in promoting investment in regional
Victoria in these very important industries. I might
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point out that every $1 of expenditure by the state in
this area results in $5.50 being invested by the private
sector. That is what is gearing off the exploration. It is
what is creating these new projects which are worth
billion of dollars to the state of Victoria and which will
result in thousands of new jobs in regional Victoria.

WorkCover: workplace safety
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — My question
without notice today is directed to the Minister for
WorkCover and the TAC, Mr Lenders. Given the
experience of my constituents Lisa and Steve Krupjak
against whom the Victorian WorkCover Authority
commenced legal action over an injury claim by a paid
carer, is the government prepared to take immediate
action to ensure families are exempt from litigation
under WorkCover as a result of a care worker
employed and paid by a third party being injured in the
family home?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I thank Mr Hall for his question and welcome
him back to the house. I have certainly followed with
great interest the case of the Krupjak family in this
particular instance. With some interest I have also
followed the comments by the Leader of The Nationals
in the Legislative Assembly and also Mr Forwood’s
commentary over time in this place.
Firstly, I put on record the fact that when the Krupjaks
raised their particular issue with Brendan Jenkins, the
member for Morwell in the other place, he interceded
fairly quickly and got a speedy response from the
Victorian WorkCover Authority (VWA) that dealt with
this case and there and then removed all the anxiety for
the family in respect of this case. Mr Jenkins dealt with
this issue during the last sitting week and followed
through so that that family knows with certainty what
the situation is.
On the broader policy issue raised by Mr Hall, the
Victorian WorkCover Authority, on the one side,
always needs to balance the capacity to recover when
there is negligence on the part of an employer, versus
the other side, where there needs to be the capacity to
provide a safe workplace and provide a viable scheme
so that it can insure injured workers. We know that
almost 30 people a year are killed in Victorian
workplaces, and we also know that another
32 000 people a year are injured in Victorian
workplaces. That is always difficult to balance,
particularly if either the Victorian WorkCover
Authority or its agents do not act in a sensitive manner.
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Clearly the Krupjaks could expect to be dealt with in a
sensitive manner by the state, and I think the case has
now been dealt with from the family’s point of view.
However, there will always need to be a capacity to
deal sensitively with people on the part of the Victorian
WorkCover Authority and its agents, so that people do
not have unnecessary anxiety. In this particular case
that discretion has been exercised. These cases are very
few and far between, and the VWA has acted in this
instance to the satisfaction of all concerned. If the
family has felt any anxiety, I think the VWA has
already apologised to them, and I concur with that
because the family should be treated with respect.
On the question of whether as a consequence of this
case we need to have wholesale amendments to the
legislation, that still would not remove the need for
discretion to be exercised by the VWA in individual
cases. If Mr Hall is advocating that we draft legislation
to rule out the discretion of the VWA, I would welcome
a discussion with him as to where he thinks that line
should be drawn. If what he is seeking to do is in case
after case rule out the VWA having the capacity to
claim — and in this case it has made the correct
decision not to do so — then we need to have a broader
debate about the scheme and the protections within it.
In this particular case the VWA has acted. The family
was approached as to whether it had public liability
insurance and whether the VWA could recover some of
the costs. This was a case where a carer was bitten by a
dog and suffered a fairly severe reaction to the
treatment. I think a balance has been drawn here, but if
Mr Hall is of the view that the act needs to be tightened
up, I am happy to have a further discussion with him on
ways this can be done without ruling out the capacity of
the VWA to carry out its operations. The main point
here is that we need a scheme that is viable and a
scheme where the VWA and its agents deal with people
sensitively — and there are lessons to be learnt by all of
us in this case.
Supplementary question
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I thank the
minister for his response and his preparedness to
consider the issue in a broader rather than just a specific
way. Given that his government passed legislation to
protect volunteers working for agencies from personal
liability claims against individuals, is it not appropriate
to give unpaid carers — being essentially the families
of those requiring care — that same level of protection?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — In 2002 the government made amendments to
the Wrongs Act that dealt with the issue of volunteers.
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Again in 2003 the government made further
amendments to that act — I think it might have been
twice in 2002 and again in 2003. In fact a number of
amendments have been made. As Mr Hall well knows,
as mentioned in the public policy debate dealing with
those amendments to the Wrongs Act and the
protection of volunteers, a plaintiff or a litigant always
had the capacity to take to court the organisation the
volunteer was a part of.
But a policy decision was made in some cases with
some volunteers that action could not be taken against
them. That was the public policy debate at the time,
which was always a balance between the capacity of
someone who was aggrieved to seek redress in the
courts against someone when they were deemed to
be — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Housing: neighbourhood renewal program
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — My question is to the
Minister for Housing. Can the minister inform the
house how neighbourhood renewal is delivering for
regional Victorians living in the Latrobe Valley?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for his question and his continuing interest in
this Bracks government initiative that is strengthening
communities right across Victoria.
Neighbourhood renewal has indeed been a great
success in regional Victoria, and I am pleased to say
that Victoria’s first neighbourhood renewal site was in
the Latrobe Valley. The project was launched in 2001
as one of the Bracks government’s initiatives which
flowed from the Latrobe Valley ministerial task force,
and some $17 million was allocated over four years to
tackle disadvantage in communities including Morwell,
Moe, Traralgon and Churchill. In the four years since
2001 neighbourhood renewal in the Latrobe Valley has
gone from strength to strength. It has stimulated new
partnerships between government, community
organisations and businesses as well as with the
Latrobe City Council. It has secured almost
370 community jobs program places. It has enabled
four new playgrounds to be built and another six to be
upgraded. In total it has delivered some $13 million in
capital works to communities in the Latrobe Valley.
The success of neighbourhood renewal in driving down
crime rates and making communities safer was
recognised when the project won the Australian and
Victorian crime and violence prevention awards. In
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April the Bracks government released its social policy
statement, A Fairer Victoria, and announced additional
funding of $29.8 million for the expansion and
extension of neighbourhood renewal. I am pleased to
advise the house that as part of that initiative this will
enable the successful Latrobe Valley neighbourhood
renewal program, which was due to wrap up at the end
of this month, to continue through until 2009. The
Latrobe Valley will receive an additional $2 million of
this new funding over four years. This allocation will
include, amongst other things, funding for a place
manager, a community development worker and an
employment and learning coordinator. I estimate that
by the completion of this neighbourhood renewal
project in 2009 some 570 families in the Latrobe Valley
will have had major upgrades completed on their
homes. The extension of all neighbourhood renewal
projects to eight years is critical to ensure that the
underlying conditions of disadvantage are addressed
and that the very significant achievements are
sustainable in the long term.
I recently also had the pleasure of visiting Morwell
again to open the new neighbourhood house with the
local member for Morwell in the other place, Brendan
Jenkins. The new neighbourhood house, which is in the
neighbourhood renewal area, is another Bracks
government initiative which has been delivered as a
result of the Latrobe Valley ministerial task force.
These two initiatives by the Bracks government
through the ministerial task force — the extension of
neighbourhood renewal and the new neighbourhood
house — again demonstrate the very practical steps the
Bracks government is taking to support families in
regional Victoria.

Commonwealth Games: budget
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. Does the minister stick with
his assertion to this house on previous occasions that
the Commonwealth Games is within its budget?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I am very happy to receive
that question, Mr Atkinson, and I will stand by what I
have said previously in relation to all matters involving
the Commonwealth Games.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — Given the
minister’s answer, how does he explain an Age article
last week that reported that the Melbourne
Commonwealth Games chairman, Ron Walker, was
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going cap in hand to the federal government for
additional funding, and does this approach to the
federal government indicate any relationship to
sponsorship shortfalls?
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the supplementary
question, I draw Mr Atkinson’s attention to R1.03(c) of
the rules of practice which states that ministers should
not be asked whether a media statement is accurate or
not. The question was about a media article, so I will
give the member an opportunity to rephrase the
question so that it does not necessarily rely on the
article but upon Mr Walker’s action.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Thank you, President. I
have actually never relied on the Age, so I ask: given
the minister’s answer, why has the games chairman,
Ron Walker, gone cap in hand to the federal
government for additional funding, and has this
anything to do with sponsorship shortfalls?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I am pleased that
Mr Atkinson is also getting up his key performance
indicators today by asking a few questions, even if they
are not within his portfolio. Mr Walker is doing an
outstanding job as chairman of the Melbourne
Commonwealth Games and I am very pleased with the
work he has undertaken in relation to raising
sponsorship, in terms of building bridges and
relationships with the federal government and all the
other areas of responsibility that he has as chairman. He
is doing an excellent job. He has conversations with as
many people from the Liberal Party as he does with
people from the Labor Party, and that is probably one
of the reasons he has the job. He is so good at building
bridges that we are pleased to have him as chairman,
and he is doing a fantastic job.

Mining: legislative review
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — My question, which is
quite an important one — more so than half of those we
have heard already today — is to the Minister for
Energy Industries and Resources, the Honourable Theo
Theophanous. Can the minister advise the house of
recent actions by the Bracks government in ensuring
that both landowner and mining industry interests are
protected under the Mineral Resources Development
Act?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I thank the member for
his question. This government really is interested in
looking after regional Victoria from the point of view
of jobs and investment. Its record in creating jobs and
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investment in regional Victoria in my portfolio is
something I am very proud of. We are also interested in
ensuring that there are fair processes alongside of this
development that is taking place in regional Victoria. I
am therefore pleased to inform the house that last
Wednesday I announced a new inquiry into the
operation of sections 45 and 46 of the Mineral
Resources Development Act (MRDA). This is an
important issue in regional and provincial Victoria.
Section 45 prohibits mining licensees from doing any
work within 100 metres of specified objects unless the
relevant landowners and/or occupiers have given their
consent. Section 46 of the act allows the minister for
resources to authorise a licensee to do work in an area
which would otherwise be prohibited under section 45.
This new inquiry follows a 2004 Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal case in which the issue of
consents by landowners under the MRDA was raised.
A number of significant issues were raised as a result of
that court case and the government has decided that it is
appropriate to have an inquiry in order to ascertain what
is the best way forward in relation to this act. We are
committed to ensuring that land-holders’ interests are
protected through transparent and accountable
processes for the establishment and operation of mining
and exploration projects. Equally we want these
projects to be successful as well.
This inquiry will be conducted by well-known
Melbourne barrister Simon Molesworth and highly
regarded environmental lawyer Rosemary Martin.
Mr Molesworth was previously a senior legal member
of the Victorian Planning Appeals Board and a senior
legal member of the planning division of the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal. I think he has done
work for both sides of government. I am very pleased to
announce his appointment.
The inquiry has been welcomed by a number of players
in this area. The executive director of the Victorian
branch of the Minerals Council of Australia, Chris
Fraser, has welcomed the announcement, as has
Ms Rita Bentley of the Prospectors and Miners
Association of Victoria.
Ms Hadden — What about Mount Egerton?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — In response to the
honourable member, it has also been welcomed by
representatives of local communities at the centre of the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal case
concerning Mount Egerton. This is a very important
inquiry. It seeks to establish once and for all a set of
guidelines and rules that will allow mining to occur and
occur with some certainty in relation to a rule which has
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been difficult to administer given that it says, for
example, 100 metres is measured from the garden of
the house, because it is very difficult to ascertain where
the garden begins or ends in many properties. This is
meant to identify a much better process, leading to
clearer guidelines, leading to more investment and
leading to more jobs in regional Victoria.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is to the Minister for Commonwealth
Games. Last week the minister told the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee that the games
financial year had been extended with permission from
the Minister for Finance. Given that the Minister for
Finance has just told the house that he has not even
received such a request, how can he have given
permission as the minister claimed last week?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I think the member
opposite is confused. I have made that clear in making
that statement from the Auditor-General and Yehudi
Blacher, the Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities. I am happy to table that document if
opposition members want, but I will read it out again
because I do not believe members heard what I said
because of the ranting and raving on the other side of
the chamber. It states:
There have been ongoing discussions between staff of the
Auditor-General’s office and the Department for Victorian
Communities about the preparation of the special purpose
report on the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games,
following completion of the games.
These discussions focused on how best to present a full
account of the games from a statewide perspective to enhance
public accountability. While transactions associated with the
games will be accounted for by the respective agencies in
their 2005–06 financial statements, which are subject to audit
by the Auditor-General’s office, we are aware that all
games-related transactions may not be finalised prior to
30 June 2006.
For the final special purpose report to be comprehensive, it
will need to include all significant transactions relating to the
wrap up of the games, some of which may be after year end.
Should there be significant transactions after 30 June 2006,
audit suggested extending the reporting date of the special
purpose report so as to achieve that goal.
This proposal is mutually supported and should not
compromise timely reporting to Parliament on this significant
state event.

It is signed with the names of the Auditor-General,
Mr Wayne Cameron, and the Secretary of the
Department for Victorian Communities, Yehudi
Blacher.
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Hon. Philip Davis — What is the document?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — The document is a joint
statement — —
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — On a point of order,
President, the minister has been speaking for 2 of his
4 minutes but he has not addressed the question. The
question did not in any way relate to anything to do
with the Auditor-General, it related to the minister’s
comments about the Minister for Finance and how they
contrast with the Minister for Finance’s comments
today. The minister has in no way responded to the
issue of the Minister for Finance.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The standing orders
allow the minister 4 minutes to respond, and he is
almost halfway through his time. As the honourable
member would be well aware, and as I indicated earlier,
the member gets to ask the minister a question and the
minister responds. I cannot direct the minister to
respond in any way at all — it is up to the minister as to
how he responds. The Minister for Commonwealth
Games has 2 minutes of time left, and he is entitled to
use all or whatever amount of it he chooses.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I welcome the member’s
question, and I am sure this statement will allow him to
be well informed in relation to any confusion that he
has. Can I just reinforce to the members of this chamber
and to yourself, President, that members would
appreciate that there is a process for this. There are
discussions between departments in relation to this
matter. Those are being undertaken, and I believe I
have cleared up any confusion Mr Rich-Phillips may
have in relation to anything said before the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee. If the member is
reporting directly from PAEC, I am not sure which
section he is reporting from, but what I would say is
that, if he wants to make that clearer by asking another
question at some other time, I am happy to answer that
question.
Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Last week the minister told the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee that the Minister for Finance had
given permission for the balance statement for the
Commonwealth Games to be extended to September
2006. Today the Minister for Finance himself said he
had not even received such a request, so I ask the
Minister for Commonwealth Games: is he misleading
the house or is he accusing the Minister for Finance of
misleading the house?
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Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, the
purpose of a supplementary question is to ask a
question that relates to the original question or answer.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Which it did, you idiot!
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Atkinson is well
aware that interjections are unruly, and especially so as
the member is out of his place. I ask him to desist.
Mr Viney — The supplementary question the
member has just asked is an exact repetition of his first
question, and I ask you to rule it out of order.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — On the point of order,
President, the supplementary question was directly
related to the principal question. The fact that the
minister was completely unresponsive to the principal
question is not a matter I have control over.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The supplementary
question put by Mr Rich-Phillips was to elucidate
further the answer that was given by the minister. I do
not uphold the point of order. I do uphold the question,
and I call on the minister to respond.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question again. I have not yet seen the draft transcript of
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. After
seeing that I can comment on anything that the member
is quoting from the PAEC transcript. I am not entirely
sure that is what I said, so I think Mr Rich-Phillips
should check to make sure that is what I said in relation
to that, but what I will say is that I think
Mr Rich-Phillips is confused on this matter in relation
to that specific answer, and I think he is drawing a
conclusion from that answer which is totally incorrect.

Aged care: rural and regional Victoria
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) —
My question is to the Minister for Aged Care. Can the
minister advise the house of recent developments
illustrating the Bracks government’s commitment to
delivering quality aged care residential services to
regional Victorians?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I thank Mr Mitchell for his question. Last
Wednesday I got out of my car at Beechworth on a
brilliant sunshiny day to hear someone singing ‘… a
bright sunshiny day’. I turned around and saw
Mr Baxter. In fact it was not Mr Baxter singing the
song, it was the children from Beechworth Primary
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School, and it was not because Mr Baxter and I were
visiting Beechworth, it was because we were there to
mark the official opening of the Beechworth Health
Service residential aged care facility, a fantastic new
service providing high-quality residential aged care to
people in Beechworth and surrounding districts and
also providing them with health care into the future.
There are 88 beds in total in this facility: 30 high-care
and 30 low-care beds, 15 psychogeriatric beds and
13 acute care beds. This is a $15 million
redevelopment. It is a significant service in its own
right and a significant investment in the community in
Beechworth.

Mr Baxter and I were rapt to be in attendance with the
good children of the Beechworth Primary School. They
actually know both verses of Advance Australia Fair,
Mr Baxter — and I can attest to that because we were
scrambling with the second verse. They set off a great
community event, and the Bracks government is very
pleased to support that great community event and that
great facility in Beechworth.

I was very pleased to join the chair of the board, Vic
Issell; the chief executive officer of the Beechworth
Health Service, Jan Webb; and a resident of the service,
Sheila Parkinson, in this wonderful community event. I
took the opportunity to congratulate the community on
making a significant contribution to the redevelopment
itself. It is a $15 million redevelopment, of which the
Bracks government provided $12 million and the local
community generated $3 million of its own reserves to
the establishment of this building — a great community
spirit to support those older members of the community
to receive the care that they have every right to receive
in their local community so that they do not have to
leave their neighbourhood and their loved ones and that
they can age gracefully, and supported, in their local
community.

Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 1363–65,
3299, 4139, 4371, 4379, 4420, 4460, 4580, 4718, 4732,
4770–72, 4812–21, 4834, 4837, 4838, 4840, 4841.

It is a principle that the Bracks government supports
right around Victoria. We have redeveloped
39 residential aged care facilities during our term of
office — to the current expenditure of in excess of
$258 million. We recognise that this is a significant role
that affects the lives of members of our community
right throughout the width and breadth of Victoria.
Certainly that is the case within the north-east of
Victoria, because this is not the only redevelopment.
Significant redevelopments are taking place. There is
$10.5 million to support a new state-of-the-art facility
in Yarrawonga, and a $7.7 million redevelopment in
Numurkah which is currently under way. Mr Mitchell
knows of the very important commitment the Bracks
government has made to the redevelopment of the
residential aged care facility in Seymour — an amount
of $5 million — which is currently under way.
Mr Mitchell also knows of the important work we have
done at Eildon to the Darlingford Upper Goulburn
Nursing Home facility.
We recognise that right throughout the north-east there
is a role for high-quality residential aged care. The
Bracks government is very pleased to support that work
right across Victoria and to provide that degree of care.
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Melbourne University: vocational education
and training agricultural programs
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — The agricultural
industry in Victoria is absolutely dismayed by the
University of Melbourne’s decision to transfer
vocational education and training (VET) programs at
Glenormiston and Longerenong to alternative
providers. We know the Bracks government must
approve any transfer of VET activities and I call on the
Minister for Education and Training in the other place,
the Honourable Lynne Kosky, not to do so.
Agriculture is the engine room of this state’s economy
and the lifeblood of country towns throughout Victoria.
A skilled, flexible and creative work force is vital to the
productivity, growth and long-term survival of
Victoria’s food industries. In return the industry can
deliver attractive, secure career opportunities, especially
in rural and regional Victoria. In my electorate
Glenormiston and Longerenong should be the centre
for both degree and TAFE courses in agricultural
education. It beggars belief that an industry that
produces $15 billion worth of food fibre every year is
not worth financially supporting for this education
system. No education system has full cost recovery, nor
should that be expected of the agricultural sector. The
Bracks government needs to stand tall on this issue, or
it will be remembered as the Labor Party that closed
Glenormiston, Longerenong, Dookie and McMillan
agricultural campuses — fine institutions which are
extremely important to the livelihoods and economies
of surrounding communities and our agricultural
education sector.
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Australian Labor Party: service recognition
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I would like to put on
the record the outstanding service contributed by John
Anderson, Steve Dimos, Michael Godsell, Brian Leeder
and Peter Milton to their local communities over their
lifetimes. Their exceptional dedication to the Australian
Labor Party was honoured with 40-year medallions at
the ALP state conference on Saturday, 21 May.
John Anderson has served as a local councillor for nine
years, including two stints as mayor of Northcote. I was
proud to serve on the Northcote council with John for
some of that time. For the past 14 years John has been
president of the Northcote Park Football Club, as well
as being involved in numerous other community
groups. Steve Dimos has been involved in the
Macedonian community since arriving in Melbourne
and has helped organise countless dances, parties,
picnics and other functions, together with his brother
Michael, who also received his life membership three
years ago. Michael Godsell loves the sea and the ALP
and worked in shipping his entire working life. He is a
dedicated and passionate unionist from the painters and
dockers and maritime unions, and is a lifetime member
of the waterside workers union.
Brian Leeder proudly wears his service badge that reads
‘Returned from active service’. The Reservoir RSL has
been a major part of Brian’s life and is where he was
recruited into the ALP. Peter Milton came from the
British Labour Party and was a former member for
La Trobe. Among other groups he has supported the
Save the Dandenongs League, the Australian
Conservation Foundation, the Movement Against
Uranium Mining, and the Australian Consumers
Association. I applaud their commitment to the ALP
and acknowledge their lifelong and significant
contribution to their local communities. Well done.

McClelland Gallery and Sculpture Park
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I would like
to invite all members of this chamber down to the
McClelland Gallery and Sculpture Park near Frankston.
I visited the other day and had a very comprehensive
tour by the director, Simon Ambrose. It is an excellent
facility, and I encourage everyone to go. It is a
world-class sculpture park of 8 hectares which meander
through the Australian bush. The gallery is a unique
sculpture park — a mixture of developed garden
galleries and natural bushland, open grassed areas,
lakes and sculpture trails. In addition it provides
workshop space for the Peninsula Woodturners Guild,
the McClelland Spinners and Weavers and the
Redcliffe Peninsula Lapidary Club.
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It is an excellent facility. In fact it has been well backed
by Dame Elisabeth Murdoch for a significant number
of years. It runs a number of programs and encourages
sculpture and large sculptures in this state. It is world
renowned and it is certainly worth visiting. The
supporters of the programs and areas covered to date
are the McClelland Trustees, the Dame Elisabeth
Murdoch Sculpture Foundation and the McClelland
Foundation. It is absolutely a treat to go there. There is
an excellent restaurant, and the sculptures are extremely
large. The park is something I think every Victorian
should be very proud to have in this state. It is a
testament to all of those involved. I would like to put on
the record the excellent job that Simon Ambrose, the
director, is doing with this sculpture park.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2005–06
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — Members of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, including
four members of this place, are close to concluding the
annual marathon of the 2005–06 budget estimates
hearings at which every minister in this state, including
the Premier, has appeared with senior officers and
given evidence and answered questions relating to the
coming year’s budget estimates and performance
objectives. This year during 21 hearings PAEC will
have talked to all ministers about a record 43 portfolios,
with children’s and veterans affairs portfolios added
this year. That has taken place over 53 hours. Contrast
PAEC estimates under the Bracks government with
PAEC estimates under the Kennett government. I
remind members that Premier Kennett never subjected
himself to scrutiny before PAEC and that only a
selection of portfolio ministers appeared before PAEC
to give evidence each year. A full and thorough budget
estimates process is a key and ongoing commitment of
the Bracks government. It is an important part of open
and accountable government in this state, and as a result
PAEC estimates in Victoria produces the most
comprehensive estimates report in the country.

Government: performance
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) —
This is a great opportunity to follow on from that
diatribe that we just heard in relation to the former
Premier. I would suggest that the honourable member
look at page 13 of today’s Age and the article headed
‘Bracks: the Premier who can’t deliver’. This
epitomises this government. This is just a spend-all,
tax-all government which cannot actually deliver on
any of its promises. I ask members opposite to tell me
one major project that this government has started and
completed in its now six years of government. This is a
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government that has now blown out the state budget
from $19 billion to over $30 billion, a government that
spends over $500 million on consultancies and that
employs an extra 24 000 equivalent full time in the
public sector, and a government that has put in
124 extra statutory authorities.
This is a government that will be renowned for nothing
but spending taxpayers money. It has delivered little. I
implore people to read the article on page 13 of today’s
Age headed ‘Bracks: the Premier who can’t deliver’. It
talks about the supposed very fast rail. The fact is the
government issued 179 press releases on the fast rail.
What a disgusting, disgraceful outcome from a
government that is absolutely bereft of vision, a
government that has absolutely no idea what it is doing.
If you want to take advantage, have a look at — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Job Skills Agricultural Expo
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — Last week I
was very pleased to open the Job Skills Agricultural
Expo in Korumburra. The expo is an initiative
facilitated by the South Gippsland Bass Coast Local
Learning and Employment Network (LLEN), and its
aim is to raise the awareness of young people in South
Gippsland of local career opportunities in agriculture,
horticulture and associated industries. Agriculture
accounts for over 21 per cent of employment in the
South Gippsland-Bass Coast region, yet the average age
of farmers in South Gippsland is 59. Many young
people in the region do not see agriculture and
horticulture as a career option. However, in any given
week there are between 10 and 15 jobs available in the
agricultural or allied industries. The provision to young
people of accurate and current career advice on local
work and training opportunities in the agricultural and
related industries was identified as a key issue in
addressing current and anticipated skills shortages.
I would like to congratulate everyone who made the
day so successful, and particularly the executive officer
of the local LLEN, Caroline Kibble. The LLEN has
developed a very close collaboration between private
enterprise, the local TAFE and secondary schools and
Gippsland Group Training. All the exhibitors and
students seemed to believe the day had been very
successful, and I am sure it will be repeated in the
future.
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Harness racing: Hamilton
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — Harness Racing
Victoria’s controversial V3 plan sees harness racing
clubs at Boort, Gunbower, Hamilton, Ouyen,
St Arnaud, Wangaratta and Wedderburn losing TAB
race meetings at their tracks. These clubs have fought
HRV’s ill-conceived strategy and will continue to fight
for their club’s right to race at their local venues. But
HRV’s 1 July deadline means these clubs are
reluctantly forced into running their final TAB
meetings. Hamilton Harness Racing Club held its final
meeting last Wednesday, where a large crowd gathered
to support and confirm that the Hamilton club is viable
and active. I congratulate club president, Wayne Yole,
and his tireless committee for the splendid way the
track was prepared and for the dignified manner in
which the meeting was run. The club and the
community want to retain meetings at Hamilton and the
club will do whatever it can to upgrade the track so that
meetings can resume. When the Treasurer was recently
in Hamilton at the opening of Glenelg Water’s new
water reclamation plant, he gave an assurance to the
Hamilton Harness Racing Club that if the club met the
obligations put to it by Harness Racing Victoria, then
he would do all he could to assist Hamilton in regaining
meetings. The Hamilton Harness Racing Club and
Hamilton community are now looking to the Treasurer
to keep his word.

Bayley House: debutante ball
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — I rise to record my
thanks to Peter Lee, chief executive officer of Bayley
House, for the invitation to officially receive the
debutantes together with Faye Barrow at the debutante
ball at the Bentleigh Club held earlier this month.
Bayley House in Brighton provides support to
intellectually disabled adults aged 18 years and older,
teaching, improving and maintaining skills through a
wide range of programs in a caring, warm and
pleasurable environment. At the ball 25 young
debutantes and their partners made their debuts. The
dancing and the entertainment provided by the
Mordialloc Brass Band, which provided its services
free of charge, was outstanding. Staff members Natasha
Hodgson and Clair Malcolm sang beautifully as did
young client Bronwyn Phillips. Gerald Chee delivered a
wonderful speech on behalf of the debutantes and
everyone had a very enjoyable evening. I make special
mention of Kaye Barrow, Leonie Fraser and the staff
for their outstanding work in preparing the deeds and
their partners. Well done to everyone involved.
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Drought: north-west Victoria
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I rise to
inform the house of the welcome rains that have
occurred across most of Victoria’s grain belt. Whilst it
is a few weeks late for the rains to strike the optimum
planting time in the Mallee, they have been most
welcome. Quite unusually there has been a fair amount
of crop sown dry, so that should get away very quickly
now that we have had these quite reasonable rains. I
might say that the growers are desperate to get their
crops in as quickly as they can. We will see operations
day and night as they do that over the next couple of
weeks.
Most of the Mallee has had 20 to 25 millimetres of rain,
and as usual some got more and some got less. It has
been good rain, although it has come a bit late. We need
good finishes to get the good yields that we desperately
need after the last eight or nine indifferent years. A
number of our farmers are in a precarious position
because of those eight or nine very difficult years, and it
will take them years to recover. I congratulate the
federal government, which has done a good job in
supporting farmers, but the state government can do
more. It has the perfect chance to do that by getting
behind small businesses and service industries
throughout the farming communities that are absolutely
essential to those communities. Those businesses have
done it just as tough if not tougher than farmers, so it is
a perfect time for the state government to get behind
and support them as we come out of the drought.

Glen Huntly: community forum
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — I congratulate the
Glen Huntly Progress Group on last week’s excellent
community forum that launched a Glen Huntly master
plan for public discussion. The Glen Huntly shopping
centre is in the vicinity of the Caulfield Racecourse,
Monash University Caulfield and Glen Eira College
and is on the threshold of a long overdue renewal. The
state government, as part of Melbourne 2030, together
with the City of Glen Eira and local residents and
traders who make up the Glen Huntly Progress Group
are keen to see the area redeveloped.
The progress group president, Jeremy Hearn, and
secretary, Orek Tenen, organised the Improving Glen
Huntly community forum to foster local resident
discussion on the future development of the Glen
Huntly major activity centre. the Department of
Sustainability and Environment’s director of urban
programs, Peter Watkinson, addressed the meeting on
Melbourne 2030. The forum focused on the positives.
Rather than opening another distracting debate on
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Melbourne 2030 or the City of Glen Eira’s strategy
plan, Jeremy Hearn presented the progress group’s
Glen Huntly vision. This was a product of a number of
previous forums where local residents contributed their
ideas of what they would like to see in Glen Huntly.
Jeremy Hearn produced a concept in line with the best
principles of the new urbanism and Melbourne 2030:
human scale built environments, medium-density
housing, pedestrian thoroughfares, public transport, car
parking and modifying the traditional strip shopping
street while respecting its values. The lively discussion
was an excellent example of what can be produced
when community members put their minds and
imaginations to work.

Federal budget: tax cuts
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I urge
members opposite to put aside their support for federal
Labor’s illogical, selfish and intransigent approach in
blocking the tax deductions the federal government
wants to give to all Victorians. I urge them to be
Victorians first and to lobby their federal colleagues to
back down on this stupid and illogical approach that
clearly has backfired on federal Labor. I notice that
Mr Beazley’s popularity has gone down in the polls
since he has taken that position — a position that is
causing confusion across Victoria. It is making it
difficult for businesses to know what to put in their
payrolls for the coming year. It is confusing Victorian
taxpayers as to how much money they will have come
1 July this year. I urge members opposite to be
Victorians first and Labor Party members second and to
urge their federal colleagues to get behind the
government’s tax cuts and clear up the confusion and
uncertainty.

Dr Igor Balabin
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
would like to inform the house of the death of Dr Igor
Balabin, who died on 8 June 2005 at the age of 81.
Dr Balabin worked as a general practitioner in the
western suburbs for more than 45 years. He was one of
the first doctors to start a medical practice in St Albans
on migrating to Australia after the Second World War.
He was dedicated to his community and committed to
his patients. He delivered 3000 babies during his career
and maintained contact with many of them —
continuing to care for them and their families. His
passion for medicine and his love of and commitment
to his patients saw him continue to work part time in his
practice right up to the time of his death. Dr Balabin
received many awards and commendations, including
being awarded an honour for meritorious service to the
community by the Governor and the Premier at
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Government House last year. My deepest sympathy
goes to his wife, Nina; to his daughters, especially
Mary-Anne; and all his family. Dr Balabin was much
loved and will be missed by many.

Asylum seekers and refugees: Vietnamese
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I have
some great news. The Ecumenical Migration Centre of
the Brotherhood of St Laurence this morning convened
a meeting of eight local agencies and the Victorian
chapter of Vietnamese Community in Australia to
finalise plans to welcome, house and support the group
of Vietnamese asylum seekers who have been granted
refugee status and will be arriving in Melbourne this
week. The EMC has been working with the Vietnamese
Community in Australia national office and me to
support the Vietnamese community and workers on
Christmas Island coordinate pro bono legal work and
care for the group, while also advocating an end to
mandatory detention and temporary protection.
When large groups of refugees were released from
Woomera in 2000, the state government was pleased to
provide a small grant to the EMC to develop basic
coordination of housing, health and social support
services for temporary protection visa refugees. The
EMC has just completed an action plan on behalf of the
state government that will enhance coordination and
support services across Victoria for one of the most
disadvantaged groups suffering deliberate exclusion at
the hands of the federal government’s punitive policies
against boat people. I wish to personally thank the
EMC and I especially thank the Victorian chapter of
Vietnamese Community in Australia. I thank Sarina
Greco, the manager of the centre, and Ainslie Hannan,
the coordinator, for their hard work and diligence. I
welcome our friends from Christmas Island to
Victoria — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

Angliss Hospital: waiting lists
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I express
some concern today about the increase in waiting lists
at the Angliss Hospital in Knox. That hospital serves a
very important part of the eastern suburbs and has
provided sterling service to the outer eastern suburbs,
particularly the areas around Knox and Monbulk, for
many years. I note that at previous elections the
government indicated it would tackle waiting lists, yet I
know from statistics provided that in the December
quarter of 1999 the waiting list for elective surgery was
531 people and for the equivalent period in 2004 it had
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blown out to 669 — a 26 per cent increase in the
number of people on the waiting list. The semi-urgent
elective category waiting list has gone from 235 in the
December quarter of 1999 to 306 in the equivalent
period of 2004 — an increase of 30 per cent. The
government has fudged the figures and attempted to
change the reporting periods and method of reporting
so there is less scrutiny of the figures that relate to these
waiting lists and the community is not able to make a
direct comparison. It is clear by whatever measure is
used that the government’s promise to address those
waiting lists has not been met and many people
continue to suffer — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
member’s time has expired.

Great Otway National Park: establishment
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — Last Friday I was
very proud to accompany the Premier and the Minister
for Environment to Moggs Creek along the Great
Ocean Road for the announcement of the Bracks
government’s response to the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council’s Angahook-Otway investigation.
In the 2002 election campaign the government made a
commitment to the Victorian people that we would
create a new national park stretching from Anglesea to
Cape Otway and end logging in the Otways by 2008.
Last Friday, in delivering this promise, the Premier
announced that the new Great Otway National Park
will comprise over 100 000 hectares and will become
Victoria’s largest coastal park.
The creation of the Great Otway National Park heralds
a new era of protection for the old-growth forests and
the threatened flora and fauna of the Otways. It also
signals a new era of economic and tourism growth
potential for the region, as $13 million was allocated in
the recent state budget for the creation of the Great
Otway National Park including the employment of
17 additional staff to manage the park. This
announcement by the Premier and the historic
legislation to be debated this week is the culmination of
years of work by many people, including
environmentalists, conservation groups, local councils,
traders, tourism groups and individuals who have
wanted to see the splendour of the Otways preserved
for all generations. As a member of the Bracks
government I am proud that we share this vision and
ensured that the preservation of the Otways will
become a reality. I am sure it will be remembered as a
hallmark of our second term.
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PETITIONS
Monash Primary School: future
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria praying
that a moratorium be placed on the closing of
Monash Primary School until a full investigation
can be made on what has been done in the past to
save the school, what is needed, and if this can be
achieved utilising existing and community resources
(43 signatures).
Laid on table.

Police: schools program
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the state government reinstate the police
schools involvement program to build a secure
environment for the children of Victoria
(10 signatures).
Laid on table.

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL
RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Sustainable communities
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) presented
report, including appendices, together with minutes
of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

Firstly I would like to speak of the members on the
committee. The chairperson of the committee is the
member for Carrum in the other place, Jenny Lindell.
She is to be commended for her stewardship of the
committee and for the way the entire inquiry was
conducted. The other members of the committee are the
Honourable Damian Drum; the member the Macedon
in the other place, Joanne Duncan; the Honourable
Geoff Hilton; Ms Lovell; and the member the Keilor in
the other place, Mr George Seitz. The members of the
committee worked extremely well together in a very
good example of how committees should operate.
There was cooperation, and a great deal of professional
work was done across the state. Other committees
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could take a leaf out of this committee’s book as to how
the entire inquiry was conducted.
The inquiry could not have been conducted without an
excellent executive officer. I put on the record my
thanks, and indeed the committee’s thanks, to
Dr Caroline Williams for the excellent way in which
she conducted this entire inquiry. She was ably assisted
by Mr David Fairbridge. She was also assisted by
Ms Dene Elsegood from April 2004 to November 2004
and by Ms Vanessa Thomas from December 2004.
Members of the committee met with and received
submissions from a number of people. The committee
travelled overseas. I was unable to go on that overseas
tour, but the committee made a comprehensive report. I
believe the committee got an enormous amount of
information from the tour that was valuable to its
inquiry. The tour was professionally conducted, and the
chairperson led an excellent deputation from Victoria to
groups overseas. We can all feel very proud that a
committee from this Parliament conducted itself so well
internationally.
Some of the local submissions are listed in appendix 2,
such as those from the Department of Sustainability and
Environment; the Environment Protection Authority,
the International Council for Local Environmental
Initiatives, Environment Victoria, the Municipal
Association of Victoria, Therma-Wall Industries,
Swinburne University of Technology, Moreland
Energy Foundation Ltd, Macedon Ranges Shire
Council, the Victorian Water Industry Association,
Planet Ark, the City of Port Phillip, Environs Australia
Projects and on it goes. That shows the depth and
breadth of people’s interest on this particular topic
across the state. I commend and thank all those people
who took the effort to write and to put in submissions to
the inquiry. It was a very broad-reaching inquiry, and it
was very difficult to come up with recommendations
that will be sustainable in themselves, but the
committee did an excellent job in doing just exactly
that.
One of the things we grappled with on a continuous
basis was the issue of behavioural versus regulatory
change. That was a question the members of the
committee grappled with throughout their deliberations
and handled very well at the end. If members reflect
upon the recommendations they can see how the
committee looked into this in a very professional way
and came up with recommendations that will bode well
for this state into the future.
I certainly request that the government take note of the
recommendations because a lot of thought and effort
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was put into them. The recommendations include in
chapter 6 of the report, ‘Environmental education and a
strategic approach to environmental sustainability’, a
recommendation that the Victorian education and
behavioural change strategy should contain
performance measures that can be used to regularly
monitor progress towards outcomes. In chapter 7,
‘Promoting household waste prevention and resource
recovery’, there are 14 recommendations that all have a
great deal of merit. I encourage the government to have
a close look at and implement those recommendations,
because I believe they will make Victoria a much better
place. Chapter 8, ‘Promoting water efficient
households’ also has 24 excellent recommendations.
Chapter 9 has 22 recommendations — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) (By leave) — I
join with Mrs Coote in talking on the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee’s report. I especially
thank Caroline Williams for the work that she did as
our executive officer. The committee was given a
broad-ranging reference and was forced to whittle the
reference down to working out ways we can minimise
the waste going to landfill, effectively reduce electricity
use by households and reduce the use of water by
households. Each of those three main areas were issues
of interest as we went around Victoria, into southern
New South Wales and also overseas.
We saw interesting examples of the ability of industry
to minimise waste and utilise the various types of
plastics that in previous times went to landfill.
Enormous gains are being made in this field, and we
need to be encouraging industry to make those changes.
As Mrs Coote mentioned, we grappled with the whole
debate about whether we can achieve behavioural
change through education or whether we need to force
it on people through regulation. Phenomenal gains can
still be made in the better use of water and by teaching
people about the scarcity of water in certain parts of
Victoria. We are wasting billions of dollars on an
annual basis by using stand-by mode on most of our
electrical products, and the committee did well to
recognise that.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) (By leave) — I
intend to make a more detailed comment on the report
on Thursday, but I would like to join Mrs Coote, the
deputy chair of the committee, and Mr Drum in
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acknowledging that it was a most rewarding experience
to be a member of this committee.
It was my first experience of committee membership. I
believe we were able to take a bipartisan approach to
some obviously interesting and important issues for our
state. We had some vigorous debates in the committee,
but they never became acrimonious in any way. We
were all looking to produce a report with
recommendations for the benefit of all Victorians. I
believe we did that in this report.
I would like to join the Honourable Andrea Coote and
the Honourable Damian Drum in acknowledging the
fantastic contribution of Caroline Williams and her
team to the production of this report. The terms of
reference were very wide ranging. Caroline has
produced a report which encapsulates in a very
effective way all the broad ranges of evidence and
points of view which we as a committee received. It
was a very worthwhile experience. I am very pleased to
be involved in a committee whose purpose is to
produce quality reports and not political point scoring. I
am sure we will continue in that way for the rest of this
term of Parliament. I am very much looking forward to
making a more comprehensive response to the report
on Thursday.
Motion agreed to.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Discrimination in the law
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) presented
interim report, including appendices, together with
minutes of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

I would like to congratulate, firstly, the chairperson, the
member for Mill Park in another place, Lily
D’Ambrosio, and all the other members on this
committee for the hard work and cooperation that was
given. It has been an extremely difficult inquiry with
lots of areas to deal with. The committee, as well as the
consultants, whom I will mention, have put in a lot of
time and effort. The entire committee participated in
this inquiry. It is an interim report at this stage and we
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have interim recommendations. The staff are
Mr Andrew Homer, who is the senior legal adviser;
Ms Dominique Saunders, who is a consultant;
Ms Nicole Schlesinger, who is the other consultant; and
Ms Helen Mason, who also assisted. Simon Dinsbergs
and Sonya Caruana did a lot of the legwork and the
report writing et cetera.
The committee decided to present an interim report
with interim recommendations to give people the
opportunity to come forward and be heard at the public
hearings, which are the next phase of this inquiry. We
hope to encourage a range of individuals and
organisations to come forward and give us the benefit
of their knowledge and suggestions towards the final
recommendations for the report that will hopefully be
tabled in September.
Motion agreed to.

Alert Digest No. 7
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) presented Alert
Digest No. 7 of 2005, including appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.
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Minister’s Order of 26 May 2005 giving approval for
the granting of a lease at Albert Park (seven papers).
Forests (Dunstan Agreement) Act 1987 — Report of
Termination of the Dunstan Agreement (two papers).
International Fibre Centre Ltd — Minister’s report of receipt
of the 2004 report.
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notices pursuant to
section 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Waste Management Policy
(Siting, Design and Management of Landfills) and Waste
Management Policy (Ships’ Ballast Water) (three papers).
Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986 — Minister’s
certificate of 9 June 2005 pursuant to section 7(4).
Ombudsman — Own Motion Investigation into VicRoads
Registration Practices, June 2005.
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Government
response to recommendations of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee’s Review of the Auditor-General’s
Performance Audit Report on Services for People with an
Intellectual Disability.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes —
Bendigo — Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme —
Amendments C13 and C54.
Cardinia Planning Scheme — Amendments C46 Part 1
and C49.
East Gippsland Planning Scheme — Amendment C22.

RURAL AND REGIONAL SERVICES AND
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Country football
The Clerk, pursuant to Parliamentary Committees
Act, presented government response.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 —

Latrobe Planning Scheme — Amendment C38.
Maroondah Planning Scheme — Amendment C45.
Monash Planning Scheme — Amendments C43 and
C55.
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme — Amendment
C42 Part 1.
Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Amendments C10 Part
1, C22 Part 2 and C34.
Wyndham Planning Scheme — Amendment C56.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:

Minister’s Order of 30 April 2005 giving approval for
the granting of a lease at Yarra Bend Park (four papers).

Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Act 1996 —
No. 35.

Minister’s Order of 4 May 2005, giving approval for the
granting of a lease at Dimboola Recreation Reserve (five
papers).

Casino Control Act 1991 — No. 38.

Minister’s Order of 13 May 2005 giving approval for
the granting of a lease at Geelong Telegraph Station
(four papers).

Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987 — No. 48.

Minister’s Order of 19 May 2005 giving approval for
the granting of a lease at Calembeen Park Reserve (five
papers).

Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 —
No. 39.

Chattel Securities Act 1987 — No. 44.

Country Fire Authority Act 1958 — No. 43.

Health Act 1958 — No. 41.
Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958 — No. 42.
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Road Safety Act 1986 — Nos. 45 and 46.

Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill

Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005 — No. 37.

Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill

Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Nos. 36 and 40.
Supreme Court Act 1986 — Corporations (Ancillary
Provisions) Act 2001 — No. 47.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Ministers’ exception certificates under section 8(4) in
respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 34, 36, 40, 42, 43, 45 and
47.
Ministers’ exemption certificates under section 9(6) in
respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 37 to 39 and 41.
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council Act 2001 —
Government Response to the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council’s Angahook-Otway Investigation Final
Report.

Proclamation of the Governor in Council fixing an
operative date in respect of the following Act:
Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005 — 26 May 2005
(Gazette No. G21, 26 May 2005)

NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices of motion having been given by
Mr Rich-Phillips:
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I move, by leave:
That the notice of motion relating to Commonwealth Games
financial reporting be listed as item 1, general business,
notices of motion, on the notice paper.

Motion agreed to.
Further notices of motion given.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 20, the government business
motion to take note of the budget papers 2005–06 and the
orders of the day, government business, relating to the
following bills be considered and completed by 4.30 p.m. on
Thursday, 16 June 2005:
Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill.
Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment) Bill
City of Melbourne (Amendment) Bill
Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill

Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I would like
to comment on behalf of the opposition that it is
interesting to note that this chamber has gone on
exceedingly well without a business program for most
of this session. It is quite extraordinary to see that this
level of cooperation has not been acknowledged, and
again we have a business program being put in place
for us to get through this week. It is a pity that the
Leader of the Government has not taken note of the
cooperation that has been taking place in this chamber
and let us follow a natural course which would have
been done with dignity and professionalism.
Motion agreed to.

APPROPRIATION (2005/2006) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Mr LENDERS (Minister
for Finance).
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Introduction
This budget is about opportunity and prosperity.
It is about using the proceeds of a strong and dynamic
Victorian economy to invest for the future — generating new
opportunities and greater prosperity across the state and
making Victoria the best place in Australia to raise a family.
After five years of strong economic and employment growth,
Victoria in 2005 is vital, energetic and optimistic about the
future.
That confidence and optimism is attracting more people to
our state.
In the past year, Victoria’s population growth has exceeded
the national average for the first time in 40 years — and
Melbourne is now growing more rapidly than Sydney.
People want to live here. They want to work here. They want
to invest here. They want to raise their families here.
They are coming here because they know that Victoria is
driving ahead.
But more than that: they know that Victoria is a state of
opportunity.
They know that this state aims to create as many new
opportunities as we can for individuals, families and small
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businesses — from the inner suburbs of Melbourne to the
smallest country town.

Recent national accounts figures confirm that the Australian
economy is slowing down.

They know that we aim to give every child the best start in
life.

On the international front, the rise in commodity prices is also
putting upward pressure on business costs and the exchange
rate, affecting Victoria’s trade-exposed sectors such as
agriculture and manufacturing.

We aim to give every young person the best shot at a
first-class education.
We aim to give our most disadvantaged people and places the
support they need.

The combination of an ageing population and declining
fertility rates will reduce our working-age population and lead
to lower labour force participation rates.

We aim to make sure that all Victorians live in clean, healthy
and safe communities where their contribution is encouraged,
valued and rewarded.

Higher interest rates will also reduce growth in consumer
spending, housing and business investment.

The 2005–06 budget continues to deliver the sound financial
and economic management needed to meet these aims and
aspirations. The budget continues to build a strong and secure
economic future for Victoria, while making sure we go
forward as a place of fairness, prosperity and opportunity.
A strong, growing and diverse economy
Over the last five and a half years, the government has
delivered a forward looking economic agenda that is building
Victoria’s reputation as a competitive, innovative and
globally connected economy.
We have invested to record levels in education, innovation
and infrastructure.
We have cut business costs.
And we lead Australia in competition policy, regulatory and
taxation reform.

These are major challenges — but they are not challenges for
Victoria alone.
Victoria has been a strong advocate of a new national reform
agenda to drive productivity growth. Our plan calls for a
cooperative commonwealth-state approach across five key
areas to:
restore competition policy;
deliver world-class infrastructure;
boost work force participation;
increase skilled migration and grow our population; and
reform commonwealth-state relations.
For our part, Victoria is taking action in each of these areas.
But we want to work with the commonwealth to drive a
genuinely national approach to tackling these critical issues.

More than 278 000 new jobs have been created and last year
Victoria generated more jobs than any other Australian state
or territory.

Despite two quarters of near negative national growth,
Victoria’s fundamentals remain very solid, with strong
employment growth, high levels of business and
infrastructure investment and a substantial pipeline of new
construction work.

There is more diversity in the range and type of jobs
available, our work force is more highly skilled and our
labour force participation rate is the highest since 1990.

These solid fundamentals will help Victoria weather the
challenges ahead and will contribute to real economic growth
of 3 per cent in 2005–06.

Victoria is also tackling the national skills shortage better than
any other state — and last year, traineeship and
apprenticeship completions in Victoria were the highest in
Australia.

Sound financial management

Unemployment is down and is expected to remain low.

The great success story of provincial Victoria also continues.
In March, the government achieved its target of facilitating
$600 million worth of investment in provincial Victoria —
three months ahead of schedule. Since 1999, we have helped
attract more than $4.3 billion in new regional investment.

The government’s sound financial management has also
delivered a stable platform from which to drive growth and
prosperity.
Victoria’s balance sheet is strong — and our AAA long-term
credit rating has been affirmed once again by the international
ratings agencies.

More than 70 000 regional jobs have been created and
regional population growth is now above 1 per cent per
year — compared with the mid-1990s, when people were
leaving our country cities and towns in droves.

For the sixth year in a row, the government will meet its
commitment to deliver a surplus in excess of $100 million —
with an operating surplus of $365 million in 2005–06 and
further surpluses averaging $394 million over the following
three years.

In the past year, strong employment growth, business
investment and consumer spending have driven Victoria’s
economic growth.

At the same time, we have cut taxes, increased investment in
vital services and infrastructure and kept both net debt and net
financial liabilities at prudent levels.

But there are challenges ahead.

Over the forward estimates period, the government will utilise
the strength of our balance sheet to fund an expanded capital
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works program, while net financial liabilities as a share of
GSP will continue to decline.
Building Victoria’s infrastructure
Over the past five years, the government has invested over
$10 billion in infrastructure projects.
Over the next four years, we will invest in excess of a further
$10 billion.
We are building landmark projects that will raise Victoria’s
international profile, such as the redevelopment of Spencer
Street station and the new Melbourne Convention Centre.
We are committed to projects of statewide importance that
will drive growth, create jobs and stimulate private sector
investment, including the EastLink project, the Australian
Synchrotron and the channel deepening project.
We are reinforcing Victoria’s reputation as Australia’s
cultural and sporting capital, through projects such as the
redevelopment of the MCG, the refurbishment of the State
Library and the new Melbourne recital centre and MTC
theatre.
We are delivering major new investment in regional
economic infrastructure, including upgrades to transport links
and freight interchanges, new water and power infrastructure
and improvements to country roads and regional rail services.
In the next 12 months alone, net infrastructure investment will
reach a record high of $3 billion — and in this 2005–06
budget, we will invest $2.3 billion in new infrastructure
projects across Victoria.
The budget provides $300 million for the relocation of the
Melbourne wholesale markets — a project that will create a
modern and efficient new facility for Victoria’s horticulture
sector and for the regional communities that rely on the
sector.
The budget also delivers substantial new investment in
Victoria’s road infrastructure, including a further $58 million
to complete the duplication of the Calder Highway,
$24 million for major road upgrades in Gippsland and
$110 million through the Transport Accident Commission for
safety improvements on city and country roads.
We continue to improve major arterial roads in Melbourne’s
outer suburbs at a cost of $97 million — and we will improve
safety and reduce congestion at one of the city’s worst
bottlenecks, the Tullamarine-Calder freeway interchange.
The government will continue to invest in regional
infrastructure, providing $11 million for improvements to
local ports across provincial Victoria and a further
$10 million for the Regional Infrastructure Development
Fund (RIDF) — on top of the $360 million already
committed by the government to the fund.
RIDF continues to be remarkably successful — investing
$212 million in 97 projects across provincial Victoria,
leveraging a further $530 million worth of investment and
creating hundreds of jobs in regional cities, towns and
communities.
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Continued leadership on taxation reform
Alongside the Bracks government’s national leadership in
infrastructure, no other Australian state can match our record
on taxation reform.
We have cut payroll tax by 9 per cent.
We have abolished stamp duty on mortgages.
We have cut the top rate of land tax from 5 per cent to 4 per
cent.
And we have abolished a raft of taxes identified in the
intergovernmental agreement between the states and the
commonwealth.
All up, the government has announced tax cuts worth around
$3 billion — a massive reduction in costs for Victorian
businesses.
In this budget we introduce even more tax relief, with further
land tax cuts worth $823 million over five years.
We have listened to what Victorian businesses have told
us — and we will provide substantial targeted relief to
taxpayers who have experienced large increases in land tax in
recent years as a result of rising property prices.
We will significantly reduce the middle land tax rates that
apply to property holdings valued between $750 000 and
$2.7 million.
We will increase the tax-free threshold by $25 000 to
$200 000.
We will bring forward by one year the reduction in the top
marginal rate announced as part of last year’s budget.
We will provide a general land tax rebate in 2004–05.
And we will cap increases in land tax liabilities in 2005–06 so
that no land tax payer will experience an increase in their land
tax liability greater than 50 per cent for the 2006 land tax
year.
These changes will position Victoria as the state with the
lowest land tax rates for small and medium-sized businesses
anywhere in Australia.
The changes mean that 98 per cent of Victorian businesses
and investors will pay less land tax than in any other
Australian state.
For a self-funded retiree with land assets of $1 million, the tax
saving is 29 per cent; for a small business with land valued at
$2 million, the saving is $11 150 — or 35 per cent.
And we are not stopping there.
We will also exempt from land tax all aged care facilities,
other supported residential services and rooming houses,
backdated to 1 January 2004. This will remove a significant
cost burden on these services and help to ensure their future
viability.
The 2005–06 budget also implements the abolition of bank
accounts debits tax from 1 July 2005, at a cost of more than
$250 million a year — and the abolition of rental business
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duty from 1 January 2007, at a cost of around $65 million a
year.

businesses, families and communities, especially in regional
areas.

In each and every year since we came to office, the Bracks
government has delivered substantial taxation relief in one
form or another.

The government also continues to create world-class learning
environments for young Victorians.

But we are not interested in cutting taxes merely as an end in
itself. We are using taxation reform as a tool to attract
investment to Victoria and to drive employment and new
economic opportunities.
We are also rebalancing Victoria’s taxation system to make it
fairer, more efficient, more competitive and more
environmentally responsible.
Investing in education
The government also continues to make Victoria a place
where each and every family can be confident their children
will receive a first-class education.
We recognise that education is the key to new opportunities.
That is why we have boosted investment in education by
more than $4 billion since 1999, built 36 new and
replacement schools and recruited an additional 5300 teachers
and staff back into Victoria’s schools.
We have a great story to tell about the state of education in
Victoria in 2005.
Around 85 per cent of young Victorians now complete
year 12 or its equivalent — the highest level of any Australian
state.
Last year, more trainees and apprentices completed in
Victoria than any other state.
Literacy and numeracy levels are up. Class sizes in prep to
year 2 are down.
The proportion of Victorians participating in post-compulsory
education and training has increased.
The 2005–06 budget builds on these achievements and
creates even stronger links between our education system and
the knowledge and innovation economy.
In this budget, at a cost of $89 million, we will connect every
government school in Victoria to the SmartONE fibre-optic
broadband network.
We will give Victorian government schools the best
bandwidth infrastructure of any Australian state and one of
the best in the world.
We will give every Victorian child in a government school —
from the biggest city schools to the smallest country
schools — access to a whole new world of learning: from
faster Internet access to new online resources and new digital
tools and skills.
This exciting initiative is made possible because the
government’s new telecommunications purchasing strategy
has delivered a great outcome for the people of Victoria.
It will create Australia’s most complete optic-fibre network
and it will trigger major network upgrades throughout the
state — generating new opportunities in broadband for local

We will provide $94 million to build or complete 16 new and
replacement schools across the state, including Tarneit
Primary School, Nichols Point Primary School, Newcomb
Secondary College and Wallan Secondary College.
We will modernise a further 50 schools, at a cost of
$145 million.
We will also provide $31 million for new specialist facilities
in secondary schools in areas such as science and technology,
arts, languages, design and music.
Victoria’s non-government schools will receive a substantial
funding boost of $151 million to help lift numeracy, literacy
and retention rates, and target students most in need of
additional support.
The Bracks government believes that an investment in
education is truly an investment in the future.
We know that education opens doors and opportunities, and
we will not stop until we have achieved our aim of making
sure all young Victorians receive the education they need to
reach their full potential — irrespective of where they live or
where they go to school.
Delivering high quality health services
Last month the new Austin Hospital opened in Heidelberg —
one of the biggest public hospital projects in Australia.
Last year the Casey Hospital opened its doors —
Melbourne’s first new suburban hospital in over a decade.
Work has now also started on the new Royal Women’s
Hospital — a $250 million project that will create a new,
state-of-the-art hospital for Victorian women.
And with this 2005–06 budget we begin the redevelopment of
the Royal Children’s Hospital — delivering even better health
care for the children of Victoria.
These are just four of the major health projects being
delivered by the Bracks government — projects that are
helping to rebuild and restore confidence in Victoria’s public
health system.
In 1999 the loud and clear message from the people of
Victoria was that they wanted their public health system
restored and rebuilt. We heard that message, and we have
acted on it.
No other government in this state’s history has invested so
much in our hospitals and health services.
Since coming to office the government has boosted funding
for Victoria’s health system by a massive 54 per cent.
In its full seven years in office the previous government
invested just $850 million in health infrastructure. Over our
period in government we have invested $2 billion.
In its seven years in office the previous government closed
12 hospitals. We have rebuilt 26 hospitals.
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Victoria’s public hospitals are now treating an extra
200 000 people per year — and an additional 5700 nurses and
health care staff are back working in the system.

police stations throughout the state and provided $360 million
for new communications technology for Victoria’s
emergency services.

It is a vastly different picture from the run down and
neglected health services of a decade ago.

It is an investment that has delivered results. Victoria is now
the safest state in Australia, with a crime rate 23 per cent
below the national average.

But our health system still faces major challenges.
With health funding making up more than one-third of total
budget outlays — and with an ageing population and
expensive new technologies pushing up health costs — we
have to look at new and better ways of delivering health
services.
We have to focus much more strongly on areas such as
prevention and early intervention to keep people healthy and
well — and out of hospitals.
This budget invests $133 million for hospital diversion
programs, community-based early intervention services and
greater support to help people with chronic and complex
conditions stay out of hospital.
We will invest a further $578 million over the next four years
to help Victorian hospitals cope with increasing demand and
treat an additional 40 000 patients each year.
We will fund a $30 million blitz on elective surgery waiting
lists — with an innovative new strategy that will lead to an
extra 10 000 operations being performed over the next two
years.
The budget also provides a $153 million boost to emergency
care services, with a new 24-hour statewide health assist line,
improved ambulance services and new and upgraded hospital
emergency departments — including upgraded emergency
departments at Geelong hospital, Goulburn Valley health
service and Bairnsdale regional hospital.
As well as providing $38 million towards the first stage of the
redevelopment of the Royal Children’s Hospital, the 2005–06
budget funds major capital projects across Victoria, including:
$25 million to redevelop and extend the Northern
Hospital;
$42 million to complete new super-clinics at
Craigieburn, Melton and Lilydale; and
$30 million for the new 60-bed Knox health care
facility.
We are providing $41 million to upgrade aged care facilities
in regional centres, including $15 million to replace and
redevelop facilities at Portland district health service and John
Pickford House in Ararat.
These are not just sets of figures. They represent a leap
forward in children’s health services, new standards of care
for older Victorians and much higher quality of health care
for all Victorians and their families.
Increasing community safety
This budget also continues the government’s investment in
community safety.
Since coming to office we have provided funding for an
additional 1400 police, funded the construction of 100 new

Rates of violent crime have fallen significantly since
2000–01, the reoffending rate has been reduced and
Victorians’ sense of personal safety has improved.
The government is proud of the sustained reduction in crime
across Victoria over the past five years and is committed to
seeing this positive trend continue.
In this budget we provide $78 million to build or complete
54 metropolitan and country police stations, and provide
12 new mobile police stations.
The budget also allocates $57 million to resource the fight
against organised and major crime.
A Fairer Victoria
At the heart of this budget, and at the heart of the
government’s forward agenda, is a clear and strong
commitment to help the most disadvantaged Victorians.
The government is providing more than $780 million over the
next four years to implement the government’s major social
policy statement, released in April.
That statement — A Fairer Victoria — sets out 85 detailed
actions across 14 strategies as part of a sustained effort over
the next five years to create new opportunities for
disadvantaged people, families and places across Victoria.
A Fairer Victoria delivers substantial new support for
Victorian families and children, indigenous Victorians, young
people at risk of dropping out of education and training, and
older Victorians.
The statement provides a major funding increase of
$120 million to improve support for people with disabilities,
giving them much greater choice and flexibility in how they
use services to match their particular circumstances, needs
and aspirations.
A Fairer Victoria also delivers a $180 million boost for
mental health services — the biggest overhaul of mental
health care in Victoria for more than a decade.
The government is also taking action to improve access to
affordable housing across Victoria.
We will provide $50 million over five years to build new
homes for families on low incomes, constructing at least
100 new homes in areas of low housing affordability over the
next two years.
In last year’s budget, the government committed to a new first
home bonus of $5000 for one year to assist first home buyers
purchase a property of up to $500 000 — and it has been an
extraordinarily successful initiative.
Thanks to the first home bonus, more than 20 000 Victorians
have been given a substantial helping hand to buy their first
home — and one-third of applicants for the grant are from
country Victoria.
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The government will therefore extend the first home bonus
for a further two years — providing a $5000 grant until the
end of December 2005 and a $3000 grant for an additional
18 months until 30 June 2007.

With effect from 1 July this year, the government will cut the
WorkCover average premium rate by 10 per cent — equal to
the lowest level in the scheme’s history and saving Victorian
businesses $170 million a year.

This extension of the first home bonus will help many more
young Victorian families buy their own homes.

These cuts follow the 10 per cent cut in premiums in last
year’s budget — and we can make these reductions because
Victoria now has the best managed workplace injury scheme
in the country and one of the few in Australia that is fully
funded.

Growing and linking the state
Alongside major new investment in Victoria’s roads, the
government also continues to encourage much greater use of
public transport.
In this budget we provide $76 million to improve bus services
across the city, giving people better access to schools,
shopping centres and community services — especially in
Melbourne’s growing outer suburbs.
We will commence the redevelopment of North Melbourne
station.
We will almost double the number of vehicle and pedestrian
rail crossings receiving safety upgrades.
And we will begin the process of improving public transport
options in the Dandenong growth corridor.

Since coming to office, the Bracks government has restored
common-law rights for seriously injured workers, boosted
workers’ entitlements and introduced reforms to make it
easier for injured workers to return to work.
Through responsible management of WorkCover, the
government has delivered both improved benefits for injured
workers and competitive premiums for business — a very
significant achievement.
The government also continues to drive innovation across the
Victorian economy and is providing $106 million to drive
new investment in energy technologies to ensure a secure
energy supply, maximise industry competitiveness and reduce
greenhouse gases.

Maintaining Melbourne’s livability and reducing urban
sprawl remains a focus of the Bracks government, and the
2005–06 budget provides an extra $53 million to implement
key projects under the Melbourne 2030 strategy.

As part of this program, the energy technology innovation
strategy (ETIS) will allocate $84 million to explore the
development of large scale, precommercial demonstration
plants to trial new clean brown coal technology in the Latrobe
Valley.

The budget also introduces a new long-stay car parks levy in
Melbourne’s CBD to reduce traffic congestion, encourage the
use of public transport and maintain Melbourne’s status as
one of the cleanest and most livable cities in the world.

This substantial investment will boost Victoria’s growing
environmental technologies sector, reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and further enhance our reputation as a leader in
innovation.

All revenue raised from the levy will be used to fund transport
initiatives across Melbourne.

Victoria is also building a strong international reputation in
biotechnology.

The budget also includes new measures for motorists.

The government will invest $8.4 million to improve
Victoria’s clean, green agricultural credentials by better
managing the risk of plant pests and diseases.

Victoria’s motor vehicle costs — registration fees, third-party
insurance premiums and licence renewal fees — are already
among the lowest in Australia, and these new measures will
be of further benefit to motorists.
From July 2005, all revenue raised from traffic cameras and
on-the-spot speeding fines will be channelled back into roads
and road safety initiatives.
From January next year, pensioners and health care card
holders will have the option of paying their car registration
and compulsory third-party insurance premium half yearly.
The government will also reward safe driving by providing a
25 per cent discount on drivers licence fees to motorists who
have not lost any demerit points in the three years prior to
renewing their licences.
Stimulating investment, innovation and sustainability
The budget also funds important initiatives that will help
attract investment, drive a more innovative economy and
improve the sustainable use of Victoria’s natural resources.
The government continues to cut the cost of doing business in
Victoria.

We are also looking to the future, providing $5.8 million for
feasibility studies, planning and design work to establish a
national biosecurity centre — aiming to make Victoria a
leader in biosecurity, bioterrorism protection and plant and
animal disease management.
Victoria’s national and state parks contain a truly priceless
and magnificent heritage.
Well maintained and properly protected parks make Victoria
a great place for families — and are also vitally important to
our international reputation and our tourism industry.
In this budget, the government provides an additional
$92 million to protect and care for our parks heritage.
We will expand the Otway Ranges National Park, take greater
action to control weeds and pests in our parks, upgrade park
assets and reserve land that may be needed for future parks.
Reducing waste and improving efficiency
The government’s capacity to continue to invest in and
improve vital services and infrastructure also relies upon
efficient administration.
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In this budget, the government has identified savings across
government departments totalling $532 million over the next
four years.

and continue to give each individual the opportunity to
succeed through school, through the later years of education
and into adult life.

These significant savings will be achieved by reducing
duplication and waste, increasing administrative efficiency
and centralising print, media and communications services.

We will show them a place that stands for fairness.

Appropriation bill

Decent affordable housing.

The Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill provides authority to
enable government departments to meet their agreed service
delivery responsibilities in 2005–06.

World-class schools, classrooms and teachers.

The bill supports a financial management system that
recognises the full cost of service delivery in Victoria and is
based on an accrual framework.

Modern, reliable transport systems.

Schedule 1 of the bill contains estimates for 2005–06 and
provides a comparison with the 2004–05 figures. In line with
established practice, the estimates included in schedule 1 are
provided on a net appropriation basis.
These estimates do not include certain receipts that are
credited to departments pursuant to section 29 of the Financial
Management Act 1994.
In the late 1990s, Victoria was the first Australian state to
adopt accrual accounting. That leadership continues with the
2005–06 budget being one of the first financial reports in the
nation to be prepared under the Australian equivalents to the
international financial reporting standards.
The budget has once again been reviewed by the
Auditor-General as required by the standards of financial
reporting and transparency established by the Bracks
government in 2000.
Conclusion
In less than a year Victoria will host the 2006 Commonwealth
Games.
It will be a wonderful celebration of our state and nation, our
way of life and our unrivalled capacity to host great
international events.
Tens of thousands of visitors will be in Victoria for the
Commonwealth Games.
They will see and experience a state that celebrates its
diversity and multiculturalism; that takes great pride in its
reputation as Australia’s cultural, sporting and creative
capital; and that looks to forge new connections and
relationships with the rest of the world.
Those visitors will feel the sense of vitality that now exists in
Victoria.
They will feel the confidence that comes from a dynamic and
productive environment that is attracting the best, the
brightest and the most creative people.
As Victoria counts down the days to the 2006
Commonwealth Games, the government continues to invest
in making Victoria a place that we will be proud and pleased
to show to our interstate and international visitors.
We will show our visitors a Victoria that is unshakeable in its
aspiration to give every child the best possible start in life —

We will show them a place that stands for opportunity.

State-of-the-art public hospitals and health services.

A dynamic, competitive and innovative business
environment.
Strong and diverse communities.
Clean air and water — and the legacy of a unique and
magnificent natural heritage passed on to future generations.
These are the things Victoria stands for. These are the things
which we value and respect. And these are the hallmarks of
the Bracks government’s term in office.
The 2005–06 state budget builds a fairer and more prosperous
Victoria — one that is ready to withstand the challenges that
lie ahead.
The budget delivers real opportunity to every corner of the
state and makes Victoria the very best place in Australia to
bring up a family.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. PHILIP DAVIS
(Gippsland) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until next day.

APPROPRIATION (2005/2006) BILL and
BUDGET PAPERS 2005–06
Concurrent debate
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That this house authorises and requires the President to permit
the second-reading debate on the Appropriation (2005/2006)
Bill to be taken concurrently with further debate on the
motion to take notice of the budget papers 2005–06.

Motion agreed to.

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT 2005/2006) BILL
1338

COUNCIL

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2005/2006) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Mr LENDERS (Minister
for Finance).
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The bill provides appropriation authority for payments from
the consolidated fund to the Parliament in respect of the
2005–06 financial year including ongoing liabilities incurred
by the Parliament such as employee entitlements that may be
realised in the future.
Honourable members will be aware that other funds are
appropriated for parliamentary purposes by way of special
appropriations contained in other legislation. In addition,
unapplied appropriations under the Appropriation (Parliament
2004/2005) Act 2004 have been estimated and included in the
budget papers. Prior to 30 June actual unapplied appropriation
will be finalised and the 2005–06 appropriations adjusted by
the approved carryover amounts pursuant to the provisions of
section 32 of the Financial Management Act 1994.
In line with the wishes of the presiding officers,
appropriations in the bill are made to the departments of the
Parliament.
The total appropriation authority sought in this bill is $77.8
million (clause 3 of the bill) for Parliament in respect of the
2005–06 financial year.
I commend the bill to the house.

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

SEX OFFENDERS REGISTRATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 May; motion of
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources).
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
rise to make the opposition’s lead contribution on the
Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill, and in
doing so indicate its support for it. I believe I was also
the lead speaker on the principal bill when it was first
brought before the house last year. In that context I
raised a number of concerns that opposition members
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thought ought to have been adequately dealt with prior
to the introduction of the bill. I went back through the
contributions made at that time, and I will refer to some
of the discussions I had on the principal bill.
The registration of sex offenders is nothing new in the
Western World. In 1947 California became the first
place to establish a reporting regime for sex offenders.
A number of studies in the United States of America
followed on from that, relating principally to the
capacity of statutory authorities or law enforcement
agencies, including the corrections and justice areas, to
adequately ensure that registered offenders complied
with the requirements set out not only within legislation
but also by the courts. It is interesting to go back and
look at some of the studies. In 1973 a study found that
only 54 per cent of sex offenders in California were
registered. In 1981 that had increased to 72 per cent,
and by 1996 that figure had risen to 81 per cent. As I
said in the earlier debate, that means that roughly 20 per
cent of sex offenders were still not registered, even
though there was a legal requirement for registration.
In the United States of America the 1994 rape and
murder of 7-year-old Megan Kanka resulted in
legislation being brought in in 1996. It became apparent
that legislative requirements were not strict enough and
President Clinton established mandatory reporting
under what is now known as Megan’s Law. That law
was a forerunner to the legislation that we brought in
last year. Obviously there is a connection with this
amendment bill, and I am proud to say that the
opposition will support it in its entirety.
I gave that background because this bill still fails to
provide for the compulsory notification of a sex
offender — in other words, my understanding is that it
is still not mandatory for a sex offender to be registered.
It is still a requirement that sex offenders report under a
required time frame, but it might be shorter. I think
before there was a certain time frame, and although the
legislation brings in a shorter time frame, the onus is
still on the sex offender to register themselves. That
contrasts with the bill we debated earlier this year, the
Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Bill. From the title
of that legislation one would assume it would
encapsulate all serious sex offenders who are
monitored, but as we know from the debate in the
committee stage of that bill it does not include serious
sex offenders who commit sex offences on adults, it
only applies to children. I again raise the example of the
silver gun rapist, who could be serving time in prison or
be out on parole and who would be under no
compulsion to register.
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I say that because the government might say, ‘Hang on,
if they do not register they commit an offence’. That is
true, but there is no compulsion by the legislation to
require somebody like the silver gun rapist to be put on
the register by a government agency. I see that as a
major flaw in relation to this legislation.
We have the opportunity to remedy that now through
some detailed amendments. The legislation was
obviously put through and there are a number of things
that need to be changed, but there is none of that
requirement in terms of providing for compulsory
registration of a sex offender who falls outside the
requirements of the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring
Act 2005, which is principally an act for monitoring sex
offenders who commit acts against children. There is
nothing in this amendment bill before the house that I
would suggest requires the compulsion of somebody
like the silver gun rapist, the Balwyn rapist or any of
those types of offenders, sick as they may be, to
register. The onus is still on the sex offender, and I
think that is a significant and major flaw. I would like
to think the government would at least look at this in
the future, hopefully for further amendment.
I will take up some of the issues we raised last year in
relation to the concerns that there was no legislative
compulsion for the notification of a change of name nor
for the courts to provide information directly to the
registrar. I note that there is now in the legislation an
amendment to provide for the notification of that
information via the registrar of births, deaths and
marriages, and that is good. Within clause 20 it
provides for notification of personal information in the
register of sex offenders. Again, that is an important
amendment to the bill in terms of tidying up some of
the issues. There are obviously other tidying up
components, but it disappoints me that we have to go
through a significant amendment regime when I
indicated to you earlier that this type of registration has
been in existence, certainly in other parts of the world,
for a very long time.
I note that among some of the ‘feel good’ stories the
government has put out an article appeared on page 11
of the Herald Sun of 6 June. I am happy to table it. The
government does not seem to want to table anything,
but I am happy to table it if it wishes. The Minister for
Police and Emergency Services and Minister for
Corrections in the other place has indicated that there
are now 398 convicted sex offenders registered on a
computerised database, and obviously that was an
important component. I also note that 26 of those 398
have transferred to other states and Victoria has
received 11 registrable offenders from interstate. As we
know, the legislation was part of a national process
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arising from the police ministers conference, and I think
it is important that states are working across borders in
relation to tracking these particular offenders.
I also note that the legislation before the house tidies up
some of the issues about mentally ill offenders — those
who are found to be not guilty due to mental
impairment but are instructed to take a non-custodial
program. I have to say for the record that I recently
attended the Ararat prison to observe the programs that
are operating out of that jail. It is a jail designed for and
dedicated to dealing with sex offenders. I have to say
that you would have to pray that these offenders will
register when they come out, because I can tell you they
are still dangerous even while they are in jail. The
parole board is doing its damnedest to try and gain
some control, but it has certainly put fear into me to
realise that there are people who genuinely still
believe — even though they have been convicted by a
jury and are now serving a term of imprisonment —
that they are not sex offenders and therefore really are
in there for the wrong reasons. To me, that was quite
scary.
In a roundabout way I am trying to say that despite the
best intentions of the amending legislation to try and
encapsulate and capture serious or sex offenders, the
realities are, having seen it first hand — and I am sure
those who are in the sector where they have to deal with
it would agree with the opposition — that it is not as
clear cut as hoping the sex offender will walk out the
door to register straightaway, even though he might be
under strict parole conditions. I genuinely see that that
is not the case. I would actually strongly argue that if
we were in government that would be a significant
legislative change we would make — to make
compulsory, mandatory, the registration by the required
reporting authority of any sex offender before they
leave that prison or court.
There is also a question about issues relating to the time
line between frequency of reporting by offenders, such
as the issue about 12 months and whether the 14-day
reporting requirement is sufficient. Concerns were also
raised by operational police about the fact that there is
still no provisional power given to police or corrections
officers to verify the information provided by
offenders — in other words, the offender could give a
false address, or the registered sex offender could give a
false address. It appears there is still a loophole in terms
of those offenders not having to provide it. I am very
pleased, however, that there is now the capacity for the
compulsory taking of photographs of these offenders.
The realities are that, as it says in the second-reading
speech and in the explanatory memorandum, sex
offenders are high recidivists and there need to be levels
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and layers of ensuring that their devious ways are
continually monitored and observed. When you
maintain that observation, you limit the capacity of that
person to reoffend.
These are important things which have been missed in
the legislation. This is a criticism, but it is a criticism in
a positive light. I do not know why the government and
other legislators do not say in legislation that the
information should be provided on a mandatory basis. I
do not understand why we still rely on offenders. I
understand that an offender who has served his time has
rights, but I have to say they are outweighed by the
rights of the community when we know there is
significant evidence to suggest that those who commit
rape or child-sex offences have a higher level of
reoffending. With that being common knowledge and
with Western societies now having a very serious hit at
trying to ensure that sex offenders are well monitored
and the community is well protected, I think there are
some missed opportunities in this legislation.
I would like to hear from government members why we
still do not have the opportunity to compel that
information. I am sure members opposite will provide
that reasoning. I just hope it does not come from the
bureaucrats who prepare the briefing papers. I hope
members opposite have asked why that is the case.
There may be a legitimate reason, but I struggle to see
what it could be. I can understand that the government
has tidied up the legislation in other areas such as the
registrar of births, deaths and marriages, which is
appropriate. The changes affecting mentally ill
offenders who have committed crimes are appropriate.
These provisions did not previously apply to juvenile
detainees but will now, and that is appropriate.
However, we come back to the principal issue. We
argued this last time, and we will argue it again this
time: it seems ludicrous to not have appropriate
requirements for reporting and registration.
We are still heading in the right direction. In 1947 the
United States of America was the first country to
establish a registration regime, but it took until 1996
before it was enacted in a significant law that applied
across the whole of the country. We are in the early
days. I know that in this particular area the government
will be doing its damnedest to try to ensure it delivers
an appropriate regime. I hope it will look at this and
come up with a better outcome in the future. We know
a significant number of offenders have reported. We
probably would not be able to find out, but it would be
interesting to know how many sex offenders have
completed their terms and should be listed on the
register but are not. What requirements are there in the
legislation? There are none to enforce registration.
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Apart from the offenders breaking the law, there is no
compulsion within the legislation for that information
to be provided.
In my experience, once these offenders are out in the
broader community, they can disappear if they want to.
They can certainly do so if we have no location and all
the other details that would be provided on the
registration form. At least if we had the registration
forms that recorded those sex offenders before they
were released, they would have to be checked. We are
not talking about thousands of offenders, we are talking
in the hundreds or even in the tens every six months, so
it would not be difficult to check on offenders, find out
where they are going and what they are doing, and
verify their cars and other details. I understand there is
still some confusion about the dissemination of
information between the registration unit and Victoria
Police. At the end of the day there needs to be
cooperation. It is no use sitting there operating under
some guise of the Privacy Act when we know we have
sex offenders out there who need to be monitored and
tracked and have an eye kept on them. With those final
words, I look forward to the amendments in the bill
moving forward fast, but I raise some serious concerns
about the underlying principles and issues.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I am pleased this
afternoon to present the position of The Nationals on
the Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill. At
the outset I indicate that The Nationals supported the
Sex Offenders Registration Act 2004 and will be
supporting this amending bill. It is interesting to note
that the principal act went through six or eight months
ago, yet here we are with a substantial range of
amendments to it. That surprises me to some extent,
particularly given that, while not exactly the same, this
legislation is comparable to legislation of a similar
nature in all other states of Australia. I would have
thought that the experience of the concurrence of such
acts would not have necessitated so many
administrative changes. I understand some of these
changes have been identified through the experience of
registering more than 300 offenders currently in prison.
One would expect that there may be some issues to be
ironed out, but I am just a little surprised that so many
amendments are required to an act that was debated by
this Parliament less than 12 months ago. Nevertheless,
we are prepared to support these amendments.
I noted with interest that the Honourable Richard
Dalla-Riva mentioned that some of these amendments
were flagged during debate on the original bill last year.
It is pleasing that the government has now come back
to amend the principal act at the suggestion of the
opposition parties, but I agree with the comment that it
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is a pity that we could not have fixed up some of those
things when we were first debating the legislation.
However, it is better late than never, because this is an
important issue. As parliamentarians — the people who
set the law here in Victoria — the people we represent
expect us to be tough on crime, particularly in relation
to paedophilia and other sex offences. The general
public expects us to be strong and diligent with the laws
relating to offences of that nature.
The amendments before us today strengthen some of
the provisions of the Sex Offenders Registration Act
2004. I want to briefly mention five or six of those
provisions. The first is the amendment to section 34 of
the principal act, which ensures clarity in calculating
the length of a registrable offender’s reporting period. It
ensures that people are treated in the way they deserve.
It clarifies that, if a person has committed one or more
of particular classes of offences, the period of
registration on the sex offenders register is
commensurate with the number and level of offences
committed by that person. The bill clarifies that issue. I
think it is a fairly commonsense amendment that all
would agree with.
The second group of amendments means there is more
effective application of the principal act to sexual
offenders required to report in another state or territory.
As described by the minister in the second-reading
speech, these amendments are designed to prevent
people who may have committed a sexual offence in
another state from moving to Victoria and avoiding
their reporting requirements. This particular group of
amendments will mean that, if somebody has been
registered as a sexual offender in another state and
moves to Victoria, they will be required to report to the
Victorian register. That circumvents anybody trying to
avoid their reporting requirements.
The third area I want to mention is where this bill
amends the Sentencing Act 1991 and clarifies that a
court must not have regard to whether a person is a
registrable offender when imposing a sentence for a
sexual offence. Again, I think this is a sensible measure.
The risk is that if, at the same time as a sentence is
being considered, the judge may also be considering an
issue about being registered on the register of sex
offenders, as that sentence may be lighter than it would
otherwise have been. I think it is appropriate that these
two issues be considered separately. First of all, the
judge should make a decision about the sentence the
sexual offender is to receive, and then after that — and
only after that — a decision regarding registration as a
sex offender should take place. I note the provisions in
this bill mean that an application for registration as a
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sex offender can take place up to 30 days after the
sentencing has taken place.
The fourth area I want to mention in this bill concerns
the amendment to the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Act 1996. That requires the registrar of
births, deaths and marriages to notify the Chief
Commissioner of Police that a person who has been
listed as a registered sex offender has changed his or
her name or gender. As Mr Dalla-Riva said, this was an
issue that was raised by the opposition parties during
the course of this debate. There needs to be some
mechanism in place so that we can keep track of these
people, and if there was a change of name, or indeed a
change of gender, there needs to be a mechanism by
which that particular change could be notified to the
registrar or the Chief Commissioner of Police as the
persons responsible for an accurate and up-to-date list
of the registrable sex offenders. The amendment to the
Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Act will
ensure that that takes place, and we welcome that.
The fifth area of the bill allows a member of Victoria
Police to arrange for any distinguishing marks on a
registrable offender to be photographed with that
person’s consent, and if that person does not consent,
then reasonable force is allowed to ensure that that
happens. That is purely designed to ensure that persons
are identified better. Again, The Nationals have no
particular worry with that provision and think it is a
sensible one. I understand, according to the minister’s
comments in the second-reading speech, that particular
provision came out of a recommendation by the
Australasian Police Ministers Council.
The final area I wanted to mention is that the bill also
permits the registrar of the sex offenders register to
disclose information to courts for judicial functions and
activities. Again, I think that is an important provision.
With the privacy issues being accounted for in related
clauses to this amendment bill, I think it is quite
appropriate that the person holding information about
sex offenders’ registration can convey that to the courts
if there is a need to do so. Again, I think that is a
sensible provision.
These are a set of amendments that go back to an act
that was debated just 12 months ago. It was
groundbreaking legislation so we expected that there
may be some amendments in the future. However, as I
said at the outset, it surprises me that we had to go
through so many. Nevertheless, if this bill makes the
principal act a better act and tightens the provisions
relating to sex offences, then it has the support of The
Nationals.
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Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I rise today to speak
in support of the Sex Offenders Registration
(Amendment) Bill. I indicate to the house at the outset
that the government appreciates that both the opposition
and The Nationals have also indicated their support for
this bill. I am particularly proud to support this
legislation which genuinely seeks to protect the
community from the horrible crimes committed by sex
offenders — in particular, to protect the community
from those offenders who commit their crimes against
the most vulnerable members of our community, our
children and our young people. It is reassuring that
Victoria now has the toughest regime in Australia for
dealing with sexual offenders and there would be very
few members of the public who would take issue with
this fact. This government has listened to community
concern about offenders who commit sexual crimes and
has acted appropriately to protect the community.
Members would be aware that Victoria was also one of
the first jurisdictions to introduce a register of sexual
offenders in accordance with the national scheme. In
fact the scheme we have here in Victoria goes above
and beyond what is required by the national scheme.
Our scheme includes the ability of courts to opt to put
serious sexual offenders against adult victims on the
register. Of course the registration of offenders who
commit sexual offences against children is automatic
because it is mandated.
Victoria’s registration and monitoring scheme of sex
offenders was established through the Sex Offenders
Registration Act 2004 and the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act 2005. The amendments put forward in
this bill seek to clarify the operation of the provisions in
the two initial pieces of legislation and the government
makes no apology for the fact that the bill seeks to
make technical amendments to the initial pieces of
legislation. It needs to be acknowledged, as the
Honourable Peter Hall said in his contribution, this was
groundbreaking legislation. It put in place a new regime
that has imposed many new responsibilities in a
different place in the criminal justice system and it is
inevitable that following careful consideration, seeing
the regime in operation and receiving further legal
advice, the government would seek to finetune this
regime and seek to make it work even better.
The government has received advice from legal experts
and experts in the field of sexual offenders and has
taken on board their advice that there were ways that
we could make improvements to the current legislation.
What the bill seeks to do is to amend the Sex Offenders
Registration Act to clarify the scope and extent of a
person’s obligation to report to police and to enhance
the effectiveness of the scheme in relation to children
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who, as I said, are society’s most vulnerable members.
In addition, the bill seeks to clarify the scope of the
offences in the schedules to the Sex Offenders
Registration Act and the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act. The amendments inserted references to
schedule 1 of the Sentencing Act 1991 to capture sex
offences that have since been repealed and/or
re-enacted and updated.
They also clarify which court is able to hear an
application for an extended supervision order under the
monitoring act.
The need for these amendments arose due to an
unforeseen technical issue identified by Queen’s
Counsel providing advice to government on the
application of the new scheme. The Bracks government
is serious about tackling this issue and, through these
amendments, seeks to minimise the risk of legal
challenge to the provisions. It is important to note that
these amendments do not expand or reduce the scope of
the offences in the schedules to either the registration
act or the monitoring act; they simply clarify their
application.
The length of the reporting period applied to an
offender is either 8 years, 15 years or life. This is
determined by the nature of the offence, the number of
offences for which the offender has been sentenced and
whether the offender is currently registered. The current
reporting periods, however, have the potential to cause
inconsistencies and perverse outcomes. For example, a
shorter reporting period could apply to an offender who
commits a single offence compared to offenders who
may commit several more minor offences. Therefore, to
avoid the possibility of such an outcome the bill will
amend section 34 of the registration act to ensure clarity
in calculating the length of a registrable offender’s
reporting period.
The following reporting periods will apply for the
following offences for which someone has been found
guilty. A single class 2 offence — for example,
indecent assault — will have a reporting period of
8 years; a single class 1 offence — for example, sexual
penetration of a child — will have a 15-year reporting
period; two class 2 offences — for example, indecent
assault of a child and an indecent act with a 16-year-old
child — will have a 15-year reporting period; two or
more class 1 offences — for example, sexual
penetration of a child and facilitating sexual offences
against children — will mean reporting for life; one
class 1 offence and one or more class 2 offences — for
example, sexual penetration of a child and two indecent
assaults of a child — will mean reporting for life; and
three or more class 2 offences — for example, two
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indecent assaults of a child and an indecent act with a
16-year-old child — will also involve reporting for life.
These periods more adequately reflect the nature of the
offences committed and the potential risk that an
offender poses to the community. I understand these
reporting periods will apply only to persons sentenced
for registrable offences on or after the commencement
of the amending act.
The bill will also enable the more effective application
of the registration act to sex offenders who are required
to report in another Australian jurisdiction. It will
require that all registrable offenders who relocate to
Victoria from another state or territory must continue to
report to the Victorian registrar for the remainder of the
reporting period imposed by the sentencing court in
their home state or territory. That is regardless of
whether the offence for which they were registered
would make them a registrable offender under
Victorian law. This will ensure that a registrable
offender does not attempt to evade the reporting
requirements in another state or territory by moving to
Victoria. The bill also provides for correspondence
between the states of registrable offenders, so all
registrable offenders who relocate from another state or
territory to Victoria will report to Victoria Police as
intended by the courts in their home states. This
amendment is designed to protect against state
skipping.
I note also that the bill proposes to amend the
Sentencing Act to clarify that a court must not have
regard to whether a person is a registrable offender
when imposing a sentence for a sexual offence. It has
become evident that the reporting obligations under the
act have been taken into account when imposing a
sentence on a person convicted of a sexual offence.
Currently the act provides that the court must make a
sex offender registration order if the prosecutor makes
an application for the making of an order and the order
must be made concurrently with the imposition of a
sentence. There is also an amendment to the Sentencing
Act 1991 to clarify that a court must not have regard to
whether a person is a registrable offender subject to
reporting orders when imposing a sentence for a sexual
offence.
The bill also proposes to amend the registration act to
enable the prosecution to make an application for the
making of a sex offender registration order up to
30 days from the date the offender is sentenced. In
addition, the prosecution will be able to stay the
application when an appeal by a registrable offender
against a finding of guilt or a sentence in respect of a
registrable offence is pending.
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The bill will also amend the Births, Deaths and
Marriages Registration Act 1996 to require the registrar
of births, deaths and marriages to notify the Chief
Commissioner of Police that a registrable offender has
changed his or her name or gender. This amendment
will enable authorities to know the whereabouts of an
offender who may be using a change of name, or, in a
more extreme case, a change of gender, to avoid their
reporting obligations. By knowing where an offender is
located at all times it is possible to reduce their
opportunity to commit further offences.
The Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Act has
built-in safeguards which provide for the privacy of
individuals while also ensuring that the objectives of
the registration act are met. I note in this respect in
particular that information privacy is protected by
serious penalties in the Sex Offenders Registration Act,
including possible imprisonment for those who
improperly disclose personal information held in the
register.
As was agreed with the approaches taken by the
Australasian Police Ministers Council, the bill will
authorise a member of Victoria Police to arrange for
any distinguishing marks, including tattoos, on a
registrable offender to be photographed with that
person’s consent. If the registrable offender refuses,
reasonable force may be used. This amendment is a tool
available to police to collect accurate and up-to-date
identifying information about offenders on the register
to further facilitate the investigation and prosecution of
any future offences — or indeed even solve unsolved
past offences.
I note also that the bill requires the sentencing court to
notify a registrable offender of the length of his or her
reporting period. Therefore, the sentencing court needs
to know if an offender is a registrable offender and the
number and classes of offences the offender has been
sentenced for. This amendment will allow the registrar
of the sex offenders register to disclose relevant
information to courts for judicial functions and
activities. Once again I reiterate that information
privacy is protected by serious penalties in the act,
including a possible prison term for those who
improperly disclose personal information held in the
register. The registrar is able to provide relevant
information of sex offender registrants to operational
police in the course of their investigation of relevant —
that is, sexual — offences. This relates to concerns
raised about the capacity for Victoria Police to properly
enforce the mechanisms that are in place and to make
sure that the legislation is as effective as possible.
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Finally I would like to make some brief comments on
the issue of the onus of reporting and to clarify some
comments that were made by members of the
opposition. The onus of registration and reporting to the
register of sex offenders is placed upon the offender. It
is up to them to provide accurate and reliable
information to the registrar. Under section 47 of the Sex
Offenders Registration Act it is an offence for a person
to furnish information that is false or misleading. I
understand that under these legislative arrangements the
maximum penalty for a breach offence is 240 penalty
units or two years imprisonment.
The provisions of the act offer scope for the verification
of information provided to police by a registrable sex
offender. This allows police to detect breaches, and I
understand there have been two cases where such
breaches have been detected. Breaching is a serious
offence, and there is a serious penalty in place for
offenders who do not meet their obligations under the
legislation. In my view that is an appropriate and
effective penalty.
By way of conclusion, I say that my views on the
predatory nature of some sex offenders, in particular
sexual offenders against children, were documented in
my contributions to the debate on the original pieces of
legislation. I have not sought to go over that material
again today; I have focused more on the nuts and bolts
of the amendments and the finetuning of the sex
offender regime that we are putting in place. I said I
think during the course of the previous debates that
extraordinary crimes require extraordinary responses.
However, the lead opposition speaker acknowledged
that where these regimes have been in place — in the
United States and other places — for a long period of
time they have not been panaceas and unfortunately
these offences have continued. This government has
never sought to present this regime as a panacea either.
It is incumbent upon all of us as members of the
community and as parents to be eternally vigilant about
these kinds of matters. However, this regime is an
important step in offering the Victorian community
protection from the actions of registered sex offenders. I
reiterate my thanks to the Liberal Party and The
Nationals for their support for this important legislation.
I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — From time
to time in this place we get an opportunity to show what
the community expects us to do. This is one of those
bills about which each one of us can be proud that we
have a united approach. We can be proud that there is a
level of commitment and cooperation against sex
offenders in our community. It is pleasing for me to
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stand here and speak on this bill in conjunction with the
government and The Nationals and to voice our
concern about sex offenders within our community.
Our community expects leadership and direction from
us as politicians. This is one of the bills that enables us
all to do our job very professionally and well.
In another Liberal Party contribution the Honourable
Richard Dalla-Riva outlined some concerns and went
into great detail on elements within the bill, but for
clarification I note that the purpose of this bill is to
clarify and extend provisions in relation to the register
of sex offenders and reporting obligations. It further
clarifies who is subject to mandatory registration, which
I think Ms Mikakos outlined very ably just a moment
ago. The objective of the register is to reduce the
recidivism among certain types of serious sex offenders
and assist the future investigation of offences. From the
Liberal Party’s point of view it is very pleasing to see
that this fixes several previous weaknesses that were
highlighted by us. This shows good governance on
behalf of all Victorians.
We have spoken about sex offenders today; all of us
condemn sex offenders and sexual offences against
children. It goes to the very core of what worries all of
us in this chamber and community. These people are to
be condemned; and then they are to be helped once we
have got them into corrective organisations. But it is not
just children who are affected. In my portfolio area as
shadow minister for ageing and carers it is important to
understand sexual offences against the elderly. I would
like to share a story with the chamber. It is a story of a
callous and brutal attack of a sexual nature which took
place in Victoria in December 2002. This is a graphic
example of why it is important that this bill is here for
us to deal with today.
A man aged 24 spent the night at a suburban nightclub
with friends. He then left and stalked a terrified
73-year-old woman as she walked her dog at 6.15 a.m.
The attacker then returned to follow the lady the next
day. This is premeditated; he went back to have a look.
This time he arrived with a crowbar and grabbed a
different 60-year-old victim from behind. The attacker,
Simon Jacob Smith, then proceeded to abduct, rape and
bash the woman. It was said in the County Court that
the crime had a devastating effect on the raped woman.
This was a vulnerable woman going about her own
business and not expecting to be grabbed, raped and
bashed. The attacker was convicted and jailed for at
least seven years. He was indeed a recidivist. It is
important to understand that this is the type of person
we need to see on the sexual offenders register, which
is dealt with in the bill before the house today.
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But that is not the only case. There is another case. The
Herald Sun of 10 May 2003 reports on another case,
which is equally distressing and disturbing. The article
states:
… the County Court heard Lucic, 34, broke into the
Murrumbeena home of a widow, 68, and attacked her with
karate chops to the head in December 1991. He raped her and
then stole her jewellery and money.
Almost five years later to the day he broke into the St Kilda
flat of another widow, 83, who, despite being severely beaten,
managed to fight him off.
The woman suffered a fractured cheek and rib.

Can you imagine how distraught this woman would be
and how distraught her family would have been? In
summing up Judge Tom Wodak said:
… a constable described the first woman attacked by Lucic as
the most distressing sexual assault victim the police officer
had ever seen … the attacks were heartless, cruel and callous.

It is vital to understand that this is what the bill is
dealing with.
I have spoken at length in this chamber about elder
abuse, which is being reported in this state to the extent
of 20 000 cases a year. Admittedly they are not all of a
sexual nature; they can be psychological, emotional and
financial, but can be sexual as well. Many of them are
not as brutal as the cases I have just described, but they
are sexual offences. It is very important that our
community and the elderly in our community can feel
safe and secure to know they can wander the streets at
6:15 a.m. and not be mugged and attacked by a person
who has done this before.
I released the Liberal Party elder abuse policy in
January this year after a great deal of consultation with
the community. It looked into the issues of elder abuse,
what constituted elder abuse and what we as a
community could do about it. Sexual offenders fit well
within this. We came up with a program of mandatory
reporting. We discussed about putting a unit in the
Department of Human Services called the adult
protective services unit, built upon the lines of the child
protective services unit that is already contained in the
Department of Human Services. The funding reflected
in the policy I put out shows money would be set aside
into the future on a gradually increasing scale aimed at
educating our community about the issue of elder abuse
and looking at the opportunities for educating our
community to make sure they understand what this is
about and to give security and comfort to senior
Victorians right across this state.
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It is no good having mandatory reporting unless you
have got someone to report to. The Minister for Aged
Care, Mr Jennings, admitted that the Liberal Party has
been reflective of what the community is saying on
elder abuse. I congratulate the minister for copying my
policy and looking into the issue of elder abuse. He has
set up a committee — it is a pity it has not got more
teeth and is not reporting earlier, but that is the hallmark
of this government — to look into it. It is a pity he did
not bite the bullet and do something more constructive
about it. He should have done something straightaway
rather than appoint a committee to look into the
situation.
However, I, as do senior Victorians and the agencies
concerned, welcome the minister’s acknowledgment of
elder abuse in our community. The minister is looking
into it, but has not told us which agency will be
responsible for looking into elder abuse, how much
money has been put aside, how much research will be
put into it or how much education will be put into it.
These are all things that were addressed in the Liberal
Party policy of January this year. We did acknowledge
that we needed empirical evidence, that we needed to
educate our community, that there needed to be
someone to report to and that if there was to be
mandatory reporting who would do something about it.
Our policy and program dwelt with an ombudsman. I
acknowledge there is an ombudsman who looks into
aged care facilities for the frail aged, but there is no-one
in the state who looks into the issue of elder abuse or
who is set up to look into the issue of elder abuse. The
health services commissioner, Beth Wilson, does an
excellent job with her team in looking into a range of
issues related to the health service industry, but this
sector is not being addressed and this section of the
community needs to be looked at and properly reported
on.
I refer again to the case I just spoke about. Who indeed
do those widows — the 73 year old who was hit by a
crowbar, the 68-year old woman attacked by Damir
Lucic and the 83-year old woman who was also
attacked by Lucic and fought him off — report this to?
These incidents were reported to the police, but where
do they or their families go for support and what
happens into the future? It is important we
acknowledge and properly address sexual abuse of the
elderly and that elder abuse goes somewhere with
mandatory reporting, including consistent sexual abuse,
which is another aspect of sexual abuse in our
community. This is an interesting definition because it
deals with sexual offenders and most of them are
recidivists, which is important and is being addressed in
the bill. My policy on elder abuse looks into mandatory

EMERGENCY SERVICES SUPERANNUATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
1346

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 14 June 2005

reporting of consistent sexual abuse, often perpetrated
by persons the elderly know, which makes it more
tragic and difficult for them to be able to alert someone
to this type of behaviour.

of births, deaths and marriages notifies the Chief
Commissioner of Police of a change of name should a
person who is already on the state register decide for
whatever purpose to change their name.

As I said, it is infrequently that we get an opportunity to
agree with all parties in this chamber. It is something
that is very important. Sexual abuse of any element of
our community is totally unacceptable. I am pleased to
see the bill in front of us and, as my colleague the
Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva said, the Liberal Party
has a great deal of pleasure in supporting the bill.

Unfortunately recidivism is a feature of sex offenders,
and these amendments are designed to limit as much as
possible the possibility of these offenders reoffending.
There is always a balance to be struck between civil
liberties and monitoring of offenders. However, in this
particular case it is universally acknowledged that we
are dealing with such a heinous range of offences that
civil liberties are a minor consideration compared to
what is required to protect the most vulnerable
members of our society.

Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — As the
Honourable Andrea Coote said, it is pleasing that this
bill is being supported by all parties, as it should be.
Because it is universally supported I will not take up
too much of the time of the house this afternoon,
particularly as we have a heavy legislative program this
week. Everyone in the community is totally committed
to ensuring that we do as much as we can to eliminate
sex offences from our society. It is particularly pleasing
that with this legislation Victoria will now have the
toughest legislation in Australia. The amendments we
will pass today will make changes to the Sex Offenders
Registration Act and the monitoring regulations that
were introduced earlier.
I want to comment on a couple of those amendments. I
first comment on the length of the reporting period,
which can be either 8 years, 15 years or for the
remainder of his or her life for adult offenders, and is
determined by the nature of the offence, the number of
offences for which the person has been sentenced and
whether the offender is currently registered. The current
reporting periods have the potential to have some
inconsistencies and outcomes which could ensure that a
shorter period could apply to an offender who commits
either more or more severe classes of offences or a
larger number of offences compared to an offender who
may have committed less severe offences. This is
obviously inappropriate. To overcome the possibility of
this anomaly the bill amends section 34 of the act to
provide clarity in calculating the length of the reporting
period and to prevent outcomes regarding the length of
time the registered offender has to report.
There are also amendments to ensure that people who
move to Victoria cannot avoid their reporting
requirements, and the bill ensures that the person needs
to report to the Victorian registrar so that their reporting
requirements are not avoided by their moving interstate.
The bill also ensures that an offender cannot avoid
registration on the register of offenders by merely
changing their name. The bill ensures that the registrar

I believe this is an appropriate piece of legislation. I
commend the minister and the government for
introducing these amendments. We cannot do enough
to ensure that we protect our fellow citizens,
particularly in relation to these sorts of offences. I am
happy to commend the bill to the house, and I am sure
it will have a very speedy passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank honourable members in the chamber
for their respective contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

EMERGENCY SERVICES
SUPERANNUATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 May; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Emergency Services Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill I indicate at the outset that the
opposition will not be opposing the legislation. It is a
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small and simple piece of legislation that brings this
superannuation fund into line with the basic
arrangements that are in place for most of the other
public sector funds.
In essence it changes the status of that fund from an
untaxed to a taxed status; makes changes to the payout
ratios — it is not an accumulation fund, it is a defined
benefit fund; and makes other small provisions to
ensure that there is no chance that anybody will be
disadvantaged by the change of status of the fund. We
all know that superannuation is an enormously
important part of the remuneration of any individual
and an important part of planning for our retirement,
and therefore changes to superannuation fund
arrangements have to be done with great care to ensure
that the beneficiaries of the fund are not in any way
adversely affected.
I will go into details in due course, but by way of quick
introduction it needs to be said that when these
proposals were put forward by the government there
was the potential for a small number of individuals,
something like 197, to be adversely affected to some
degree. That was of concern to the employee
representatives looking after those individuals — the
Police Association of Victoria, the association looking
after ambulance officers, state emergency services
officers et cetera — and negotiations have taken place
and changes have been made which I will allude to
briefly in my run-through of the bill. It is clear that
those 197 people will be protected, so there are no
losers with this legislation, assuming always that the
actuaries have done their calculations correctly, so the
important benefits of superannuation have been
protected for everybody.
We all know that superannuation funds are taxed, and
the methods by which they are taxed and treated can be
convoluted and detailed, but in essence if the employer
puts money into the fund in an untaxed way then the
benefits that come out of the fund are taxed at a higher
level than they would be if the money were taxed as it
goes in — in other words, the federal government
wants its whack of the tax whether it takes it as the
money goes in or as the money comes out. From its
point of view it is immaterial. The way this fund is
currently operated means that the money that goes into
it is not taxed, and therefore when the beneficiary draws
the money out it is generally taxed at a rate of 30 per
cent. The other option available, and the way almost all
of the other state funds are currently structured, is that
when the employer, the state, puts the money in, a
contributions tax of 15 per cent is paid, and when the
beneficiary subsequently draws the money out they pay
a lower rate of tax — namely, 15 per cent. All this bill
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does is change the status of this fund from untaxed to
taxed.
Because this is a defined benefit fund that has an impact
on the ratios that are paid out at the end of the period.
The extent to which these ratios change is set out in
clause 3(1), which inserts proposed section 20(2AC)
into the act. The proposed section is in the form of a
table. I shall cite one contribution level to give an
example of what I am talking about.
For instance, if an employee was contributing at the rate
of 7 per cent of his salary, the situation now stands that
when he draws money out of the fund he will get an
annual actuarial return at 28 per cent of his final
average salary. As a result of these changes when that
same individual who is putting in 7 per cent of his
salary takes his money out the new rate will be 25 per
cent of his final average salary. You can see there is a
reduction in the ratio that is applied to the final average
salary, but in the majority of cases that is well and truly
outweighed by the fact that rather than paying 30 per
cent tax on those benefits that contributor will now only
pay 15 per cent tax when he withdraws them from the
fund. As I have said, it is by and large beneficial to the
beneficiaries and it is essentially cost neutral to the
government, although the government has indicated
there is potentially some small saving to it in moving to
the attached fund.
As I said, when the detailed actuarial assessments were
done for all the members of the fund to see if any
people would be disadvantaged, it was found that a
small number of about 200 were disadvantaged and
amendments were made to ensure that those people
would not be disadvantaged. I will come to those in a
minute. As well as that, a great deal of effort was spent
looking at every conceivable option that could take
place in an individual’s circumstances — for example
how this might affect an individual who was currently a
member of a fund and who moved their money from
the fund to some rollover fund when they ceased
employment, or somebody who was not actually in the
fund — a prospective fund member — who had had a
particular mix of superannuation over various years.
Amendments were made to see that in almost every
circumstance that could be conceived no member either
existing or prospective would be disadvantaged. The
opposition has no problem with that process, but I
simply raise the point that a lot of time and effort was
spent to see that nobody would be disadvantaged.
I will speak very briefly because the bill is fairly simple
and straight forward. It certainly has the support of all
the employer and employee organisations as to the
protection of members. I quickly turn to some of the

EMERGENCY SERVICES SUPERANNUATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
1348

COUNCIL

protection given to the 200-odd people who could
potentially be disadvantaged. Section 25A(6) of the
current act, the Emergency Services Superannuation
Act 1986, provides that:
If, having received an application for an affected member in
accordance with sub-section (7), the Board is satisfied that a
reduction in benefits has resulted in an unreasonable
detriment to the member in respect …

Et cetera. The term ‘unreasonable detriment’ is used.
The board can make a change to the payout amount and
payout ratio if it believes there was an unreasonable
detriment. The word ‘unreasonable’ is deleted by
clause 8 of the bill. The clause amends section 25A to
remove the term ‘an unreasonable’ and substitutes it
with ‘any’. It quite clearly says that if there is any
detriment to the payout the trustees can make up the
difference to ensure there is none.
There are a couple of other changes I will mention. We
all know that when one finishes one’s working life or
wants to draw down the superannuation there is an
option to roll over that superannuation into some sort of
rollover fund or the like. This is a situation that is, in
most cases, taken advantage of by members while they
work out their new financial position in retirement and
the extent to which they want to leave all or part of their
superannuation benefit in such a fund to take advantage
of the taxation treatment of superannuation funds.
The way the act currently stands there is a period of
14 days where an individual can roll over their
superannuation into the emergency superannuation
beneficiary account which is, as it were, a rollover
account. They have 14 days during which it can be held
in suspension while they work out their affairs in their
new retirement mode. That 14-day period is judged to
be, realistically, fairly short. When you have to work
out what you are going to do with the rest of your life
and a very large amount of the funds you have available
to do that with are held in superannuation, 14 days can
be a fairly short period in which to make these
important decisions that will affect you for the rest of
your life. Under this bill that 14 days has been extended
to 60 days and that is an appropriate and worthwhile
change.
As I said, there are various other little changes in this
bill making it quite clear that even for prospective
members of the fund who may come along some time
in the future, these changes will in no way be
detrimental to their position. In other words, if their
individual circumstances — and remember, in
superannuation everybody’s circumstances can be
different, depending on the time at which they made
their contribution — were adversely affected by these
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changes, they would be protected and paid according to
the conditions that existed before this bill.
It is a very simple bill that by and large will have
significant benefits for beneficiaries of the emergency
services superannuation fund members. It makes sure
that every single individual who is a member of that
fund will be protected insofar as the payout they receive
will not be in any way less than it would have been
before this bill was introduced. It is therefore one of
those pieces of legislation that is fundamentally all
upside. Assuming the actuaries have done their
calculations correctly — the dark and very important
art of actuarial assessment — it is a situation that will
have no detriment to government funds either. For
those reasons the opposition sees no purpose in
opposing this piece of legislation.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — Like
Mr Strong, The Nationals are not opposing this
legislation. In fact in a sense I wonder why it has taken
so long to come before the house. I was a member of
the cabinet that decided in 1995 to convert the state
superannuation scheme into a tax scheme. Provision
was made at that time for the emergency services
scheme to be likewise converted if the board and the
administrators so determined and recommended. It is to
some extent intriguing that a decade has passed before
this move has come about because, as Mr Strong has
explained to the house, there do seem to be some
positive benefits in so doing — to the beneficiaries,
almost entirely — and there is certainly a no-detriment
clause included in this bill for those few who may be
somewhat disadvantaged by it to ensure they are no
worse off. There is some advantage to the state in that it
reduces the superannuation liabilities that the state
needs to include in its long-term liability calculations.
The only people who will be disadvantaged, as far as I
can see, are our friends in Canberra who are going to
garner somewhat less tax than they might otherwise
have done. Yet our friends in Canberra seem quite
comfortable with this notion of moving to a taxed
superannuation scheme. They have encouraged it in
every respect and they obviously believe it is the best
way of encouraging people to make some provision for
their retirement beyond their working lives. To that
extent I commend the commonwealth government for
so doing. Similarly I commend the commonwealth
Treasurer for his recent budget announcement
abolishing the superannuation surcharge — which was
brought in when the current government came to office
in 1996 — to help overcome the Beazley black hole.
The surcharge served that purpose, along with other
taxes because, as honourable members will recall,
Mr Beazley when he was finance minister in a former
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government certainly left the budget in a deficit
position in very large measure.
I always thought the superannuation surcharge was
counterproductive, although I acknowledge the purpose
for which it was brought in. I suppose an analogy could
be made with the Kennett government when it came
into office following the disastrous Cain and Kirner
governments. It was staring into a huge black hole and
introduced the state debit levy on municipal rating
notices. It was not a particularly equitable tax either, but
it was necessary in view of the financial stringency that
the new government inherited, in the same way that the
commonwealth had to do something about the Beazley
black hole. But it seemed to me to fall a little
inequitably on some people, and it certainly
discouraged people from making provision for their
retirement years. I am therefore very pleased indeed to
see that it has gone by the wayside after the recent
federal budget.
I am also pleased to see that the commonwealth
government is introducing employee choice when it
comes to superannuation, because that is going to be
one means of encouraging rank and file employees to
take a little more interest in superannuation. It seems to
me that in the past superannuation has been considered
to be far too complex for the average person to
understand and rolled on without many citizens being
particularly aware of what its potential was for them.
Bringing in superannuation choice will encourage, if
not force, people to take much more interest in
superannuation and its concepts because they will need
to make decisions about where their superannuation
contribution guarantee levy, which is paid not by the
employee but by the employer, is directed. If they take
no action at all the default mechanism will come into
place, but they will still need to take the decision to take
no action, so I hope that process encourages employees
to take a little more interest in superannuation.
I have always contended that the superannuation
guarantee levy should not be paid solely by employers
and that there ought to be a contribution by employees
as well, because 9 per cent is not going to provide an
adequate retirement income for most people but it
certainly would if employees were to add 5 per cent or
6 per cent to it. It is high time that people became much
more aware that in the future they are going to be more
responsible for their retirement funds being generated
by their own actions rather than being able to rely on
the taxpayer to pay the level of pension that people
might have come to expect. There are simply not going
to be enough workers out there slaving away in the
factories to pay the taxes to meet those expectations.
Rather than people finding that out somewhat to their
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surprise once they retire — if they have not been
aware — clearly if they were making a direct
contribution themselves — —
Hon. E. G. Stoney — Acting President, I direct your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Now that I have a
quorum I will reiterate the observation that I was
making before — that it has been my long-held belief
that the superannuation contribution guarantee levy
ought not be paid only by employers but that there
should be a companion contribution by employees. I
am not saying it should be at the same level of 9 per
cent but at some sort of a level to assist people in
building up sufficient retirement income. But more
particularly, it would make employees much more
aware of their responsibility to provide for their own
retirement. It seems to me that while contributions are
paid only by employers the amount — billions of
dollars — being generated on behalf of employees by
the employers of this nation will be insufficiently
acknowledged.
There is also the issue of the small balances that are
generated by the superannuation guarantee, where
people work for a number of employers either because
they work as casual labourers or because of the nature
of their work — for example, shearing or fruit picking.
Those people work for a range of employers during the
course of a year, and if they are not careful they will
end up with a whole heap of small balances in a myriad
superannuation funds with much of the benefit
necessarily being chewed up in administration costs. I
know over time that a number of the funds, and indeed
the federal government, have gone to great lengths to
encourage people to consolidate their various balances
into a single fund. I applaud that action, and I certainly
hope that with the new superannuation choice
legislation coming into effect from 1 July even greater
attention will be given to the fact that people should
amalgamate into a single fund all their small balances,
wherever they are held.
I do not intend to go through the detail of the bill
because Mr Strong elucidated it very well to the house.
It is commonsense legislation. It has obviously been
thought through by the board of the Emergency
Services Superannuation Fund. A no-detriment clause
is contained therein to make sure that no-one is worse
off, and all round it seems to be a win-win situation,
except for the commonwealth Treasury, and I have
noted that the commonwealth is not concerned about
that. The Nationals are not opposing the legislation.
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Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — I rise to support the
Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment)
Bill. It is a small bill of only 10 pages. It was interesting
to hear Mr Strong say about three times that it is a very
simple bill. I think it is pretty simple too, but the
opposition spokesperson on Treasury matters in the
other house did not think it was too simple. He said in
his speech that he and Mr Strong had had a briefing. I
will paraphrase what was reported in Hansard. He said
that as far as he was able to understand the complex
bill, it was to adequately give effect to the policy
objectives of the legislation and to make a series of
required consequential changes. He could not
understand it. I thought the member for Lowan in the
other place gave a very good response — —
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — Chris will understand it.
Mr PULLEN — I thought Mr Strong showed a
very clear understanding of the bill compared to the
member for Box Hill in the other place. I congratulate
him. God help us if the member for Box Hill ever gets
his hands on the Treasury keys, because it would be a
mess. If he cannot understand a 10-page bill, I fear for
the future of Victoria if opposition members were ever
to come to this side of the chamber.
An honourable member — He was saying the
actuarial calculations are complex.
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superannuation. I thought at that time it was great for us
to have superannuation in that job. You must admit
though that the conservatives in Canberra have sat on
their hands for many years when it comes to
superannuation for workers. It took a great Labor man
such as Paul Keating to cut the deal with the union
leader, Bill Kelty, in 1985 to start off with the 3 per cent
superannuation deal. From its modest origins the
scheme extended to cover most private sector workers
and after 1992 with the superannuation guarantee today
the amount is a compulsory contribution set at 9 per
cent. I agree with Mr Baxter to some degree that it
should be higher because at the moment it is not
sufficient. I have read papers which say it should be
around 15 per cent at this moment.
Hon. D. McL. Davis interjected.
Mr PULLEN — I am not saying where it is coming
from. Mr Davis should listen to what I am saying. The
contribution should be up around 15 per cent at the
moment — with it coming from the employer.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — That is not what I said.
Mr PULLEN — I know what Mr Davis said! The
situation now is that we have over $700 billion — listen
to that figure — now invested, a significant defence
against future shock for the workers.

This particular bill is to amend the Emergency Services
Superannuation Act. The first part is to enable the
payment of certain benefits as a lump sum on a tax
basis and to enshrine the 8.4 multiple for benefit on the
untaxed basis. It also makes some minor changes to the
act such as clause 4 which removes the word
‘retirement’ as it relates to a member’s death, and also
clause 6 which ensures the act is consistent with new
commonwealth regulations which allow for
superannuation contributions up to the age of 75 in
certain circumstances.

Turning to the bill, the people over there nearly
wrecked the emergency services. They should just
remember that. They nearly wrecked them with their
cuts to police, ambulance services — and I have spoken
about the ambulance services before — and so on, and
they have been restored under the Bracks Labor
government. We have restored them. The emergency
services cover — honourable members will know this,
but I will just mention them — firefighters, coast guard
representatives, police, ambulance officers, Country
Fire Authority officers and State Emergency
Service-paid people. Last week I visited the Moorabbin
SES and was given a wonderful tour of the facility.
There was training going on at the time by a good
friend of mine, John Stewart, who is the treasurer of the
Moorabbin SES, and he does a tremendous amount of
work there. I must place on record my appreciation of a
number of people who contacted my office during the
February storms that played havoc around my
electorate. Members of the SES were there cutting
down trees and fixing the thing up, and they did a
tremendous job as far as that was concerned.

I want to say a few words about superannuation, as I
know Mr Baxter did earlier. My first job was with the
Commonwealth Bank in 1961, and one of the reasons I
wanted to join the bank was that we had

The bill shows the government’s fiscal responsibility by
moving to address the unfunded liability. Due to the
way the fund was set up it will wipe about $180 million
from the fund’s liabilities, thus removing a financial

Mr PULLEN — I do not know what he was saying.
I could not understand it when I read his contribution.
But I could certainly understand what the Labor
members in the other chamber said, and I could
understand what the member for Lowan in the other
place said. I also understood what Mr Strong said and,
of course, I always understand what Mr Baxter is
talking about. Unfortunately the speech from the
member for Box Hill in the other place left a lot to be
desired.
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burden on Victorian taxpayers. The emergency services
superannuation scheme’s move from paying untaxed
benefits to paying tax benefits will bring it in line with
the majority of superannuation funds across the
country. Bar 198, its 15 000 members will benefit from
this change by paying less tax and will on average
receive about $10 000 per person. The 198 people who
will not benefit are covered by the anti-detriment
provisions of the act which we have strengthened in this
bill to ensure that they do not lose out as a result of the
changes.
The bill will provide for the emergency services
superannuation scheme to change to paying taxed
benefits from 1 July 2005 and that is why it is important
that this legislation be passed today. The ESSS has
been covered by other speakers. Currently it pays
untaxed benefits. This means that, unlike most other
superannuation funds, employer contributions are not
subject to the 15 per cent contributions tax. However,
members have to pay higher rates of tax when they
receive their benefit, whether that be by a rollover or by
a lump sum.
The actuary has estimated that about 99 per cent of
members will be better off under the change, and the
anti-detriment provisions will mean that no existing
member will be worse off. Members will on average
receive an increase of around 2.2 per cent of their
after-tax benefit. The ESSS disability pensioners will
for the first time become eligible for the 15 per cent
pension rebate. Members who are liable to pay the
surcharge will face lower surcharge bills in the future.
The actuary estimated that in terms of present value
changing to pay taxed benefits will be worth between
$180 million and $263 million to members over the
next 40 years.
In summary — I do not want to take up too much time
because it has been adequately covered by opposition
speakers in the chamber — the change to payment of
the taxed benefits is a win-win situation for members
and the government — except possibly the federal
government as was mentioned in this chamber by
Mr Baxter and also by members in the other place. The
split benefit is equitable: $180 million to the
government, and from $180 million to $260 million to
members. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — By leave, I move:
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That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank honourable members for their
contributions to the debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

CITY OF MELBOURNE (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 May; motion of
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government).
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I am pleased to
speak on the City of Melbourne (Amendment) Bill. Let
me say at the outset that the opposition does not oppose
this bill. The City of Melbourne uses the net annual
value (NAV) rating system and has been required to
obtain an order from the Governor in Council, which is
then published in the Government Gazette, each year to
apply for a differential rate. By including in the
amendment a provision that the highest NAV
differential rate must not be more than two times the
lowest differential rate, the same safeguard exists as in
municipalities which use the capital improved value
(CIV) system where the highest differential rate must
be no more than four times the lowest differential rate
in a municipal district. The Melbourne City Council
applies the NAV system of rating as opposed to CIV
because 75 per cent of its rate base is derived from
commercial or industrial properties — that is, rental
properties. This amendment is minor in nature, but it
will reduce administration costs for the City of
Melbourne.
I would like to go into how local governments receive
revenue. There are several sources of funding for local
government in Australia. The first is rates on property.
It is interesting that the Bracks government now
collects more in property taxes in Victoria than local
government does. Last year rate revenue for councils
across Victoria brought in about $2.2 billion and the
Bracks government collected $2.2 billion in stamp duty
on property sales, mortgages et cetera plus nearly
$1 billion in land tax. It ripped out about $3 billion in
property taxes compared to local government’s
$2.2 billion so it is getting into that market as well.
Then we have fees, fines and charges which councils
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can charge. These are swimming pool entry fees, waste
depot fees, planning permit fees and parking fees and
fines. The Bracks government has now decided to get
into this market for the first time. In this budget we see
it has brought in a levy for 48 000 long-term car parks. I
think it is starting off at $400 per car park per annum,
increasing to $800 per annum by 2007. Parking was
once a revenue-raiser left to local government, but the
Bracks government cannot keep its hands off it and will
be collecting about $57 million a year in parking fees.
A third way councils raise funds is through specific
purpose grants. These come from the state and
commonwealth governments and are not tied. It is
interesting to look at the trend in specific purpose grants
from the state and federal governments to local
government. The federal government provides the
Bracks government with specific purpose grants which
in theory are passed on to local government
authorities — the Bracks government simply acts as a
vehicle for on-passing. The 2005–06 Statement of
Finances — budget paper 4 — shows an allocation for
local government in grants and transfer payments of
$493.7 million. This is a $1 million increase on last
year. It is an increase of 0.2 per cent from the state
government. However, it is interesting to have a closer
look at the budget papers and to go back over the last
four years and look at the grants and transfer payments
made to local government. In 2002–03 the federal
government passed to the state for on-passing to local
government $342 million and the state put in another
$206 million. In 2003–04 the federal government
increased its funding to $347.1 million and the state
government reduced its share to $131.1 million. In
2004–05 the federal government put in another 3 per
cent, bringing its funding to $367.2 million, and the
state knocked out another 10 per cent at the bottom and
provided $125.8 million. The budget for the
forthcoming financial year is a shocker. The federal
government has once again increased its funding — to
$381 million — but the state is down to $113 million.
While the federal government has increased its share of
funding to local government well above inflation, the
Bracks government has slashed its contribution by
almost half. Had the Bracks government increased its
funding in accordance with the federal government’s
formula, the councils’ state allocation would have been
$225 million instead of $113 million this year. You can
see that that is half of what councils should be getting.
It is about time the government stopped hiding behind
smoke and mirrors and saying the overall increase is
$1 million. It is, but that is all coming from the federal
government. The state is shamelessly ripping out at the
bottom. The Minister for Local Government has ripped
$112 million out of grants to local government over the
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past four years, but she stands up here and says the
government has put X millions into libraries or
$3 million into something else. The government is
robbing Peter to pay Paul and councils are not getting
the money. It is an outrage that councils are not getting
the money because they should be. The federal
government is passing on its share, but the state
government is refusing to honour its commitment.
Victoria has 79 councils operating as separate entities
right across the state. They all have local issues, costs
and service provision needs. Each council budget is
different to reflect local community needs and
priorities. However, councils must follow a common,
legislated framework for setting a budget, as set out in
the Local Government Act 1989. Each year a council
establishes the maintenance needs of its assets and
infrastructure and the community services and facilities
that will be provided in the next financial year and how
much that will all cost. This information is adopted as a
draft budget which is advertised and open to the public
for about 14 days, as required by legislation. This
allows for community discussion and input into the
development of council’s priorities for the coming year.
The revenue to be collected is estimated within a
council budget, including state and federal government
funding and funding from loans. Council then
determines the amount required to be collected in rates
to meet its financial responsibilities. Contrary to
popular belief, rising property values have no impact on
council revenue collection. As I said, council budgets
determine the amount of funding required and a general
rate in the dollar is set and that is what council collects.
Just because your property’s value has increased does
not necessarily mean your rates have to go up.
However, if councils require or are determined to have
more money, council rates will go up.
Each Victorian council chooses one of three valuation
bases for its municipality. We have the capital
improved value which is currently used by 72 councils.
Capital improved value refers to the total market value
of the land plus the improved value of the property
including the house, other buildings and landscaping as
determined by a valuer. It is generally seen as the fairest
way of collecting rates because it is supposed to mirror
the wealth of the owner — the ratepayer — and his
capacity to pay. There are many circumstances in
which this is not true. Being asset rich does not mean
you have an ability to pay. Prime examples of this
would be farming properties, especially in drought
years, and properties along our coastal strips in the past
few years. I know many pensioners who retired to
townships like Peterborough or Port Campbell or to
Seaspray or wherever in Gippsland. When they retired
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10, 15, 20 years ago the improved value of their
properties was $30 000, $40 000, $50 000.
They are now looking at a property value of $500 000,
so their rates have gone up enormously, but that does
not mean they have any better capacity to pay, because
they are still on a pension. While in one way you would
say capital improved value is probably the fairest way,
it is not always so. One municipality, Monash, uses site
value to work out its rates, and that refers to
unimproved market value of the land.
Then there is net annual value, which we are talking
about now, and that is the annual rental a property
would render, less the landlord’s outgoings such as
insurance, land tax and maintenance costs, or 5 per cent
of the capital improved value (CIV) for residential
properties and farms. The value is higher for
commercial, industrial and investment properties. This
method is currently used by six councils — Glen Eira,
Maribyrnong, Melbourne, Port Phillip, Yarra and
Whittlesea. The reason Melbourne City Council wants
to go down this track is that 75 per cent of its rate
income derives from industrial or commercial
properties and 25 per cent from residential properties.
Obviously if you are renting a property you are more
interested in what the rental value is than the actual
capital improved value of the property, because that is
where your income comes from — the rental of your
property.
As Victoria’s capital city Melbourne provides services
for all Victorians, and I think Melbourne can be very
proud that it is now recognised as one of the most
livable cities in the world. Even though there were
many critics in the Labor Party who talked about too
much looking after Melbourne throughout the Kennett
era, I think we can all be proud of the way Melbourne
has progressed in the last 10 to 15 years. It is a very
livable city, and it is a great city for anybody in the
world to visit. I think during the Commonwealth
Games next year Melbourne will be showcased to lots
of different parts of the world. The councillors of the
City of Melbourne under Lord Mayor John So are great
ambassadors for the city of Melbourne. It is their role,
and I think it is also Victoria’s role, because Melbourne
is our capital, to make sure that the Yarra River, our
parks, gardens, rubbish collection and everything else
are right up to scratch as we showcase Melbourne to the
world.
After having had a good look at this bill, we do not
think there is much in it and are not opposing it, but the
issue that really gets to me is the cost-shifting by this
government onto local government. I have mentioned
some instances before, but another one I would just like
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to mention in conclusion is the fire service levy which
is charged to metropolitan councils. The metropolitan
fire brigade is funded by levies — 75 per cent comes
from insurance companies, 12.5 per cent is paid by the
metropolitan councils and 12.5 per cent is paid by the
state government. The cost of running the Metropolitan
Fire and Emergency Services Board has gone up by
about 80 per cent in the last five or six years. Every
year there is basically another 10 per cent increase to
the fire service levy. Councils’ contribution has gone
from about $6 million over this period to about
$27 million.
In theory the state government also puts in 12.5 per
cent, so it should be putting in $27 million, but of
course it basically puts in nothing. The reason is that the
state government has the ability to collect stamp duty
and goods and services tax on people who are insuring
their properties in Melbourne. As people insure their
properties, the state government collects GST and
stamp duty — it is actually a tax on a tax. If you add up
what it collects there, you will find that the state
government’s contribution to the metropolitan fire
brigade is about $5 million — I think that is what it was
at the last count — instead of $27 million. It is very
happily shifting these costs onto ratepayers.
We hear the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services saying the metropolitan fire brigade will put
on another 80 or 100 or 200 firemen — and that is
great; we are going to get another new fire truck — and
that is great; but the state government does not actually
put in the money, it comes from insurance companies
and local government while the minister is standing up
and getting the credit for putting on more officers or
providing better fire engines. I think that needs to be
looked at. About five or six years ago it was basically
12.5 per cent from metropolitan councils and 12.5 per
cent from the state government, but that has now gone
down to the state government putting in about 4 per
cent of the cost. It badly needs to be looked at. It is a
huge cost-shift onto the metropolitan councils.
The opposition does not oppose this bill, which will
make it much easier for the City of Melbourne to get on
with having a differential rate. The differential at the
moment between residential land and industrial and
commercial land is about 15 per cent. All other
municipalities across Victoria have the ability to have a
differential rate without having to go to the minister or
the Governor in Council and publishing an order in the
Government Gazette. This should save a lot of
unnecessary paperwork. As I said, the opposition does
not oppose this bill.
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Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I rise on
behalf of The Nationals to make a contribution to the
debate on the City of Melbourne (Amendment) Bill.
Members of The Nationals have consulted quite widely
on this bill. We have spoken to the Melbourne City
Council, and in particular Paul Ferguson, the senior
valuer; to the Municipal Association of Victoria’s Peter
Walsh; to Cameron Rowe from the Victorian Local
Governance Association; and to Ross Millard from the
Department for Victorian Communities.
After that quite strong consultative process The
Nationals reached the conclusion that we would not
oppose this bill, which is quite an interesting bill in a
way. The City of Melbourne uses net annual value
(NAV), which is simply the value of the site, whereas
most of our councils use capital improved value (CIV),
which of course is the value of the site and the
improvements that stand on that site.
It is interesting to note that if you look at which
councils use what, you find that those using CIV —
there are 72 Victorian councils using that type of rating
system — can use differential rating quite freely. It is
also interesting to note that only Monash City Council
is using site value alone, and that of those using NAV
the City of Melbourne is one of six, along with Port
Phillip, Maribyrnong, Yarra, Glen Eira and Whittlesea.
So there is a mix of rating processes throughout
councils in Victoria.
This legislation will give the flexibility to the City of
Melbourne, similar to that which most other councils
enjoy, to be able to apply differential rating to its
ratepayers. The City of Melbourne has a residential rate
which is struck on, as I understand it, 5 cents in $1 on
NAV, and it also has a commercial and industrial rate
which is struck on 5.82 cents in $1 on NAV. Under the
present legislation and the NAV type of rating system it
is not able to automatically and freely set differential
rates. Prior to this bill the City of Melbourne had to
gain approval from the Governor in Council and also
publish what it intended to do in the Government
Gazette. We are sure this bill will remove the
requirement for the Melbourne City Council to apply
for an order in council to allow it to use the differential
rating system, which will reduce costs and remove
administrative burdens, therefore benefiting ratepayers
of the city of Melbourne.
The bill also provides that the highest differential rate
will not be more than twice the lowest differential rate.
It sounds confusing, but I think it is relatively
straightforward. In fact it highlights the great
differences between the NAV rating system and the
CIV rating system, which is more widely used
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throughout most councils. The bill gives the City of
Melbourne the flexibility to set those differential rates
without the expense of going cap in hand to
government to get an order of the Governor in Council
and placing all those issues in the Government Gazette.
We are sure this will save money and resources for the
City of Melbourne and its ratepayers and that the
process will be much crisper and simpler when the
council goes to putting differential rates in place.
In preparing for this bill I could not help but think about
the hundreds of councillors across Victoria who are
beavering away for their communities for not a lot of
money. There is no doubt in the minds of The Nationals
that our councillors do this totally for community
benefit. It is a time-consuming task, particularly with
today’s rules and regulations and myriad red tape that
we all must work through, particularly our councils. As
it is the government that is closer to the community
than any other tiers of government in Australia —
which, of course, are the state and commonwealth
governments — it is certainly a time-consuming task.
When you look at our councils and how they operate
nowadays you can see that the mayor’s job is full time.
I have observed very closely the seven councils in the
electorate that I share with the Honourable Damian
Drum, and I know the mayors work very hard. I believe
it is a full-time job. I think those councillors and mayors
do a great job, and I think the councils do too. We in
The Nationals are able to, as I am sure most other
members are able to, work very closely with our
councils. That is not saying that we always agree with
them every inch of the way; but if we do not, we work
all the issues through with them. I have found that you
only have to pick up the phone to get straight through to
the decision-makers and work through some of the
issues that might be of concern for us to the betterment
of everyone.
One of the better parts of our job as state
parliamentarians is to be able to sit down with those
community people, our councillors, who are all
working in the best interests of our community — who
are all beavering away, as I said before — and work
through how best we as state government
representatives can work with our local government
representatives to get the best deals for our
communities. In talking about differential rates I say
that there is no doubt about the agony and the hard
work and soul-searching our councils go through when
they set their rates, as most of them have done just a
while ago. It is a tough job. I think it is doubly tough
when you see state governments cost-shift onto our
councils; they give them a job with a bit of assistance
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and then take the assistance away. So it is a difficult job
for our councils when they are setting the rates.
When I think of rates I also think of valuations, as I
know that the rates are connected to valuations and that
they link up in the process of setting rates. I note that
many of the councils we speak to are now concerned
about the fact that valuations have to be set on a
two-year cycle. No doubt at the time people thought
that was a good idea as it was a catch-up process to
ensure that the councils did not drag too far behind in
the change of valuations throughout the municipalities.
But it is now seen to be an unnecessary burden on our
councils.
While we are talking about things such as rates and
valuations and all those issues councils wrestle with
from time to time, it is a good time for the Bracks
government to have a good look at this process of
valuations — just to see how efficient it is and to do a
cost-benefit analysis on it if it likes. Most of the
councils we deal with would not agree to going back to
the six-year cycle which we had before. Most of them
believe that somewhere in that three or four-year
bracket would be an acceptable process to get some
equity into the system and save them some time,
resources and money. I think it would be a good idea if
the Bracks government looked at that and consulted
with the councils. I am not as familiar with the
metropolitan councils, but I certainly know that the
ones in country Victoria would welcome that sort of
consultative process.
I will conclude my contribution on this bill by wishing
the City of Melbourne good fortune with the more
flexible rating system it will enjoy when this bill goes
through the house and is proclaimed. We are sure it will
save on costs, resources and certainly time. It should be
able to better reflect an equitable rate base across the
city of Melbourne for city of Melbourne ratepayers.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have
pleasure in speaking on this brief but very important
City of Melbourne (Amendment) Bill. At the outset I
have to say that this is to do with my own electorate.
Part of my electorate covers the residential area of
Southbank, and the city of Melbourne also goes down
to the Fishermans Bend part of my electorate. I have to
say that the people at Southbank and the people at
Fishermans Bend, who have very different needs and
objectives, are very happy with the way in which the
City of Melbourne operates.
The people of the industrial area are very pleased with
the marketing aspect of the City of Melbourne. They
want it to be seen as a viable and vital industrial area,
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and the City of Melbourne is very good at marketing
Victoria and Melbourne as a very good place to do
business. Those at the industrial parks et cetera down
there tell me that they are very pleased with what the
City of Melbourne is doing.
If you drive down there and have a look, you can see
some excellent buildings. In fact recently I was at the
Toyota building, which is a state-of-the-art building. I
would like to put on the record right now that as far as
Toyota is concerned it has an excellent relationship
with the local arts community; it has an art gallery there
which is for the community. It is a very good use of
space, and I commend it for doing that.
I would also like to say at the outset of my contribution
that I am a resident of the city of Melbourne and I know
the Melbourne City Council is responsible for parks
within our area. I would like to put on the record that,
particularly with Fawkner Park, the council could be
doing a little better.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — No, Fawkner Park
needs additional help and support. There has been a
public meeting recently about the development, and
people have written to me and come to see me about
the importance of Fawkner Park and of reminding the
City of Melbourne that Fawkner Park was set out as a
European park and should not be replanted with a
whole range of Australian natives, lovely as they are.
This particular park’s whole approach is European. I
see Mr Pullen, who is a good cricketer, is here. A lot of
cricket is played in Fawkner Park, and I am sure he has
played and umpired there.
The City of Melbourne is very keen to see this bill
passed. It enables the Melbourne City Council to set a
differential rate, which every other council in Victoria
enjoys the ability to do. Currently the City of
Melbourne has to publish annually in the Government
Gazette. This is an administrative nightmare which the
council would like to see clarified and cleaned up. This
bill goes a long way to sorting out these administrative
nightmares for the City of Melbourne.
I will not go through the detail of what is involved here
as far as the net annual valuations and capital
improvement values are concerned, because — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — As I have just been
given some additional time, I would now like to go
through what the current situation is and why it is
important that the City of Melbourne has an
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opportunity to come into line with what else is
happening and to outline the safeguards in this bill.
Since 1994 the Melbourne City Council has applied
differential rates to land subject to the net annual
valuation. Currently, as I said, it needs Governor in
Council approval to change the differential rates, and
the order has to be published in the Government
Gazette on an annual basis, which is administratively
cumbersome. Currently the net annual valuation must
not be more than twice the lowest differential rate. The
municipal districts rating system, which is the system
for all other councils in this state, operates on the capital
improved value, and the highest differential rate must
not be more than four times the lowest differential rate.
Melbourne City Council currently applies net annual
valuation, not capital improved value. The reason for
this is that 75 per cent of Melbourne City Council’s
rates come from commercial rentals. As I explained,
this is part of my electorate. The City of Melbourne
gets rates from the commercial rental areas of
Fishermans Bend and other parts of the city. Residential
properties account for 25 per cent of rates. The equation
for the City of Melbourne is that commercial rates are
currently 5.77 per cent and residential rates are 5 per
cent, which is a differential of 1.1 to 1.2, which is
therefore 15 per cent. If this sounds complicated, it is
because it is complicated.
The City of Melbourne wants to see this issue
addressed. It wants to know that it can deal with this
simply without having to go to the Governor in
Council. It wants to be in line with everyone else. It is
very happy to have the safeguards in place. As my
colleague the Honourable John Vogels said, the City of
Melbourne has a very high calibre of professionalism.
The current Lord Mayor, John So, is a very good
advocate for Victoria and Melbourne. As we go into the
Commonwealth Games, Victoria — and particularly
Melbourne — will be a centrepiece and a showpiece. It
has been very interesting to see the state government
pressuring the City of Melbourne into providing more
and more funds to make certain that the
Commonwealth Games are on time and on budget. I
hope it does not get squeezed any further, because that
will end up putting additional pressure on those of us
who are ratepayers. However, the City of Melbourne
has been more than happy to contribute to the success
of the Commonwealth Games. I know John So and his
team have been working very hard to make quite
certain that Victoria, and Melbourne in particular, will
be remembered well into the future.
As I said, people in my electorate, including in the
residential areas along St Kilda Road, around Punt
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Road, up through the Domain and in Southbank,
including the Fishermans Bend area, are very pleased
with the amenities and services the City of Melbourne
provides. I am pleased we have a chance in this bill to
make life for the City of Melbourne simpler. I hope this
bill goes a long way to helping it save on its
administration costs.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I rise
to speak in support of the City of Melbourne
(Amendment) Bill. The City of Melbourne plays a very
important role in Victoria. It provides many world-class
services for Victoria as well as for our international
guests. The City of Melbourne has improved a lot of
things — many buildings and apartments have been
built and many people are now living in the city. We
see many high-rise apartments around Melbourne.
People are now interested in living, working and
investing in Melbourne.
The state government regards the interests of the City
of Melbourne as important. In the past the government
has assisted the City of Melbourne with things such as
the mayoral allowance, councillors’ allowances, the
wharf, elections and many other things. Not long ago
the government ensured that the Docklands area
became part of the city of Melbourne. There is potential
to go further. The Melbourne City Council has done a
wonderful job in marketing Melbourne and bringing
more benefits to the city, which is why members of this
place are speaking in support of the amendments. Quite
often I see councillors when I attend functions. I also
see how hard they work for the city.
There is a lot of interest in this important bill. It gives
power to the City of Melbourne to apply differential
rates within its municipal district, notwithstanding the
fact that it does not use the capital improved value
system of land valuation. We know that Melbourne
property values increased rapidly over the last five
years as the market boomed. People talk about the
increases in rates and how many residents now pay
more than they did previously because the value of their
land has increased. In the city of Maribyrnong, where I
am a resident, people complain that the city collects a
lot of money. It is not that it collects a lot of money, but
the value of land has increased and people have to pay
on the current market value, which is sometimes 10 per
cent more and sometimes 50 per cent more. Even
elderly people who receive a pension pay on market
value. It is of concern to the community that rates due
to the city council are judged on market value.
This bill amends section 28 of the City of Melbourne
Act to provide that the City of Melbourne may apply
differential rates. This will help the councillors to do
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their job for the ratepayers. In conclusion, I support the
bill before the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank honourable members on both sides
of the chamber for their contributions to the debate. I
wish the bill a speedy passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

ENERGY LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 May; motion of
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources).
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — It is a
pleasure to speak on this bill, which is an omnibus bill
in the sense that it deals with four unconnected matters.
The first part is the usual legislation that is brought to
this place by this government so often, clearing up the
mess made in a previous bill. In May last year the
government introduced legislation designed to clarify
the safety regimes that could be put in place under the
electricity safety management scheme submitted by
network operators. The second-reading speech of the
bill before the house today says:
Clause 3 of the bill amends the Electricity Safety Act to
clarify the level of safety to be provided by electricity safety
management schemes submitted ….

Why do we need to clarify it when the government
amended this provision in May last year? The answer is
that it got it wrong, which was pointed out to the
government by the distributors.
The distributors made the point that what they were
looking for was some certainty, and rather than it being
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a situation where they had to comply with both the
letter of the law and their management scheme, what
they needed was the capacity for their electrical safety
management schemes to be practical. Clause 3 inserts
the definition:
‘“practicable”, in sections 111 and 119, means practicable
having regard to —
(a) the severity of the hazard or risk …
(b) the state of knowledge …
(c) the availability and suitability of ways to remove or
mitigate the hazard or risk; and
(d) the cost of removing or mitigating the hazard or
risk …

We support this sensible amendment. It is a pity that we
did not get it right the first time last time, but we are
delighted now that the scheme has been amended by
the government so there will now be provided some
clarity and certainty for electrical distributors in this
matter, particularly because we all know how important
it is to have safety in all matters to do with the
generation, distribution and use of electricity, and
indeed of gas.
I turn to clause 5 of the bill, again an unexceptional
provision, that amends section 205 of the Gas Industry
Act. This is very much a minor amendment.
Section 205 of the act states that there must be a review
of VENCorp and that:
(1) The Minister must cause a review of this Part to be
undertaken in 2007 by the ACCC or another person
nominated by the Minister.

Section 205(2) says that it should be completed by
31 December 2007. Why it is in the act that it had to be
done in 2007 beats me. The amendment takes out 2007
which means that we can start it tomorrow if we want
to, or more likely start it next year, but in any case we
can get the preliminary work done and under way in a
sensible manner as long as it reports by 31 December
2007. This, as I said, is unexceptional and acceptable to
us — or should I say ‘asseptable’ as Super Nanny
would. We support that minor change to the act.
The third amendment to the bill are amendments to the
Fuel Emergency Act 1997 to ensure there is some
capacity for there to be a longer period for emergencies
rather than just seven days. What happened in the most
recent time when these powers were used was during
the briquette problem last year, or maybe it was the
year before, in that there was a problem in relation to
the use of briquettes by hospitals so we needed to use
the powers of the act for that purpose. What was
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apparent was that we had to have these powers in place
longer than seven days, but we did not have the
capacity to do it. Now the legislation enables the period
to be three months. What we were advised in the
briefing, for which I thank the minister and his advisers,
was that it will be set at the most appropriate time. It
will not be set longer than it needs to be, and if they
think it will be over in a fortnight or three weeks they
will set it for a fortnight or three weeks and will be
reported obviously in the Government Gazette, so we
believe this is another sensible amendment which is
acceptable to us.
That leaves us to deal with the fourth part of the bill —
this government’s love affair with wind farms and the
capacity for there to be some rating schemes put in
place by local councils in order to see some balance, I
think would be the government’s argument, in relation
to raising rates on land where generation takes place.
The minister would well know that for a long time a
system has been in place whereby there have been
agreements between Latrobe Valley generators and
councils over what rates they would pay. What is now
sought is some mechanism to extend the payment of
ex gratia payments by Latrobe Valley generators to
other generators of a different type, notably wind.
What is required is to amend section 94 of the
Electricity Industry Act which deals with the rateability
of certain property. I recommend honourable members
read the section because it says:
(3) The Loy Yang B land is rateable land and an agreement
under section 27 of the Loy Yang B Act 1992 in force
immediately … has effect …
(4) Despite anything in the Local Government Act 1989 —
(a) a generation company or an associated entity …
that is liable to pay rates in respect of land used for
generation … may, instead of paying rates in
respect of that land, elect by notice in writing given
to the relevant council to pay amounts agreed or
determined under sub-section (5) …

We had a system in place for that. What then happened
was the government decided that it needed to find a
mechanism for resolving the issue of different sizes of
wind farms of generating capacities. We have very
large generators in the Latrobe Valley and they are
paying substantial amounts of funds to councils at the
moment, but we needed a system that would put in
place some sort of rating system for smaller wind
farms. The Minister for Local Government and the
Minister for Energy Industries and Resources appointed
an independent panel in August 2004 under
section 220A of the Local Government Act which
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undertook a review of various aspects of the current
rates administration.
As is the wont of this government, it claimed that it
consulted widely and made recommendations which it
considered and which it then later adopted in April
2005. The legislation that is before us is putting into
effect those particular recommendations that were made
in the local government review.
It is worth pointing out that the paper contained a chart
which showed what was currently being paid at the
present time. Page 27 shows that Loy Yang A’s
payment in 2004–05 was anticipated to be
$1.75 million; Hazelwood, just over $1 million;
Yallourn W, just over $1 million; Loy Yang B,
$923 000; Newport D, $335 000; Jeeralang, $56 000;
Valley Power, $124 000; Kiewa, $111 000; Dartmouth,
$32 000; Eildon and Rubicon, $44 000; Bairnsdale,
$150 000; and Toora, $77 000. The proposal that has
been put in place is that there be a minimum flag fall
rate and then a per megawatt hour amount would be
charged according to the size of the generating
capacity. In this chart there are a number of different
arrangements showing what might happen in some or
all of these particular circumstances.
The government now says:
Following extensive consultations the independent panel
recommended a standard methodology for annual payments
by generators in lieu of council rates of $40 000 plus $900 per
megawatt of rated capacity with discounts for generators
operating at low capacity.

This is the new scheme that has been brought forward
by the government. One could assert that it has a
number of idiosyncrasies about it. If you look at the
recommendations the government accepted, you find
that the first recommendation was:
Electricity generators should continue to have an option … to
be able to elect not to pay rates … and to make payments in
lieu of rates under specific provisions …

This was an accepted recommendation. The
government has, as I said, brought in the $40 000 plus
$900 indexed. It has given effect to panel
recommendations that:
Discounts on the payment figure should apply to generators
operating at low capacity:
a 50 per cent discount should apply to generators
operating at less than 10 per cent capacity;
a 25 per cent discount should apply for generators
operating at between 10 and 20 per cent of capacity.

When we are at the committee stage we will be asking
the minister some questions about the discount
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capacity, particularly in relation to, for example, why
there has not been recognition of the wind energy
35 per cent capacity factor. Of course recognition has
been given to the others I have just mentioned which
have reduced capacity. We all know that wind’s
capacity is not extensive, although some people claim
otherwise, but one would have thought that there was a
capacity here for the minister to have considered
diverging slightly from the recommendations made to
him by the panel and to have considered the position of
wind farms, given that he is such a great supporter of
this form of energy. While it has its place, we on this
side of the house do not believe it is the panacea for the
energy problems that face this state at the moment.
As an aside one might mention that there has been
considerable discussion within the Labor Party recently
about the use of nuclear fuel. We were very much
interested to see the comments from Bob Carr in New
South Wales, Anthony Albanese of course and
Mr Garrett, who talked about whether or not nuclear
fuel was an issue. What we do know is that wind is a
notoriously unreliable source of power. On this side of
the house we know that the Labor Party is struggling
with its long-held opposition to nuclear power. We look
forward to following the debate in the days ahead.
We will of course be talking about whether or not this
particular scheme in the legislation before the house
today discriminates against the wind farms on the
ground that their capacity is not huge.
The fourth recommendation put in place is that:
Notwithstanding this payment value —

referred to in the last two —
generators and local government should be able to reach
mutually acceptable agreements, on whatever terms and
conditions are acceptable to the parties …

In other words, they can have a negotiation, they can
have some argy-bargy.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Another one for Super
Nanny?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — ‘Asseptable’?
Hon. Andrea Coote — No, argy-bargy.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Probably, but at this
rate if you keep interjecting you will be on the naughty
chair!
Recommendation 5 of the panel was that:
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Any existing agreements on foot should continue for the
terms specified in that agreement …

Recommendation 6 of the panel relates to the
arbitration agreement, and it details how this can and
should take place. Again this in itself is not an
exceptional clause. We now have a situation where
alternative three — $900 per megawatt with a
$40 000 base and discounts for the small wind
generators — has estimated payments to be made in
2006, and it measures the amount of increase in dollars
from last year. Under this scheme Loy Yang’s rates
would go up by $91 000. Hazelwood, which seems to
be in the gun with this government at every twist and
turn, would be slugged an extra $411 000. These four
blokes are being done over big time by the government
in relation to coal in the environment effects statement
(EES), and of course they have also recently been hit by
this massive doubling of the coal royalty they now have
to pay in order for the government to pretend it is doing
some work in the environmental area of drying coal.
Yallourn’s bill will go up by $276 000 and Jeeralang’s
by $174 000. Bairnsdale’s will come down and Toora’s
will come down. Toora’s bill will come down because
at the moment it is actually paying rates according to
the rating scheme rather than according to the new
$40 000 plus 900 megawatts. If you look at this, the
first $40 000 is the base because this is such a small
wind farm. While it is grateful to get the $18 000
back — I am sure it is grateful for any relief it can get
from the rapacious hands of this government or the
councils that surround it — this is an interesting system,
with a base of $40 000.
We think this whole scheme is a bit harebrained. It has
not been particularly well thought out. As I said earlier,
the ministers in question are hiding behind the panel
report rather than thinking about what is the best way of
doing this. To claim that this is simply applying the
formula is to fly in the face of reality. I know the
councils believe they have been dudded, I know the big
generators believe they have been dudded and I
understand the smaller generators think they have been
dudded. In these circumstances one wonders why this
minister, who is so capable in so many ways, has
allowed this to happen. The only thing I can say is that
unfortunately the Minister for Local Government seems
to have got her claws into the legislation. Rather than
this being a purist piece of legislation from the Minister
for Energy Industries and Resources it has been
tampered with by the money-grubbing, rapacious
members of the government who believe that every
time they can grab a buck they should do so as quick as
they can.
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We do not oppose this legislation in general. We think
it is appropriate that generators do pay money to
councils but we think there needs to be some certainty
and some fairness. We are not at all sure the regime in
front of us does that, and we look forward to going
through the legislation inch by inch with the minister in
the committee stage, which I am sure will be long,
lively and robust. I point out again that we do not
oppose this legislation — we support three parts of it,
the three bits I dealt with first — but we do not believe
that this piece of legislation, as it deals with wind farm
rating systems, is anything like what the government
tries to describe as a rating certainty for councils and
energy generators. I look forward to the committee
stage of the bill, which I presume will take place after
the dinner break.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — This bill is
described in the second-reading speech as an omnibus
energy bill. It is in that it amends four different acts, all
of which relate to various forms of energy. As
Mr Forwood said, three of these areas are relatively
minor, and The Nationals join the opposition in not
opposing any of those parts of the bill. However, the
fourth area is a major policy area and The Nationals
cannot support it. Such is the strength of our opposition
to that component of the legislation that we will be
opposing the bill outright, and I will elaborate further
on our reasons for doing so during my contribution.
I will deal firstly with the three minor issues that are not
in contention so far as we are concerned. The first of
those is in clause 3 of the bill, which amends the
Electricity Safety Act. Essentially the clause clarifies
the process whereby distributors have their electricity
safety management schemes approved. I was advised at
the briefing on the bill that what is proposed is the
practice in place at this stage, so it purely clarifies the
legality of having those electricity safety management
schemes approved. We have no problem with that. The
second area of the bill which is not in contention is
clause 5, which amends the Gas Industry Act. That will
simply enable the review of VENCorp to be started in
2006 rather than 2007. Again that is purely a machinery
amendment with which we have no problems.
The third area of the bill that is also not in contention is
clause 6, which makes amendments to the Fuel
Emergency Act. That will simply enable the time
allowed for declarations under the act to be in force for
more than one week and up to three months in length.
Again we have no difficulty with that. Mr Forwood
mentioned the most recent example of that, where a fire
at Energy Bricks in the Latrobe Valley stopped the
production of briquettes. Provisions within the Fuel
Emergency Act were enacted to ensure that those who
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needed the remaining briquettes from the supply that
was available got them first
That emergency declaration had to be made week after
week until such time as the problem was resolved. This
amendment to the act will simply mean that we can
have a longer declaration of up to three months where
there is a crisis in a particular fuel. We have no
problems with that.
Clause 4 contains a substantial issue of policy.
Essentially this clause facilitates the new guidelines for
how payment in lieu of rates can be made by electricity
generators and how that will be determined. I want to
spend some time on that, because that is the issue of
contention, and we strongly oppose what is being
proposed in respect of this matter. How we arrive at a
new arrangement for facilitating the rating
arrangements with power generators in this state is
somewhat obscure, and you have to trek through a fair
bit of information to find out exactly what is being
proposed. I will quote clause 4, which states: (1) For
section 94(6) of the Electricity Industry Act 2000
substitute —
“(6) In determining an amount required to be paid under
sub-section (5), an arbitrator must have regard to
any methodology prescribed by an Order under
sub-section (6A).
(6A) The Governor in Council may, by Order published
in the Government Gazette, prescribe a
methodology for determining amounts payable
under sub-section (5).

The rest of clause 4 gives some definitional
arrangements. The essential part of the clause allows
the government of the day to prescribe by order in
council a new scheme for the rating of power
generators in the state. The bill is silent on the
methodology that is being proposed, so one needs to go
to the second-reading speech to find out exactly what is
being proposed, and then once again you only get a
broad outline. The second-reading speech gives some
background to the review of the rating arrangements for
electricity generators that was put in place in — I
think — August of last year by the Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources and the Minister for Local
Government. On this particular matter the speech says:
This amendment to the Electricity Industry Act 2004 will
allow for implementation, by order in council, of the panel’s
recommendations as to a revised benchmark methodology.
The benchmark is based on a payment per megawatt of
installed capacity, with a stepped payment schedule and
discounts for generators operating at low capacity factors.

So once again the detail of the proposed methodology is
just broadly described. If you want to look at exactly
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what is being proposed, then you have to go to the
panel’s report itself.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That is why we have a
report.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Exactly. What I am saying is
that it is rather obscure; it is difficult to find out exactly
what is being proposed, and it is a bit of a trek through
all this information. I had to go through three
documents to find out exactly what is being proposed; it
is certainly not in the bill.
The final recommendations of the report, which were
put in place last year by the Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources and the Minister for Local
Government, were only recently reported. Page 3(iii)
lists the final recommendations, and I will quote them
in the context of the arguments I will put about them. I
will just say that the government has supported each of
these recommendations.
The first recommendation states:
Electricity generators should continue to have an option,
under the Electricity Industry Act, to be able to elect not to
pay rates under the Local Government Act, and to make
payments in lieu of rates under specific provisions.

And I totally support that. The second recommendation
states:
Payments in lieu of rates should be based on $40 000 plus
$900 per megawatt of rated capacity — both in June 2005
values and to be indexed annually to the Melbourne consumer
price index.

This is a uniform methodology applying to all
generators, and it is described as that in the report —
and that is an issue I will argue in a short while. The
third recommendation states:
Discounts on the payment figures should apply to generators
operating at low capacity:
a 50 per cent discount should apply to generators
operating at less than 10 per cent capacity;
a 25 per cent discount should apply for generators
operating at between 10 and 20 per cent of capacity.

The fourth recommendation states:
Notwithstanding this payment value, generators and local
government should be able to reach mutually acceptable
agreements on whatever terms and conditions are acceptable
to the parties.

The fifth recommendation states:
Any existing agreement should continue for the term
specified in that agreement.
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And finally:
If parties are unable to reach agreement, then arbitration is to
occur, taking into account the above basis. In addition, the
arbitrator may also consider other issues presented by the
parties which may be relevant, including but not limited to:
the age of the relevant generator, where this can be
shown to have a demonstrable effect on the efficiency of
its output; and
the impacts of the generator on the local area, both
positive and negative, again where it can be shown these
impacts should have material effect on the proposed
payment level.

So within those recommendations from the panel’s
report lies what clause 4 is all about. They give us an
idea of what is going to be proposed by way of order in
council.
The next thing I want to talk about is the impact of
those recommendations on the rates currently paid by
some generators and the payment in lieu currently paid
by some generators, and they are contained on page 27
of the report, which lists the electricity generators in
Victoria — coal, gas, hydro and wind generators. It lists
their current payments and the payments they will make
under three alternative scenarios suggested in this
report. I will only look at alternative three, which is the
one the panel finally recommended and the one the
government ultimately adopted. It is interesting to look
at some of the patterns in this table. Under this
proposed order in council each of the coal generators,
Loy Yang A, Hazelwood, Yallourn W and Loy
Yang B, will be required to pay significantly more
money by way of local government rates.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Prior to the dinner break I was
commenting on the acts that will be amended by the
Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
and I indicated to the house that The Nationals were
opposing this piece of legislation. I was beginning to
establish the arguments as to why we are opposing it,
spelling out the fact that the provisions, particularly
those of clause 4 with the proposed new rating
arrangements for electricity generators, were certainly
very objectionable to us and will cause us to vote
against the bill in its entirety.
I had also spoken about the recommendations made by
the panel appointed by the Minister for Local
Government and the Minister for Energy Industries and
Resources and their report which was published in
December last year, Local Government (Rating
Arrangements under the Electricity Industry Act 2000)
Review Panel. In particular I was beginning to draw the
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chamber’s attention to the table on page 27 of that
report and the patterns contained therein. I was about to
make the point that if you look at all the coal generators
in this state — that is, Loy Yang A, Hazelwood,
Yallourn W and Loy Yang B, you would notice that
each of those is proposed to pay a significant increase
on the rates they have been paying to date. Loy Yang A
will be paying just under $2 million in rates to Latrobe
City Council — that is, an increase of $91 000.
Hazelwood power station will be paying almost
$1.5 million in rates per year, an increase of $411 000,
almost a 50 per cent increase, that it is being asked to
pay under these proposals. Yallourn W will pay rates
that represent an increase of $276 000; whereas
Loy Yang B will pay just under $1 million, an increase
of $17 000.
It is interesting to note that Latrobe council will collect
rate revenue from those four brown coal generators in
the order of around $6 million per year, which is a
pretty significant amount of money. Currently it
receives around $5 million. Latrobe council would like
to be rated differently from what is proposed here; it
would like to be collecting about $7 million, but it will
be collecting about $6 million. It is a significant
increase in rate revenue that will be collected by
Latrobe City Council with respect to its brown coal
generators.
Further, if you look at the patterns of the gas power
stations, you see that Jeeralang gas power station will
be paying rates that represent an increase of $174 000;
Valley Power will pay rates that represent an increase
of $31 000; and Bairnsdale, which is a gas-fired power
station and is the only actual fossil fuel generator, will
pay rates that represent a decrease of $38 000. The
three hydro power stations under that table, Kiewa,
Dartmouth, and Eildon and Rubicon, will also pay
significantly more in local rates under these
provisions — Kiewa, $50 000 extra, Dartmouth,
$99 000 extra, and Eildon and Rubicon $78 000 extra.
These are significant amounts of money, particularly
given the fact that those hydro power stations have a
capacity factor of only something like 15 per cent,
which is the figure used in this table. Surely if this
government were really trying to promote the use of
renewable energy one might think it would be more
sympathetic to the hydro-electricity generators than it
appears to be under this proposal.
I will go to the final four, the wind generators that we
have operating in Victoria at the moment. I particularly
want to mention Challicum Hills and also Codrington.
They were our first two wind generators — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — No, the first was Toora.
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Hon. P. R. HALL — Toora, I beg your pardon.
Following Toora they were the next two. Certainly both
of them were bigger than the Toora wind power station.
Both of those power stations are yet to pay rates to their
local municipality.
If I were a constituent of one of those local government
areas, I would feel outraged that they have yet to pay
any rates whatsoever. In the last financial year Toora
made a payment of $77 000 in rate revenue to the South
Gippsland Shire Council. The Portland wind farm is
proposed, so it is not listed and has not paid any rates to
date. Interestingly the Toora power station paid $77 000
in the last financial year and under these proposals it
will pay $59 000 a year in rates — a fairly significant
reduction of $18 000. The patterns are interesting.
Under these proposals we will see brown coal
generators, hydro power stations and most gas power
stations paying significantly more in rate revenue but it
seems that the wind generators will be getting a further
handout from the government with a reduced rate
payment every year.
This report and its recommendations, which the
government has accepted and now proposes to
implement, have made very few people happy. The
brown coal generators are not happy. The councils are
not happy, particularly the City of Latrobe, the Shire of
South Gippsland and some of the others that have made
comment on the panel’s report. They are certainly not
happy with the recommendations proposed there. My
constituents in South Gippsland are not happy that the
Toora wind farm is being given a further bonus by way
of reduced rates. All that leads The Nationals to say that
we cannot support it.
What do we think about these things? I believe the
panel erred in trying to find a solution that suits all. I
believe there is sufficient cause and reason to show that
we should have had a different rating structure for
brown coal-powered generators and wind and other
renewable energy generators. I want to go through the
reasons I believe there should be a two-tiered rating
system that treats each type of facility differently. First I
turn to brown coal generators. They have been around
in the Latrobe Valley since the 1920s and 1930s when
the first brown coal-fired power stations were brought
on line.
It is worth mentioning that initially those brown coal
generators did not pay any rates at all until the Kennett
government introduced provisions that required them to
make a payment in lieu of rates. Most were still
publicly owned at that time. The Kirner government
had brought in Loy Yang B and sold it to private
interests — the first privately owned generator was
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established under the previous Labor government —
but even those in public ownership were required to
make a payment in lieu of rates under reforms
introduced by the Kennett government. That is a bit of
the history about brown coal generators, how long they
have been around and when they first started paying
rates.
The brown coal generators have been the base for
economic growth and employment in the whole
Latrobe Valley region. They have provided a very
significant community benefit over the time they have
been established. I also make the point that the land
values around the brown coal generation area are well
established. We have not seen large fluctuations in land
value purely as a result of an expansion of some of the
brown coal generators; essentially they have had little
impact on the neighbouring land values in the Latrobe
Valley area. There is a difference between brown coal
generators and other types of generators because of the
valuations applied to the their infrastructure, which is
quite different from that of other industries. At this
point in time valuations have been taken on the
whole-plant value of a power station. If you look at
other industries, you see that valuations are taken on
capital improvements and the machinery within those
capital improvements is not counted as part of the
valuations. With brown coal power stations, the whole
unit — the generators themselves and the associated
infrastructure — is fully taken into consideration when
valuations are made, and consequently they are valued
differently to other industries in the area.
I make the comparison with wind power stations. I note
that this legislation now entrenches the term ‘wind
power stations’ By the effect of this bill the government
now considers wind farms, as they were called in the
past, to be wind power stations, grouping them with all
other forms of power stations. In response to the
argument that they should be treated differently, I say
firstly that they provide no local community benefit
whatsoever. There is no permanent employment
associated with wind farm developments and there is no
advantage in terms of security of supply for the local
area.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That is not true.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Theophanous says that is
not true. If you take a look at the Toora wind farm in
South Gippsland, there may be one person involved —
one permanent job arising out of the Toora wind
farm — but no more.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You said none.
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Hon. P. R. HALL — All right, let us say I was
wrong, let us say there is only one permanent job being
created — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — There might be two or
three.
Hon. P. R. HALL — There are not two or three, at
best there is one permanent job being created from the
establishment of the Toora wind farm. Compare that
with the brown coal power stations, where many
hundreds of permanent jobs are created. Brown coal
power stations therefore have a much bigger long-term
impact on the local economy.
Secondly, wind power stations devalue the land around
them. Neighbouring land values have fallen. The
valuations applied by the Shire of South Gippsland to
neighbouring properties to the wind farms at Toora
have shown a decrease in their valuation. Consequently
the local shire is picking up less in terms of rate revenue
from those neighbouring properties. Wind power
stations have devalued land on which they sit and the
land around them. The third point I make is that wind
power stations have stifled economic growth in their
local areas. If you talk to the real estate agents in the
Foster and Toora areas, you will note that the number
of property sales around the locations of that existing
wind farm and the proposed wind farm at Dollar have
virtually ceased because people do not like to buy land
around wind farms. The same applies to the building of
houses: where houses were proposed to be built on land
around those wind farms those plans have been put on
hold because people do not wish to live near wind
power stations. I claim that the presence of wind power
stations stifles economic growth, unlike brown coal
power stations, which enhance economic growth.
Fourthly, wind power stations have introduced a range
of new local environmental negatives, particularly in
terms of landscape values. The imposition of these
110 metre-high towers on the landscape has detracted
from the area. There are noise issues associated with
people living alongside these wind power stations, as
well as blade glitter and bird kills. Environmental issues
of that nature have detracted from the amenity of the
local areas. They should be treated differently because
they are different bodies. To try to make up a formula
that adequately fits both types of generation facilities is
impossible, and that is why we have discontent being
expressed by councils and brown coal generators
saying that this proposed system is simply not fair.
Interestingly we do not hear any objections from the
wind developers. They think it is great, because they
are getting a reduction under the scheme being put
forward by this amendment bill.
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How can we possibly support legislation that gives a
further handout to wind farm operators and places an
additional burden on coal generators — and indeed
places additional burdens on most of the gas generators
and all of the hydro generators in Victoria? That simply
does not make sense. As I said, it has not pleased too
many people. You only have to look at the comments in
the Latrobe Valley Express of Monday, 9 May, and the
views expressed by the City of Latrobe on the proposals
this amendment bill seeks to put in place. I quote from
the front page:
Last week’s decision has angered Latrobe city councillor,
Graeme Middlemiss, who believes the government did not
want to slug power stations with large increases in both the
coal levy and the council payments in one week.
‘It’s obvious that a fair rating system hasn’t been introduced
because of the increase of the coal levy’, Cr Middlemiss said.
‘But the coal levy was increased to benefit all Victoria … the
limit on rates in favour of the coal levy means the people of
Latrobe city are subsidising all of Victoria.’
He said he would urge council to request the state
government makes an annual payment out of the coal levy to
Latrobe city to cover the rates shortfall.

Graham Middlemiss is a good Labor man; if not the
current secretary, he is the former secretary of the
Gippsland Trades and Labor Council. Yet he is very
critical of his own Labor government because of the
fact that it put in place these proposed mechanisms
which limit what he believes should be collected by
Latrobe City Council from the brown coal generators,
and points the finger at this government for introducing
a further levy on brown coal generators in the last
budget, known as the brown coal levy. Consequently
what this government is doing is slugging the brown
coal industry twice by increasing the rates they will
now have to pay and also increasing the brown coal
royalties they have to pay. That is another reason why
we do not think that this is a fair system.
Latrobe council is not happy with it and the power
generators are not happy with it. I quote from the same
article of the Latrobe Valley Express of 9 May, this
time on page 4, which states:
… International Power Hazelwood … chief executive Dave
Quinn described the combined impact as ‘a very bitter pill to
swallow’.
‘It is worth reminding the community that the privatised
generators contribute tens of millions of dollars per year into
the local economy through contracts, wages, donations,
sponsorships and the very real and significant support that we
give to our community organisations’, he said.

We have similar comments of criticism from Joseph
Cullen, chief executive officer of South Gippsland
Shire Council, in the Star of 10 May, when he said:
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The gap between what we have been receiving at Toora and
what we can expect to receive is large enough, but when you
are talking about these bigger facilities —

he is talking about the new proposed wind farm at
Dollar in particular and the further one at Bald Hills —
the gap between CIV and what they are offering is
massive …
These turbines are worth upwards of $2 million each, so the
improvement to the land is significant.
… a further complicating factor was the discounts to be
offered on rates when output is less than 25 per cent of
capacity.
Who is going to monitor this and keep records? We certainly
couldn’t do it’ …

That brings me to one of the finer points that I want to
make in this contribution.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — The member has not
made any finer points so far.
Hon. P. R. HALL — We will hear from the
minister in reply, although I do not know whether it
will be worth it. Usually we do not hear much of any
substance from him.
I want to go to the last point Mr Cullen made about the
concessions that may be applied to facilities that
operated at less than 50 per cent capacity or less than
25 per cent capacity. The provisions proposed by this
amendment bill will give rate discounts if some
generators operate at lower than maximum output. It
goes back to a question I asked the Minister for Local
Government three weeks ago in this chamber about
who is going to monitor the output of some of the
renewable generators, particularly the wind farms in
South Gippsland. Who is going to monitor and record
whether they achieve a 35 per cent outcome, whether it
is 25 per cent or whether it is less than 25 per cent,
because obviously if they achieve less than 25 per cent
of their nominated capacity they are eligible for a
reduced rate payment. Who is going to monitor that?
I asked the Minister for Local Government because it
was she who published the report and the government’s
response to this panel and the minister indicated to me
in her answer to the question that she did not know that
detail and she would get back to me. Today, three
weeks later, I still have no response on that issue. That
further concerns us greatly in The Nationals, and it is
further reason why we are going to oppose this bill. I
can only assume from the minister’s non-response in
the three weeks since I asked the question that the
minister does not know. If the minister had an answer
for me, I am sure she would have given it to me in this
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three-week interval. I have not got an answer at this
point in time, the government does not know, it was
policy that was produced without it fully understanding
or working out the mechanics of how it is going to be
introduced. That is another substantial reason why we
are going to oppose it.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Does the minister want me to
repeat the question? I want to find out who is going to
monitor the actual output of generators, particularly
renewable generators, because if they are less than
50 per cent capacity, or if they are less than 25 per cent
capacity, they get a reduced rate. If one of the wind
farms generate less than the proposed 35 per cent that
this has been modelled on in the panel’s report, I want
to know who is actually going to report it, whether that
is going to be public information and how that is going
to be conveyed to local governments for the purpose of
striking a rate. That was the question I asked three
weeks ago and that was the question to which I still
have no response. I repeat: my assumption is the
government does not know the answer to the question;
it simply does not know how these rating agreements
are going to work. We are not prepared to support
something which we do not understand. I do not think
the government fully understands the agreements itself.
These proposals in the bill whereby brown coal
generators are further slugged and wind generators are
given another handout by this government are simply
not supportable. Further, the fact that hydro power
stations, particularly hydro plants that have been in
place for a long time in Victoria, have now been
required to pay increased interest rates simply does not
make any logical sense given that the government says
we should be encouraging renewable energy. For all of
those reasons we are going to oppose the bill. I look
forward to the minister attempting to at least provide an
answer to the question I have raised during the
committee stage of this debate.
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I am pleased to rise and
make a small contribution on the Energy Legislation
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill. This bill has been
referred to as an omnibus bill, whatever that is. I am
assuming it is a compilation of amendments to a
number of acts, including the Electricity Safety Act
1998, the Electricity Industry Act 2000, the Gas
Industry Act 2001 and the Fuel Emergency Act 1977.
The bill actually amends a number of provisions.
An honourable member — Four.
Mr SMITH — Sorry?

1365

The PRESIDENT — Order! Ignore the interjection;
the member was not in his place.
Mr SMITH — The only reason I did not, President,
is that I thought it was you trying to help me. I did not
realise it was Mr Forwood hiding in the corner over
there.
Clause 3 of the bill improves the management of safety
schemes. The amendments in this clause are necessary
to remove the uncertainty when electricity management
schemes are submitted by electricity distributors. In his
contribution to the debate Mr Forwood suggested that
there was something incompetent about the
amendments from the government insofar as there were
amendments so soon. I suggest this is a demonstration
of the government’s willingness to continuously
improve every facet of all legislation that it possibly
can, and it will always do that. Bills never last forever;
we all know that.
Clause 4 deals with the setting of council fees and the
establishment of an arbitrator for settling disputes that
may arise with regard to what fees ought to apply, as
opposed to rates. The difference is, of course, that the
traditional brown coal industry pays rates to the local
councils. It has been agreed by the parties that the wind
farm companies will pay a fee of some description to be
negotiated by the parties. As I understand it, they are all
happy with that system.
Clause 5 amends the Gas Industry Act, and clause 6
amends the Fuel Emergency Act. This amendment
extends the time the minister of the day has to ensure
supply of any type of fuel. As we know, when there are
crises in different parts of the fuel industry on occasion
the minister needs to intervene and ensure that the
public interest is served by ensuring supply. The
amendment extends the time that is allowed from one
week to three months. I think it is fair to say that that is
warranted and is not disputed by anyone.
The Nationals and the Independents have opposed this
bill in the Assembly and, as we have just heard, are
opposing it here as well. That is a bit disappointing, but
I suppose when you look at their whole strategy —
‘strategy’ might be taking it a bit too far — their actions
in opposing this and their on-the-ground scare tactics et
cetera, you would not expect anything else. The
Nationals in particular have been running a scare
campaign and have been scaremongering particularly in
the Latrobe Valley about devalued land and so on. They
are absolutely adamant that farms adjoining wind farms
will be significantly devalued. I have no doubt that
some ordinary residents or citizens would actually
believe this to be so when their representatives in
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Parliament were telling them that it is, which is
disappointing. In my view it is scurrilous of the
Nationals to constantly suggest to their constituents
down there that their properties are being devalued in
any way. There is absolutely no evidence to support
this, and it is just pathetic of them to continue with that
particular line. Again I suppose if you are as politically
desperate as The Nationals are at the moment you
would do anything and say anything for a headline.
That is all this is: just trying to grab a headline, and a
cheap headline at that. When it concerns ordinary
people, whether they be farmers or other working
people, it is even more damaging, in my view.
If they were serious they would be supporting this bill
on the basis of the extra money it will generate to local
councils. It is estimated that at $40 000 plus $900 per
megawatt et cetera the local councils down there would
generate, on an annual basis, something like an extra
$245 000. If you extrapolate that out to 20 years, you
are talking $6.5 million, $6.6 million or $6.7 million,
with inflation and so on. That is significant money for
local government in that particular area. Why would
they oppose that? It makes no sense; it is a
contradiction. They want local people to be looked after
by their councils and governments but do not want
anyone taxed and any resources provided for them to
do it.
There is no question in my mind that this is good
legislation. There has been some almost heated
consultation on the matter of whether or not the wind
industry should pay rates in the same way as the
traditional power industry. The local members down in
the area have been heavily involved in this particular
exercise, and as a result of the extensive
communication and consultations that have taken place
we now believe we have a system that is appealing to
all parties.
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relating to proclamations of emergency under the Fuel
Emergency Act 1977.
Obviously the part of the bill that has caused most
interest among members of the house is that which
refers to the rating arrangements under the Electricity
Industry Act 2000. Currently section 94 of the
Electricity Industry Act allows for generators not to pay
rates under the Local Government Act but to enter into
alternative arrangements. The uncertainty relating to
those alternative arrangements and the negotiations and
costs of legal and other financial advice had led to some
concern in the electricity industry and amongst local
governments. It was that lack of certainty which led the
government to review the rating arrangements for
generators, especially taking into account new
generators that are looking to establish in different
areas.
The government established an independent panel
which undertook a range of consultative processes to
invite different opinions and consideration of an
appropriate way forward for all parties. As a result the
independent panel put forward a new benchmark
methodology to strike a balance between the competing
demands of local government and generator businesses.
The method, which has been outlined by other
speakers, provides greater certainty for generators — be
they coal, gas or wind generators — while at the same
time protecting the revenue base for local governments.
We all have to admit that there has been widespread
concern amongst local governments that they have not
been getting a fair share of rate return from the
electricity industry, which of course is responsible for
considerable assets in our community.

In my humble opinion this is good legislation — so
good, in fact, that Tasmanian local governments are
appealing to the Tasmanian government to give them
the same system. That suggests to me that we must be
doing something right. All credit to the minister, of
course; he ought to be congratulated on it. I for one
congratulate the minister. This is good legislation. In
my view it deserves the support of the house.

What has been put forward by the independent panel,
which is reflected in the bill before the house tonight, is
a new benchmark methodology that provides for
greater consistency and creates a base for greater
growth for the electricity industry across Victoria,
because it provides uniformity. It provides uniformity
across councils in the methods being applied for
generators for payments in lieu of rates. The process
has been a good one, because it has involved local
governments, industry and the community. It has
involved a good assessment of the pertinent issues in
this debate.

Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I thank the house
for the opportunity to speak on this omnibus Energy
Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill. The bill
covers four areas. They are the safety management
schemes, the rating arrangements under the Electricity
Industry Act 2000, the timing for reviews under part 8
of the Gas Industry Act 2001 and the provisions

There has been opposition from The Nationals to the
proposals regarding rating arrangements, and there is
ongoing opposition from it regarding wind farms and
their place within the electricity industry of this state. It
is disappointing that The Nationals remain implacably
opposed to wind farms, a source of renewable energy
that can add to the flexibility of power sources in this
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state. Its members continue to talk down those wind
farms and promote a scare campaign without any
evidence of the problems they keep putting forward. I
have to admit that I am a strong supporter of wind
farms. They make a lot of sense to me and to a lot of
other people in the community who are growing
increasingly concerned about the problem of global
warming. Even the changes in climate and temperature
we seem to be experiencing in this state at this time —
at a time of year when we are normally heading into a
colder winter period — start to raise alarm bells with us
all. When Dr David Green, one of the energy advisers
to Tony Blair, the Prime Minister of the UK, was
visiting I asked him as an expert in renewable energy
who has been working in this field for many years — in
fact for decades — what is the most efficient renewable
energy source the community could use? His answer
was wind farms. His answer was in the context of a
long history of involvement in the renewable energy
sector — —
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The member has just
walked into the chamber. She has not been here
2 seconds and she is interjecting.
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Ms Hadden to
desist from interjecting. She has just walked into the
chamber and she starts interjecting. I ask her to desist
forthwith.
Ms ROMANES — The valuation of properties is a
questionable issue. It reminds me of the alarmists who
tried to say that heritage controls would affect the value
of their properties. There are many factors that affect
the value of properties at different times and in different
places over different periods. A direct connection
between heritage, wind farms, a construction, a factory
or a road will vary depending on the time, place and
period. It is not a foregone conclusion that wind farms
will devalue properties.

Hon. Bill Forwood — No wonder his name is
Green!

Ms Hadden — She has no idea; she is from
Brunswick.

Ms ROMANES — It is a good name for him, isn’t
it? As well as being in favour of wind farms because of
their benefit to the environment, I am one of the school
that sees them as visually beautiful — in fact, as
sculptural. They certainly leave the ugly electricity
poles and transformers that litter our streets, cities and
country roads far behind.

Ms ROMANES — In the early 1990s Brunswick
had the first wind generators installed and connected
interactively into the grid — the first in Australia. What
the government is doing here is looking at a consistent,
uniform scheme to rate wind farms across Victoria as
they should be rated.

Hon. P. R. Hall — I’ve got a lady who will see 20
of these out of her lounge room window.
Ms ROMANES — I say to Mr Hall that I have been
to Toora to look at them up close, and I still like them.
Many people find them very attractive. We all live with
very ugly electricity poles right outside our front
windows and doors and in our streets. I have also been
up close to listen to them. I had to get very close —
within a few metres — to hear any noise coming from
them. They are very quiet. If you compare that noise
with what is heard in suburban streets, cities and
country towns, the background noise pollution from
traffic, construction work, lawnmowers and aeroplanes
leaves a lot to be desired compared to the quiet hum of
wind generators. A country highway is hugely noisy by
comparison.
Mr Hall and other National Party speakers raised the
issue of the devaluing of properties. As we know — —
Ms Hadden interjected.

Hon. Bill Forwood — How were they connected?
Ms ROMANES — I am sure they were rated; they
were on the Brunswick electricity supply property.
They provided electricity into the grid and into the
CERES community farm. If the National Party were
really interested in protecting local government
revenues it would be supporting two proposed wind
farms in South Gippsland — Bald Hills and Dollar —
because on the basis of the formula of $900 per
installed megawatt and $40 000 as the base cost
together these wind farms would bring in increased
rates of almost $245 000 every year. Over a 20-year
project life that is almost $6.6 million extra for the
South Gippsland shire council.
This is an important bill which provides for a rating
base on which the electricity industry can grow and go
forward in Victoria. It is such a good scheme and
proposal that even local governments in Tasmania are
calling on the Tasmanian state government to follow
Victoria’s lead. I commend the minister and the
government on resolving this issue, which has up to
now injected considerable uncertainty into the
electricity industry. I commend the bill to the house.
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I want to make a few
points on the legislation. It has already been said that
there are bit parts to the bill, and I will not comment on
three of the parts because I do not think they are
controversial, but I will comment on some issues raised
about local council rates. To bring some sense back into
the debate I have to say that this is not a simple issue
and has never been an easy issue to deal with, going
back to the time of the Kennett administration when the
then government had to figure out how much base-load
generators should be charged in their local council
rates. In the end a decision was made that was
unsatisfactory from everyone’s point of view because
there was no real logic to it.
Hon. Bill Forwood — We based it on yours.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It was based on a
precedent, and there was not much logic associated
with it. One of the things I wanted to do in taking
responsibility for this was to bring some methodology
and logic to the rating issue. That is why we had an
independent review undertaken to examine these
aspects. I will go through each one because I think the
issues in relation to base-load power are different from
the others.
Let me make this point. I know that members have said
that people are unhappy about various aspects of the
bill. The thing about being in government and having to
create a balance is that sometimes the best result is
where everyone is a little unhappy and no-one is
completely happy. As Mr Hall pointed out, the
producers are not happy having to pay an extra $1
million in rates for their base-load generators. They
have made absolutely clear to me that they are not
happy about that. The local councils, on the other hand,
are also unhappy because they think $1 million is not
enough and they should be getting at least $2 million or
$3 million or possibly more. If you look at the
documentation you see that the amounts identified as
total revenue from these proposals go up from
$5 741 000 to $7 094 000. It is a significant increase in
revenue to councils, but if you adopted the Moyne
council proposal it would have resulted in an increase
of over $10 million. That may have made the councils
happier, but it would certainly have made the
generators very unhappy, so this was a balanced
approach. At the minimum, if you think about it
carefully, $1 million extra in rates for the base-load
generators is not an unreasonable increase. It is a
balanced response, although you may argue about the
methodology that brings it to that point.
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I want to make one other point about base-load
generation and why I think this methodology is so
much better than other models that have been proposed.
This goes to the point made by Mr Forwood about
Hazelwood having to pay an extra $400 000 whereas
Loy Yang A pays a significantly lower amount — I
think $91 000 — extra. Mr Forwood may want to think
about this, because it actually reflects the different type
of approach going from the previous system to the
current system. The approach of the previous system
was based on capital value, and Hazelwood has a lower
capital value — it is an older power station — than Loy
Yang A, and that is reflected in the higher rating which
Loy Yang A had under the old structure.
Hon. Richard Dalla-Riva — President, I direct
your attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The point I was
trying to make in relation to Mr Forwood and his
comment was that because this new system is based on
output it is no longer favouring the dirtier, older power
station over the brand new facility which has a higher
capital value. I would have thought that is a logical and
good thing. You would not want an older power station
with bigger environmental consequences paying less in
proportional terms for its output than another power
station.
I want to take some time to put the situation of wind
farms into some perspective, because both Mr Hall and
Mr Forwood made comments about them. Although
points have been made by Ms Romanes in relation to
the important contribution that wind farms make to
renewable energy in this state, the government does not
see wind farm developments as the only factor it takes
into consideration. The government takes another
important factor into consideration — that is jobs and
creating an industry and investment in regional
Victoria. I say to Mr Hall that a number of full-time
jobs would be created if we could get this industry off
the ground successfully. Even in the industry’s current
state, where a significant number of things are holding
it back, there are 50 jobs in the blade factory at
Portland, 80 jobs in the tower construction that is taking
place and, of course, hundreds of jobs involved in
putting the towers into locations, whether they be in
South Gippsland or other parts of the state. Mr Hall also
mentioned Ararat, and I am happy to hear from him
that The Nationals are supportive of that development.
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have already drawn
Ms Hadden’s interjecting to her attention on three
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separate occasions. If she interjects again I will use
sessional orders to remove her. I ask her to desist from
interjecting. As a temporary Chair she should know
better.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — A considerable
number of jobs are involved if we can get it right in
relation to the industry. I am saying we recognise there
are going to be some sensitivities in some areas. There
are processes to deal with those, but we do not think it
helps for The Nationals, for example, to talk about how
South Gippsland Shire Council will be worse off, when
if you take into consideration the planned and present
facilities there, ones that have been approved, not
ones — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The Bald Hill
and Dollar proposals, together with the existing
facilities, as my colleague indicated before, will yield a
result in the order of $6.5 million in rates over the
projected life of these plants. I would have thought
there would be plenty of people in the South Gippsland
area who would not mind the collection of that level of
rates for the benefit of the local area.
Hon. P. R. Hall — How much is that for the year?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It is $245 000 a
year, which is not an insignificant amount of money.
Mr Hall wanted to make an issue in relation to property
values. First of all, the jury is certainly at the very
minimum out in relation to property values. I draw
Mr Hall’s attention to one of the few reports that have
been done in the United Kingdom by the Royal
Institution of Chartered Accountants, which concluded
that it was too early and that they could not confirm
empirically — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — At least I am
referring to some report. Mr Hall has not referred to any
report whatsoever. If Mr Hall looked at property values
across Victoria, he would see there has been a
downturn in those values.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Hall has had his
opportunity.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Mr Hall has not
looked at this at all, and to come in here and make the
suggestion that somehow he knows better than anyone
else is not true. The government does not accept the
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arguments that have been put forward. We will
continue to support wind farms in appropriate locations.
I make the point that there have been wind farms which
have been rejected and which have not gone forward
because they may not have been in appropriate
locations. We are looking at this issue very sensitively.
I conclude by making this very simple point: our
position is that we are not prepared to simply stand by
and watch while around us the whole world is doing an
enormous amount of things in relation to renewable
energy. I say to Mr Hall that it may not be the full
answer, and it might not deliver everything we want.
Not only are we trying to deliver renewable energy to
reduce emissions we are also trying to reduce emissions
from brown coal power stations through new
technology. This government is trying to do something
about the environment while at the same time
delivering to local communities, delivering to local
councils and delivering on the environment.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 37
Argondizzo, Ms
Atkinson, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Darveniza, Ms
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Eren, Mr
Forwood, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Pullen, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Noes, 5
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Drum, Mr

Hadden, Ms (Teller)
Hall, Mr (Teller)

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clauses 1 to 3 agreed to.
Clause 4
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Clause 4 is the key to the bill before the house. It says
that if agreement cannot be reached between the
generator and the local council then it will move to
arbitration. It also says that the arbitrator must have
regard to any methodology prescribed by an order
under new subsection (6A). Can the minister outline to
the committee what he thinks that methodology might
be and whether he might care to table for the committee
a copy of the methodology that the arbitrator will be
required to use?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — As indicated in the
second-reading speech, the order in council will be put
by the government and it will reflect the
recommendations made by the independent panel.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Will
the methodology include the length of time for which
any agreement will stand?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — The methodology is about
the determination of the rates that would be paid. It is
not really about the agreement as such. The agreement
would be able to be negotiated between the council and
the relevant generator. If that agreement said, ‘We are
going to use the methodology that is outlined in the
order in council’, then the parties could use that
methodology and it would apply, presumably, until
such time as there was further negotiation in relation to
any further agreement.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I thank
the minister for his answer, but I am not sure it gets us
all that far. I refer the committee to the position where
an existing agreement has expired, and the generator
enters into negotiations with the council and they are
unable to reach agreement, firstly, over the length of
time the new agreement should apply, and secondly,
over the amount of money. The matter then goes to
arbitration and, according to the methodology, one
would presume that in those circumstances the
methodology must include a time frame. Otherwise we
still do not have an agreement.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Obviously if no
agreement was able to be reached in relation to the
length of time the rating would apply, then the
methodology would come into play in terms of the
amount of the rate. If there was no agreement about the
length of time going beyond the normal rating period of
the local council, it would have to be renegotiated at
every occurrence of normal rating by the local council.
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Presumably if there were annual rates and the council
and the generator could not agree on a three-year
agreement — if that is what Mr Forwood is suggesting
as an example — the rate that would apply would be
the rate for that year, calculated on the methodology. In
the following year there would be other discussions
between the council and the generator and if they could
not reach agreement the rate would be applied in
accordance with the methodology again, and so on.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I ask
the minister whether the methodology would be totally
all-encompassing, or whether it would be open to the
arbitrator to take other factors into account in addition
to the methodology prescribed under the order in
council?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — My understanding is, and
the bill states, that the arbitrator must have regard to the
methodology. As a consequence, obviously the
arbitrator may be able to enter into some discussions
about other factors with the council and the generator,
and may be able to sponsor some moderate or slight
variations on taking other factors into consideration.
But at the end of the day, if he cannot get very far then
he is simply required to apply the methodology.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I thank
the minister. That leaves open the situation where he
must apply the methodology, but he can also apply
anything else outside the methodology, presumably
with impunity. He does not need agreement from other
people to do it. As he is the arbitrator, he arbitrates
according to what must be done, and then he brings in
his own ideas and suggestions over the top as well.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — He can only reach
variations in relation to the application of the
methodology with the agreement of both parties.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Where
does it say that?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Given that he must take
account of the methodology, obviously in taking
account of it he can also explore the possibility of other
factors with the generators and the council. However, in
the event that either side is not prepared to entertain
those differences, then he would have to come back to
what the bill prescribes, which is that he must apply the
methodology.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — In respect to that
point, I draw the minister’s attention to panel
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recommendation 6, which has been adopted in full by
the government. The panel recommended that:
If parties are unable to reach agreement, then arbitration is to
occur, taking into account the above basis. In addition, the
arbitrator may also consider other issues presented by the
parties which may be relevant, including but not limited to:
the age of the relevant generator, where this can be
shown to have a demonstrable affect on the efficiency of
its output; and
the impacts of the generator on the local area, both
positive and negative, again where it can be shown these
impacts should have material affect on the proposed
payment level.

There are two additional issues presented by the parties
that clearly the panel recommendation suggests the
arbitrator may consider. The wording is ‘not limited to’,
so in response to the questions being asked by
Mr Forwood I would interpret that as being both of
those plus any other relevant issues which may be
considered by the arbitrator. Am I correct in coming to
that conclusion?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Nothing in what Mr Hall
has indicated is inconsistent with my answer to
Mr Forwood — that is, that as Mr Hall has noted in the
recommendation, obviously the arbitrator may consider
a number of factors which are listed, where the parties
are unable to reach agreement. However, it is clearly
the case that if final agreement is not able to be reached
then the arbitrator is required under the act to apply the
methodology as listed in the panel report.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Further and
related to that point, I ask the minister this question in
regard to his concluding comments in the
second-reading debate, where he suggested that the
marked increase to be paid by International Power
Hazelwood was due to the fact that its capital valuation
was not as great because of its older plant, that was why
it received a bigger increase. But my reading of panel
recommendation 6 is that in coming to his decision the
arbitrator may take into consideration various things. I
presume the arbitrator comes to a decision; he does not
sit down and say, ‘Do you agree?’. The arbiter is a
person who has to arbitrate and come up with an
answer, which needs to be accepted by both parties. I
do not think either party has the option of rejection as
such. Hazelwood would simply go in and argue about
the age of its generator. Therefore I ask the minister:
what is substantially different between the current
arbitration process in place and the new arbitration
process whereby Hazelwood, for example, can still
argue that the arbitrator needs to take into account the
age of its generation facility?
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I am advised that the
arbitrator is able to consider the issues that have been
identified by Mr Hall, including — and I think it is
listed in the recommendation — the age of the relevant
generator and so on. However, I am again advised that
he is not able to make a recommendation without the
agreement of both parties, which is inconsistent with
the principal recommendation of the panel — that is,
that payments in lieu of rates should be based on the
formula of $40 000 plus $900 per megawatt and so on.
So while in trying to bring the parties together the
arbitrator can consider a range of issues, including the
age of the generator and so on, it is in the context of
trying to gain agreement from the parties. In that
context he can take into account the issues of the age of
the generator and so forth. However, at the end of the
day, under the act the arbitrator must apply the formula
as determined by the panel, which I have already
outlined.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I still do not
completely understand the role of the arbitrator, so I
present this scenario for the minister’s consideration. If,
for example, International Power Hazelwood is now
required to pay $1.48 million under the methodology of
$900 per megawatt plus the $40 000 base and there is
no agreement on that, and the arbitrator sits down with
International Power Hazelwood and Latrobe City
Council and takes into account issues like the age of the
generation facility at Hazelwood and comes to the
conclusion and suggests, ‘I think that the payment in
lieu of rates should be $1.2 million instead of
$1.48 million’, and Latrobe City Council does not
accept the suggestion of $1.2 million, does that mean
that the arbitrator has no option but to leave things as
they stand and require International Power Hazelwood
to pay $1.48 million? If that is so, I ask: what is the
point of having arbitration?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I have had a very close
read of the wording in this document, and I accept that
when it is read at face value it could be interpreted as
having some ambiguity associated with it. That is
because if you read the recommendation carefully you
find it says that where:
…parties are unable to reach agreement, then arbitration is to
occur, taking into account the above basis —

which is the formula that is being identified. It then
goes on to say:
In addition, the arbitrator may also consider other issues
presented by the parties which may be relevant —
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and it goes on to list those issues. At face value in
reading that it suggests that the arbitrator is able to
make decisions outside of the formula by taking into
account the formula but then saying, ‘Oh yes, but I am
going to allow a discount or impose more or do
something else’ for a variety of reasons which are the
reasons listed there but not limited to those reasons.
What I can say to Mr Hall is that I will study this very
carefully in producing the guidelines.
It would certainly not be my intention to allow a second
window of debate over the formula and what is being
charged in the rates, because in my judgment obviously
those things may be taken into account by the arbitrator,
but he would have to do so in a way that is consistent
with the formula, except in circumstances where both
parties agree. That is how I would see this as being
implemented, otherwise it could become an unworkable
situation where the arbitrator would simply take into
account the formula and then make other decisions
which may or may not be consistent with that formula.
So on that basis I am happy to have a very close look at
the guidelines for the formula, but I would take the
initial view in trying to describe what I think should
happen that I would not want to give any kind of signal
that there is an opportunity for some kind of arbitration
which would deliver results significantly different from
what the formula delivers.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I thank
the minister for the response, but I think we have now
got ourselves into a real knot, because my
understanding of the word ‘arbitration’ is that it means
that a person makes a binding decision, taking into
account the facts beforehand.
I note again that the government says it has accepted all
the independent panel’s key recommendations which
were developed through extensive consultation, but we
have a circumstance where you can either do local
government rates as they currently are or you can have
the default position of $40 000 plus $900 per megawatt
or you can have a third, separate, different position as
outlined in recommendation 6, which says that
arbitration — that is, a binding decision made by an
independent person — is to occur, taking into account
both those two previous things plus other things as well,
for example, the age of the plant. So in fact it seems to
me that the way this should be read is that there are
three possibilities. One is council rates; the second is
the $40 000 plus $900 per megawatt; and the third is a
binding arbitration decision made by a person by
agreement according to the methodology plus the other
recommendations.
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I would ask that the Minister for Energy Industries and
Resources take that into consideration when
considering the guidelines. That, I think, is the intention
of the act. If it is not that, we would not have an
arbitration clause — you would either pay your council
rates as assessed or you would take the $40 000 plus
$900 a megawatt and go. There would not be any need
for arbitration according to any methodology.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — The arbitration provisions
are of course in the report, and what I am trying to say
to Mr Forwood is that I have already recognised and
understand the ambiguity the report seems to have at
first reading.
If you look through the recommendations, the report
seems to be saying on the one hand that there is this
methodology and, on the other, that notwithstanding
this payment value, generators and local government
should be able to reach mutually acceptable agreements
on whatever terms are acceptable to the parties. What I
think that means, or what the panel I think was trying to
say, is that the parties could still negotiate on trying to
reach acceptable terms. That is what that says. And then
it says that in the event that they cannot reach
agreement, arbitration can occur and the arbitrator can
look at a range of factors.
I do not want to have a circumstance of ambiguity in
this, so I am happy to say that in the event that
agreement on mutually acceptable terms cannot be
reached, then I think the formula is the appropriate
mechanism to resolve that incongruence.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I just want to say
in conclusion — I do not expect a response from the
minister — that I am still uncomfortable about this
arrangement. We are not sure what the final form of the
order in council will be, so we are still left with some
uncertainty as to the legislation we are passing tonight.
That makes it even more important that the order in
council be made available prior to its publication so that
we as the legislators of this state have a further
opportunity to have a look at it.
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN (Ballarat) — My
comments are not in relation to a question to the
minister.
The CHAIR — Order! We are on clause 4.
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN — However, I would
like to make the comment that the resource we are
talking about is owned statewide; it is not actually
owned by a particular council. It is a statewide resource
and I think its value will become more and more
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apparent to all Victorians in the coming months. On the
issue of council rates, et cetera, it is a much broader
issue. I believe that is not that apparent at this point in
time, but it will become more apparent over the next
few months.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I think
we have reached an impasse in relation to this particular
clause. I do not think it is now clear at all how this
operates. I just make the point, like my colleague
Mr Hall, that the second-reading speech states that it:
… establishes a regime to enable electricity generators to
negotiate, with local councils, payments in lieu of council
rates.

Those are the two I talked about before. It goes on to
say:
If agreement cannot be reached, an arbitrator may determine
the amount payable …

I think that gives the arbitrator rights and
responsibilities that are separate from the other two.
Therefore I ask: what is the process by which an
arbitrator will be appointed; or will this be prescribed in
the methodology — yet to be seen — to go to the
Governor in Council?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — In response to the
member’s question, the process of appointing the
arbitrator is a process which will be based on custom
and practice in this area where arbitrators have been
appointed in the past. The same kind of process will
occur for arbitrators in the future. However, I want to
make this point to the member. I know he is suggesting
that there will be some kind of ambiguity, that the
arbitrator may have powers which go beyond the
capacity to do one of two things: determine either in
accordance with the methodology, or in accordance
with the methodology plus an agreed position between
the parties. I am saying to the honourable member that,
if he wants to put it in these terms, I am happy to bite
the bullet on this and indicate to him that my
understanding is the arbitrator would not be able to vary
from the methodology outlined in the panel report but
could use other factors in talking to the proponents in
an attempt to get agreement from them in relation to
some variance, particularly on such things as timing.
He may be in a position, for example, to arbitrate, and I
would not see it as inconsistent if he arbitrated for a
three-year period. Where the parties could not agree, I
think the arbitrator could reasonably make that as an
arbitration because it would not be inconsistent with the
$40 000 plus $900 per megawatt model.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I thank
the minister for his response. New subsection (6B)
says:
A power may only be exercised under new sub-section (6A)
on the joint recommendation of the Minister and the Minister
administering the Local Government Act 1989.

Can the minister advise the committee how far he has
gone in his negotiations with the Minister for Local
Government on developing the order in council?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I obviously have lots of
discussions with the Minister for Local Government
and I will continue to have those in the lead-up to the
development of the guidelines.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I wish to ask
about another aspect of this clause. It relates to the
reporting of outputs of power stations. I draw the
minister’s attention to panel recommendation 2 which
sets the basis for the payment in lieu of rating
agreement — that is, $40 000 plus $900 per megawatt
of rated capacity. Panel recommendation 3 then
provides discounts on the payment figure applying to
generators operating at low capacity; in particular it
offers a 50 per cent discount to generators operating at
less than 10 per cent of capacity and a 25 per cent
discount to generators operating at between 10 per cent
and 20 per cent of capacity. I am not arguing about
those discounts being given, but I want to know how
the performance will be reported to local government
for the purposes of striking a rate.
I draw the minister’s attention to the table on page 27 of
the panel report which says, for example, the gas station
at Bairnsdale has a 25 per cent capacity factor. That is
right on the border. I presume that is a power station
that fires up on demand when electricity is required. In
any one year it could be marginally above 25 per cent
or it could be below 25 per cent. It could go down to
below 20 per cent and therefore seek a discount. The
same applies to some of the wind power stations. They
have a capacity factor here of 35 per cent, but
conceivably in any one year they could drop below
25 per cent. The same applies to some of the hydro
stations. They have a 15 per cent factor at the moment,
but they could vary within that interval in capacity
where a discount is given. I want to know how the
actual output will be conveyed to local government for
the purpose of it being able to strike an accurate rate on
the discounted returns offered in the panel
recommendation.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I think this is a good
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question from the member. It is an important
consideration and I looked briefly at the debate in the
lower house in relation to this issue. I make this point to
Mr Hall: we do not want to have a very costly
monitoring system which goes around and monitors
individual power stations in terms of their output —
that is, a government-run monitoring system. We are
not going to do that. I see the system operating along
the following lines: a wind facility might be operating
at 35 per cent and it could conceivably drop to under
20 per cent, although I think it would be a very
marginal wind facility if it did. At that point it would be
up to the owners and operators of that wind facility to
establish to the local council that that wind facility was
operating at below 20 per cent and therefore it should
get the discount. In the event that the council remained
unsatisfied with the documentation and evidence
provided by that wind facility, or hydro or gas turbine
facility, where it was not satisfied with the explanation
and the evidence provided, that would be one of the
matters that would go to arbitration. That would be
another role that the arbitrator would be able to play in
looking at the evidence provided by the power station
and determining whether it was reasonably based and
that therefore it should get the lower payment.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I can understand
how that might work, but it does rely on the generator
to actually convey the information to the local council,
and I would not anticipate there would be any problem
doing that if it were seeking to have a reduction in the
rates being paid. If the alternative were the case, and if
you look for example at the hydro power stations,
which have a 15 per cent capacity factor, if in any one
year their capacity factor increased to over 20 per cent,
they would not get a discount and would be liable to
pay a full rate. How can the minister give me an
assurance that in the case where they would be liable to
pay more rates, the generator would go to the council
and say, ‘We generated more, therefore we are required
to pay you more rates’. The point I am making is that I
do not think it would do that freely unless there was an
exercise of some oversight of the whole system to
ensure they willingly met their commitments in cases
where they were liable to pay an increased rate.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I understand the point that
Mr Hall is making, and I am pleased that the point was
made that where a reduced amount was involved then
obviously the power station would be quite keen to
make the information available. I also understand the
point Mr Hall is making in reverse, but I again point out
that we do not want to have an overall monitoring
system, which would be very costly, of going around to
monitor these power stations, of which there may be

Tuesday, 14 June 2005

quite a number around the state. Obviously it is open to
a local council, where it is offering a discount and a
particular power station is saying that it is based on
15 per cent operation, to seek information. I encourage
councils when they want further information to simply
seek the information from the particular facility prior to
striking the rate. I think it is probably stretching things a
bit far to suggest and highly unlikely — remember
there are other forms of monitoring that take place
ultimately in terms of financial requirements on the
business and the monitoring that the National
Electricity Market Management Company (Nemmco)
does and so forth — that a facility involved would
simply lie to the council if the council sought the
information from them. I would expect the facility
would give the council accurate information and if that
information showed that it had gone from 15 per cent to
21 per cent then it would be liable for the extra rate.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Is it possible that
the information provided by the generator could be
verified by an organisation like Nemmco if a council
wished to have third-party verification of that
information?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I do not want to go down
the track of heavy regulation on this. Obviously if a
dispute got to such a point, we would have to be talking
about minutiae of power differentials. The council
would say, ‘It is 20.5 per cent’ and the facility would
say, ‘No it is 19.5 per cent’. It would be in that kind of
range and at that point that if the arbitrator was not
satisfied as to the argument from one side or the other,
obviously the arbitrator may be able to seek further
information from a body such as Nemmco.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — There is one
more issue I would like to ask the minister about. The
terms of reference given to the panel did not require it
to recommend a single methodology to apply to all
different types of generators across the state. That was
not part of the terms of reference. In its wisdom the
panel decided to try to strike a uniform system across
all power generators. I ask the minister whether the
government considered having a two-tiered or even a
three-tiered system of rating, given the fact that the
minister himself made some differentiation between
base-load generators and other generators in his
concluding comments in the second-reading speech.
Did the government consider having a two-tiered or
even a three-tiered system; and if not, why not?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Government considers a
range of these sorts of issues, and when as a minister
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you commission a report of this sort, you also seek to
have some input yourself in putting some views to the
panel. I certainly met with the panel members as they
were going about in the lead-up to their initial report, in
the lead-up to the draft report and in the lead-up to a
later report. I considered at various points whether it
was desirable to have a two-tiered system, as Mr Hall
has described it, or even a three-tiered system.
However, my concern was partly related to how you
would have a system which allowed for the fact that if
you only had the $900 per megawatt, for example, and
you did not have flag fall, you would find that wind
farms would pay very little because wind farms are
generally much smaller facilities. A council would
finish up getting a very small amount in rates under that
kind of methodology. The panel in the end came up
with a model where it compensated for that issue. In
effect it built into the one model a two-tiered system.
The way it did that was to have the flag fall, which
simply means that smaller facilities proportionately on
a per megawatt basis obviously pay a little bit more
than the large facilities, where the $40 000 flag fall
means very little.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — There
are two final issues I wish to canvass with the minister.
Clause 4(2) deals with the change in the definition of
land used for generation functions and talks about a
‘power station’. I think the difficulty with this clause is
that you might have someone, for example, saying, ‘We
want to build a 30 megawatt power station. We are
going to build 15 megawatts now and another 15 a bit
further down the road in a year or two’. How would
you decide what is a power station? How many lots of
$40 000 get charged in these sorts of circumstances,
particularly as one knows that these sorts of things are
built over time and some get up and running before
others do. What is the definition of a ‘power station’
when it comes to a wind farm?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Again, this is a good
question, Mr Forwood. It is one which I am sure will
exercise my mind in the future, and it has done so
already. Perhaps I should put it this way: I recognise
that the Electricity Industry Act does not refer to a
single turbine as being a power station, so we are
talking about wind farms which comprise a number of
turbines as being a power station. I will need to seek
further guidance in relation to what is meant by power
station for the purposes of determining payments under
section 94. This will be provided in the order in council
to be made under this section of the act. But obviously a
power station will have to include a collection of wind
turbines comprising a wind farm, or a number of
generating units in the case of a hydro-power scheme.
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The exact way in which that will be identified is a
challenge, I accept that. But I am sure that it is not
outside our intellectual capability to come up with a
formula which does not allow for, if you like, add-on
turbines ad infinitum in a way which avoids the
$40 000 flag fall.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I thank
the minister for his frank response. I make the point that
from our side of the chamber we think it is
unsatisfactory that we are passing legislation without
actually knowing how it will work. I accept in absolute
good faith the minister’s comments about it, but I think
this is a circumstance where there should have been
more definition provided to the chamber about how this
will actually work.
The final issue I wish to raise is one that I flagged with
the minister previously. It goes to the issue of capital
improved value of land. If I am a farmer and I own a
piece of land and I build a $2 million shed, the capital
improved value of my land goes up by $2 million and I
am likely — indeed certain — to pay rates on that. If a
person erects a $2 million wind tower on my land by a
lease agreement, does the value of my land for my
rating purposes go up by $2 million because the land
now contains the $2 million tower that is on my land
right next door to my $2 million shed?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — No, it does not. That is
part of the beauty of this. It would not matter whether
you built a wind facility or whether you built a gas-fired
power station. To cite an example which I think has
been used before, if you owned 20 hectares of land and
you built a gas-fired power station on 2 hectares of that
land, then the 2 hectares and the power station would be
subject to rating under the formulas that have been
identified. The other 18 hectares would then be subject
to normal rates by the council.
Clause agreed to; clauses 5 and 6 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I move:
That the report be now adopted.

In so doing I thank honourable members for what was a
very useful debate during the committee process.
Motion agreed to.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and that the bill do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 36
Argondizzo, Ms
Atkinson, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Eren, Mr
Forwood, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr (Teller)
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Noes, 5
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr (Teller)
Drum, Mr

Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr

Question agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Minister for WorkCover and the TAC).
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.
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Arts: Graham Kennedy memorial
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — In my
capacity as shadow Minister for the Arts my matter is
directed to the Minister for the Arts in the other place
and concerns the recent very sad death of Graham
Kennedy. Many people from the arts community have
rung and contacted me about Graham Kennedy. They
wanted to make certain that we did more than just put a
notification in the paper but that we honoured a very
fine Australian who contributed to our community in a
very large way. It is important to understand his
background. Graham Kennedy came from a very
difficult background — a background of poverty and of
being abandoned by his father. He was brought up in
my electorate by his grandmother.
In looking around the chamber I think most members
would remember that he hosted a show In Melbourne
Tonight for a considerable period and became affiliated
and associated with all we knew about entertainment on
television. He gave a lot of pleasure to a lot of people.
He had a quick wit and a fine intelligence and lightened
up the lives of many millions of people over a
significant time. He was the undisputed king of
television from the 1950s to the 1970s. In fact in those
early days of television Graham Kennedy was
synonymous with television. I saw some film clips soon
after he died and it is interesting to note the primitive
nature of many of the props and supports in comparison
to today, but it did not take away the flavour of the
sheer humour and fun. He took every opportunity to
ensure the audience engaged with him. He was a true
performer. There was no airbrushing, re-runs or
clipping out — what you saw was what you got. The
tributes to him were absolutely numerous. I ask the
minister whether the government will acknowledge
Graham Kennedy in a more positive way and consider
a memorial or an honorary award at perhaps the
Comedy Festival or a comedy class at the Victorian
College of the Arts in his honour or a statue in the arts
precinct at Southbank. I ask the minister to consider
these issues.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I raise a matter for the
Minister for Commonwealth Games. The
Commonwealth Games will be a major event for
Victoria. I understand that it is one of the largest events
Victoria has ever staged. It is an event that is the
equivalent of holding the Australian Football League
Grand Final, the Australian Formula One Grand Prix
and the Spring Racing Carnival every day for almost
two weeks. It is an event that will attract 4500 athletes,
1500 officials from 71 countries and every continent. It
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is an event that will have 1 million spectators watching
first hand with an expected worldwide television
audience of about 1 billion. The event will cover
16 sports and 24 disciplines and is an event that is being
coordinated through the minister’s office by the Bracks
government. It is pleasing there have been indications
from the other side of the house there is bipartisan
support for it.
It is an event that will deliver significant economic
benefits to Victoria — an event where we can expect
significant international and interstate visitors to
Victoria and we know that Victoria has a proud record
of hosting major sporting events and major events in
the arts as well. What is particularly attractive about the
Commonwealth Games is that a number of local
communities are mentoring and hosting each of the
71 countries. I know my own area of Frankston is
hosting Samoa. It is an event that is extremely
important to Victoria and extremely important in
delivering on the economic benefits that can be
obtained out of the event. The action I am seeking is for
the minister to ensure that the Auditor-General is given
all the relevant information to allow full disclosure of
the financial arrangements concerning the
Commonwealth Games and the Melbourne 2006
Commonwealth Games Corporation at the earliest
possible time. I am asking if the minister can advise me
of the feasibility of doing that.

Kew Residential Services: traffic congestion
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
wish to raise a matter for the Minister for Transport in
another place which relates to an issue close to my
electorate office, Kew Residential Services. On 3 June
this year the Minister for Community Services
announced that amongst other things 20 houses would
be built for 100 residents for existing Kew cottage
residents and the construction of 520 houses and
apartments on the existing Kew Residential Services
site. It has been brought to my attention by a variety of
local residents that the increase in the number of
proposed apartments and houses in the existing area
will be an even more significant impost in terms of road
use involving Denmark and Princess streets and the
Willsmere Road offshoot that leads into Chandler
Highway. Those residents who travel north or south
during the morning or evening peaks would know that
even today there are significant delays of potentially up
to 30 or 45 minutes between the Kew Junction
intersection and the Chandler Highway.
Mr Julian Keogh from Kew has agreed to be mentioned
as a particular resident who has had concerns about it
and has asked me to raise this matter in the house. He is
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concerned about the introduction of the proposed
redevelopment outlined recently by the Minister for
Community Services, particularly the impost that will
have on existing and future road users coming from the
Kew area and also the proposed development. This
project will have a significant amount of traffic flow
moving from Princess Street to the Chandler Highway
and across Kew Junction to Denmark Street. Given that
the government has announced the significant
development of Kew Residential Services what action
will the Minister for Transport take to ensure that there
is a continuing flow of traffic in the morning and
evening peak periods in relation to the current traffic
congestion experienced on roads in this area?

Seniors: interstate concessions
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
raise for the attention of the Minister for Aged Care,
Mr Jennings, the availability of transport concessions
for Seniors Card holders. I have to say that I am
disappointed at the recent announcement by the federal
government to withdraw its funding from state and
territory governments for reciprocal transport
concessions for all Seniors Card holders. Governments
across the country, including the federal government,
are encouraging seniors to keep moving, to stay
involved and participate in community activities. In
Victoria our Go for Your Life campaign very much
includes our seniors.
An important aspect of continuing to be involved and
participating in community life is the ability to get
around and to travel. In Victoria we have been keen to
see this flexibility available for our seniors, and in
February this year the government extended concession
travel from only being available on the Met to
concession travel on V/Line passenger services being
available for all concession card holders regardless of in
which state or territory they reside.
I would like to see Seniors Card holders who are
constituents in my electorate of Melbourne West, and
all Victorian Seniors Card holders, to be able to travel
interstate to visit friends or relatives, to attend a special
event or simply to travel for a holiday. Travelling
interstate and being eligible for concession travel past
Victorian borders will give greater flexibility to those
who have already made a significant contribution to our
community.
The specific query I have for the minister is: what
action is he or his department taking to ensure that
negotiations with the federal government are continued
and that the federal government is lobbied strongly to
provide Seniors Card holders with the same transport
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discount entitlements as pensioners and other Seniors
Card holders across Australia?

Disability services: Moira
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — My
adjournment debate issue is for the attention of the
Minister for Community Services in the other place
regarding the severe shortage in my electorate of
community residential unit facilities for both the
disabled and those with acquired brain injuries, and
particularly the shortage within the Shire of Moira local
government area.
A survey conducted through Cobram Gateway services
and NOVAS of Numurkah to assess the needs of local
families with disabled members has identified
significant demand for shared supported
accommodation within the Moira shire. The survey
identified that there is currently an urgent need for
38 shared supported accommodation places within the
Moira shire. The survey also identified a requirement
for an additional 12 places within the next 5 years and a
further 19 places within 10 years, and on top of that a
further 13 places beyond 10 years. In addition to that
20 places are needed to accommodate 16 special school
students and 4 for those with acquired brain injury —
that is a grand total of 86 places that will be needed.
Many of the parents caring for their disabled children
are reaching an age where it is becoming increasingly
difficult for them to manage, and they are also starting
to be concerned about the long-term care of their
disabled offspring after they can no longer provide that
care. One mother who recently visited my office told
me that she has had her daughter’s name on a
placement list for the past 20 years. Another family is
providing home-based care for four adult male sons
who all suffer from fragile X syndrome, which is a
condition that causes a wide range of mental
impairment.
There is a desperate need for shared supported
accommodation in the Moira shire, and yet it was
reported in the Shepparton News on 20 May that the
government has no plans to provide any additional
community residential units. The government rhetoric
of moving away from community residential units to
dealing with each case on an individual basis may
sound good, but it is failing to address the real needs of
the disabled within my electorate.
In addition to the shortage of community residential
units there is also a severe crisis in respite care available
to support these families. In recent times the respite
facility in May Street, Numurkah, has been reduced
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from six beds to four, and I am told by parents that it is
difficult to get a booking at May Street, and even when
they do secure a booking they are not guaranteed that
the booking will be honoured. This makes it extremely
difficult for parents to plan any sort of mini break they
may try to take.
I request that the minister commit to assisting these
families by providing adequate funding for shared
supported accommodation to ensure these disabled
Victorians are able to live in appropriate facilities with
the appropriate level of care provided.

Emergency services: Warrnambool helicopter
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — My matter is
for the Premier, and it concerns his government’s
failure to listen to the people of western Victoria, who
are still calling for an emergency rescue helicopter
service. As we all know, before the last state election
this government promised an emergency rescue
helicopter service would be established in western
Victoria. After the community developed and presented
a business case, as asked for by the Premier, the
government simply walked away saying that the
emergency rescue helicopter would not be used enough
to make it operationally viable.
Then 18 months ago Woodside Energy announced that
it would provide $61 million over 27 years to help fund
an integrated multifunction emergency helicopter
rescue service based in Warrnambool if the government
contributed to the cost. This service would provide
coverage throughout all of western Victoria. Even
though all the procedures were put in place to
accommodate an integrated service, the government
refused to make a commitment and has still failed to
formally respond to this generous offer.
The WestVic Helicopter Rescue Service Committee
continues to lobby for the establishment of an
emergency rescue helicopter service, as does the
western Victorian community. This is a community
issue, and the community is behind it. The community
sees that a fast response emergency service will play an
important role in reducing receival times and
assessment of critical health care and will save lives.
The government’s inaction on this vital issue continues
to infuriate the Country Women’s Association. The
CWA is fully behind the practical and viable
emergency rescue service proposal. As reported in the
Warrnambool Standard last week:
Thousands of women across Victoria will lobby their local
politicians to urge the Premier to fund an emergency
helicopter for the south-west.
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The newspaper went on to say:
More than 1000 Country Women’s Association members,
representing hundreds of Victorian branches, voted
unanimously to take up the issue on behalf of their south-west
peers.

This was the result of a motion moved at the recent
CWA 2005 state conference. We now expect a flood of
support from CWA members from across the state who
will persist in making this government listen. This
membership has a goal to lobby the state government to
change things for the betterment of the community and
to improve health outcomes, especially in isolated rural
communities.
I congratulate the CWA members for their support on
this life-saving cause. My request is: will the Premier
now act to save lives and listen to the pleas of the
community for an emergency rescue helicopter service
to be based in western Victoria?

Wilsons Promontory National Park: cabins
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Environment.
It has to do with Wilsons Promontory National Park
and the accommodation that is available at Tidal River.
At Tidal River 10 cabins are available to the general
public and are only accessible through a general ballot.
Two of the cabins have facilities that can accommodate
people with disabilities.
One family from Bendigo has a 20-year-old son who is
confined to an electric wheelchair and can only have a
holiday at a cabin that has both electricity and facilities
for the disabled. Tidal River is one of the few beaches
in Victoria, if not the only one, which has sand that is
hard enough to enable electric wheelchair access out to
the water. It is a situation where the needs of families
such as the Bendigo family can be accommodated.
However, this family has missed out, because it must
go into the general public ballot. While there are 10
cabins available, this is discriminatory, because only
two of the cabins are available for the disabled. This
family has to go into the general ballot and has missed
out to able-bodied families who will use the cabins that
have facilities for the disabled.
There are other issues I need to talk to the minister
about in relation to this family’s 20-year-old son,
because he needs a constant companion to look after
him as a carer, but when they go into one of the cabins
for the disabled they have to pay the full tote odds for
the carer, and that makes it difficult. Most other
accommodation organisations let carers stay for free.
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My request to the minister is that he immediately step
in and direct the accommodation managers at Tidal
River to abolish this discrimination against families that
can only use the two cabins that are suitable for
disabled residents. The minister needs to introduce a
new ballot system that will give the families of the
disabled children an even and fair chance to gain the
accommodation at the peak holiday season. We need a
system that obviously lets the able-bodied clients
compete against other able-bodied clients for cabins
and also lets families that have disabled members
compete with the other families with disabled members.
This is a brilliant holiday situation that at the moment is
being denied to some families.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Australian Football League: fixture
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
raise a matter with the Minister for Sport and
Recreation. I have to declare a vested interest on this
occasion because I am a Melbourne Football Club
supporter. The issue that I raise is nonetheless a serious
one in the context of the programming of sport by the
Australian Football League (AFL). I note that
Melbourne Football Club will have a five-day break
between its game yesterday against the Collingwood
Football Club and the game it will play next against the
West Coast Eagles Football Club. I note that on two
previous occasions this year the Essendon Football
Club and the Western Bulldogs club have also had
similar circumstances — they have had five-day breaks
between matches. The Melbourne Cricket Ground
(MCG) is vacant next Sunday and would be available
for the West Coast and Melbourne game were it to be
held on that particular day. I notice that a newspaper
report suggested the only reason Melbourne is playing
West Coast on Saturday, with Melbourne having only a
five-day break, is because of TV programming rights.
I request that the minister discuss with the Minister for
WorkCover and the TAC and with the AFL the
importance of, for the safety of the players involved,
where it is possible allowing sufficient breaks between
matches, particularly given that Australian Rules is a
high-impact collision sport. I am not interested in the
results of such games, although I would hope that
Melbourne continues to fly the flag for Victoria against
West Coast. I am more concerned about the
occupational health and safety aspects of such a short
break between games for players who are competing at
this level given, as I have said, the high-impact physical
contact nature of the sport and the circumstances
involved in setting the fixture. I would have thought the
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AFL would have an opportunity to provide better
fixturing for clubs right across the season.

not have a safe passenger service that runs on a
reasonable schedule.

As I have said, I am certainly aware that on Sunday this
coming weekend the MCG is vacant and it would have
been possible to schedule that Melbourne and West
Coast game then. I do not suggest that in the context of
Melbourne alone, given the previous experience of
Essendon and the Western Bulldogs, but I certainly
think it is a legitimate occupational health and safety
issue and one that the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, the Minister for WorkCover and the TAC
and the AFL might well address in the interests of the
players and their safety.

The survey — and the reasons for it — has not been
announced by our open, transparent and accountable
government. Why not? Perhaps it is a mechanism for
breaking another election promise and not returning the
passenger train to Mildura. On behalf of my
constituents I invite the Minister for Transport in the
other place to clarify the issue and give me a clear,
unequivocal answer on whether the Mildura train will
return, and if so, when.

Rail: Mildura service

Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services in the other place, and it concerns the Bracks
Labor government’s intended closure of the important
Police in Schools program. The aim of this very
important program, especially in rural and regional
Victoria, is to assist young people to develop skills that
will improve their ability to make positive life choices
and help them to understand their rights and
responsibilities as young members of our community. It
also aims to reduce the incidence of crime and to
develop better relationships between youth and the
police. The program is based on trust and familiarity,
and this is facilitated through frequent visits by police
school resource officers to the schools.

Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
adjournment matter tonight is directed to the Minister
for Transport in the other place. I have been made
aware of a survey that has been conducted in Mildura
recently by a consulting firm employed by the Bracks
government. Whilst I welcomed the government’s
interest, I thought, ‘Here we go again paying out
consultants’ fees’. However, the real question is: what
was the survey about? I understand the survey was
carried out at the Mildura Airport. My constituents
were interviewed early in June. They were asked
questions such as those following. ‘Are you flying to
Melbourne today?’ ‘How often do you fly to
Melbourne?’ ‘For what purpose are you flying to
Melbourne?’ ‘Is it business, pleasure or are you visiting
someone?’ ‘Are you likely to fly in the future, and if so,
how often?’ ‘What do you earn?’ ‘How much was the
fare?’ ‘If there was another mode of transport such as a
passenger train, would you use it?’ ‘How much would
you be prepared to pay for a return or a one-way trip?’
‘What time would you like to arrive at Mildura or
Melbourne or leave Mildura or Melbourne?’ ‘When
would you most like to travel, day or night?’ ‘What is
an unacceptable amount of time to make the one-way
journey?’
The question my constituents asked me was why the
Bracks government was doing this. ‘What are they up
to?’, they said. They suspect, and I agree with them,
that it is about the return — or the non-return — of the
Mildura passenger train. They have been told by their
local member that the passenger train will return. Some
of them heard the Premier say during a cabinet visit to
Mildura that the train would return in 2004. They are
well aware that it is now halfway through 2005, so my
constituents’ questions are valid. They question
whether this is a prelude to the train coming back or a
prelude to the train not coming back. They are also
aware that without an upgrade of the rail track we may

Police: schools program

The school resource officer delivers the program in the
school setting by attending camps, sporting events,
classroom interactions, meeting with teachers, attending
excursions and providing advice on a variety of issues.
The program is crime prevention at the grassroots level.
It engenders a positive attitude towards the police, the
law, the rights and responsibilities of young people in
the community and the need to act lawfully. This is
impressed on children and young people in a thoughtful
and caring way.
A number of representations have been made to me as
well as to other members of Parliament throughout this
place. Hundreds of principals and schoolchildren have
written to MPs to protest against the dumping of the
Police in Schools program. In fact a grassroots backlash
campaign has been mounted by outraged schools, and it
is the biggest they have seen. I was very impressed by a
letter to the editor of the Ballarat Courier published on
23 May. It was written by the grade 5 and 6 students of
Caledonian Primary School in Ballarat. They extol the
virtues of this very important and popular program at
their school. They say in their letter, ‘It has certainly
helped us to develop a good relationship with the police
force’. They sought support in asking the government
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not to close down the Police in Schools program as it is
of great benefit to them and other Victorian schools and
towns.
I therefore ask the minister to consider continuing this
program, as it is of inestimable benefit to young people
in schools, especially in the Ballarat district.
The PRESIDENT — Order! With respect to the
last two adjournment matters — the first being that
raised by the Honourable Barry Bishop — I draw
members’ attention to the guidelines I outlined to the
house in October 2003. In particular I draw
Mr Bishop’s attention to the point indicating that
adjournment items asking questions phrased similarly
to questions without notice are inadmissible.
Mr Bishop’s concluding remarks put a question, and I
ask the honourable member to rephrase his remarks and
seek specific action.
The same guidelines apply to the adjournment matter
raised by Ms Hadden. In the guidelines I said that the
matter raised by a member must be specific and not
general in nature and must seek specific action. It is not
in order to ask a minister merely to continue to take
particular action or to consider something. I will give
Ms Hadden an opportunity to rephrase her question and
seek specific action or I will have to rule her
adjournment matter out of order.

Rail: Mildura service
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I think I
understand what your concern is, President. I ask the
minister to supply to me, on behalf of my constituents,
a written answer on whether the passenger train to
Mildura will return, and if so, when.
The PRESIDENT — Order! We are still struggling
with that, Mr Bishop. If the honourable member asks a
question about what action the minister will take to
ensure that the Mildura train is re-established or
something along those lines, that might be of help.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Thank you, President. The
particular action I wish the minister to take is to give
me a clear, written, unequivocal answer on whether the
Mildura passenger train will return, and if so, when?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Could the honourable
member rephrase his adjournment matter along the
lines of asking the minister what action he will take to
ensure that the Mildura train is re-established?
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — The action I seek from the
minister is for him to inform me when the Mildura —
—
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The PRESIDENT — Order! What action — —
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Pardon me, President, I
just said ‘action’. Is that true or not?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I did not hear it.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — I ask: what action will the
minister take to inform my constituents when the
Mildura passenger train will return?

Police: schools program
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I think I understand; it
is a bit of a play on words. I ask the minister to take
action to continue the Police in Schools program which
is of inestimable benefit to young people in schools in
the Ballarat region — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Maintain or reinstate!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you,
Mr Atkinson.
Ms HADDEN — I ask the minister to take action to
both reinstate and maintain the Police in Schools
program, which is of inestimable benefit to young
people in schools in the Ballarat region.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I think that just
scrapes through.

Responses
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Thank you very much, President. I am
glad to get to my feet at this time of night!
Mrs Coote raised the matter of the death of Graham
Kennedy and the way in which he might be
remembered publicly in a memorial or some other
form, and I will refer that to the Minister for the Arts in
the other place.
Mr Viney raised the issue of the Commonwealth
Games and the Auditor-General. I am happy to answer
that question in some detail, particularly because of the
member’s interest in the subject. It seems that the
opposition is confused or is deliberately creating
mischief by causing confusion in relation to financial
reporting for the Commonwealth Games in 2006. As
the responsible minister I feel it is important that there
is no doubt that the Bracks government will provide all
relevant financial information to the Victorian people
and, of course, to the Auditor-General. The opposition
seems either confused or unaware that indeed two
financial reports will be completed post the
Commonwealth Games. These are the special purpose
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report prepared by the Department for Victorian
Communities through the Office of Commonwealth
Games Coordination, and the Melbourne 2006
Commonwealth Games Corporation annual report of
operations and financial statement.

to assure the chamber that this is absolutely consistent
with my comments to the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. As I said earlier, the opposition
is creating mischief and is causing unnecessary
confusion by misinterpreting my comments.

I can advise honourable members that under the
Financial Management Act the Department for
Victorian Communities does not require the permission
of the Auditor-General to determine the appropriate
date for presentation of the special purpose report. As I
indicated in my answers to questions raised earlier, the
ongoing discussions between my department and the
Auditor-General’s office have canvassed this issue and
the suggestion has been made that a date be identified
to allow for full financial disclosure of all costs, some
of which may carry over into the 2006–07 financial
year. In respect of the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth
Games Corporation annual report of operations and
financial statement, I can advise honourable members
that as a statutory authority it will comply with part 7 of
the Financial Management Act 1994 and write to the
responsible minister, the Minister for Commonwealth
Games, to seek an extension under section 6 of the act
to extend its financial reporting period.

Mr Dalla-Riva asked a question in relation to the
number of houses proposed for Kew Residential
Services, and I will refer it to the Minister for Transport
in the other place.

Hon. B. N. Atkinson — On a point of order,
President, I seek your guidance about whether the
minister is fortuitously reading his notes in anticipation
of a question that happened to arrive in the adjournment
debate tonight, or whether he is simply referring to
copious notes. I suggest to you that he is reading.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If the member looks at
the guidelines that I have already discussed this evening
about questions, I said that replies to matters raised on
the adjournment are a matter for the minister in
responding to the debate. The minister has chosen to
answer the matter that was raised by Mr Viney and he
is entitled to do so.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I am referring to my
copious notes. I can advise that the chairman of
Melbourne 2006 and I have spoken on this matter this
evening. Like the government, he is seeking to ensure
that full disclosure of the financial arrangements
concerning the Commonwealth Games and
Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation
takes place at the earliest possible time. I have therefore
agreed that Melbourne 2006 will endeavour to finalise
financial reporting as close to 30 June as practically
possible. I have therefore asked the chairman to amend
the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games
Corporation extension of time request in order to take
into account the potential to achieve a reporting date
earlier than 30 September 2006. I take this opportunity

Ms Darveniza raised the matter of concessions for
Seniors Card holders, and I will refer that to the
Minister for Aged Care.
Ms Lovell raised the matter of acquired brain injury and
residential accommodation services in the Moira shire,
and I will refer that to the Minister for Community
Services in the other place.
Mr Koch raised the matter of emergency rescue
helicopter services in western Victoria, and I will refer
that to the Premier.
Mr Drum raised the matter of the Wilsons Promontory
National Park and Tidal River accommodation for
those with a disability and the balloting methods used,
and I will refer that to the Minister for Environment in
the other place.
Mr Atkinson raised the issue of the Melbourne Football
Club’s five-day break — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — All football clubs!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — And the other teams who
suffer from a five-day break as well, and the vacancy of
the Melbourne Cricket Ground next Sunday, given that
he has paid such close scrutiny to the fixtures and
suspects that it relates to television programming. He is
concerned about the WorkCover issues relating to that.
If I draw upon experiences in my former life, I
understand that while he has raised the matter for the
Minister for WorkCover and the TAC, the Workers
Compensation Act, which falls under WorkCover,
exempts sports people from that act. It also exempts
jockeys from the exemption, so jockeys fall into that
category, but professional footballers and other
sportspeople do not. I will undertake to make
representations to the AFL Players Association at the
first available opportunity, and to my former colleague,
Brendan Gale, and I am happy to raise this matter also
with Andrew Demetriou in any meetings that we may
have over the next period of time.
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Mr Bishop raised a matter regarding a survey relating to
train travel in the Mildura area, and I will refer that to
the Minister for Transport in the other place.
Ms Hadden raised the matter of the Police in Schools
program, and I will refer that to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services in the other place.
Hon. Richard Dalla-Riva — On a point of order,
President, while we are on the adjournment debate I
raise the issue that I am in the third year of my role as a
member of Parliament and over that period I have
noticed continuing confusion among members as to the
procedure for raising adjournment matters. I refer to the
to R4.02 of the rules of practice and your very clear
guidelines on the way members should provide
information to ministers. I also note that in relation to
motions to take note of reports, general business notices
of motion and statements on reports and papers that
there are clear guidelines provided to members on how
they should phrase their issues.
Given that we go through this in the adjournment
debate on a daily basis and the fact that despite your
rulings on the matter there is still confusion after three
years, I wonder if it is appropriate with the agreement
of the house that you, President, and the clerks draw up
a pro forma that would allow members to stay within
the requirements of R4.02 so that we do not have the
continual confusion we have among members on both
sides of the chamber that continues to waste the time of
this house.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That was more in the
form of a request than a point of order. I appreciate the
comments raised by the honourable member. I think
what prompted the guidelines in the first place was that
exact issue. I thought the guidelines were relatively
clear and set out how adjournment matters ought to be
raised, even under a heading of the technique for raising
matters, as is set out there. I am happy with the ruling I
gave back in October 2003. Whether it is a matter that
the Standing Orders Committee wishes to raise will be
established in due course following the motion that was
passed in the house in the previous sitting week.
House adjourned 10.46 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITION
Planning: Kyneton Bowling Club
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) presented petition from
certain citizens of Victoria requesting that the
Minister for Planning act in accordance with law
and return the land leased by the Kyneton Bowling
Club Inc. to its reserved purpose and revoke the
appointment of the Shire of Macedon Ranges as the
committee of management of that land under the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 (280 signatures).
Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on In good hands: Smart
recruiting for a capable public sector, June 2005
Auditor-General — Report on Our children are our future:
Improving outcomes for children and young people in Out of
Home Care, June 2005.
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Government
response to recommendations of the Family and Community
Development Committee’s report on the Impact of the
Victorian Community and Public Hospitals of the
Diminishing Access to After Hours and Bulk-Billing General
Practitioners.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Transport: north-east integrated study
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — It has now
been announced that the north-east integrated transport
study is to be released in April next year. That is about
four years after the study was initially promised. It is
already six months behind schedule and to wait four
years for important analysis of and information on
transport networks, roads, public transport and walking
and cycling areas in the north-eastern suburbs is far too
long. In 2002 people in Manningham, Banyule,
Nillumbik and Whittlesea were promised that the
Bracks government would make much-needed
upgrades to all these services in the region. They will
now have to wait for the report until almost four years
after it was initially proposed. This is not good enough.
Since that time the need for bus services, tram
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extensions and a whole range of safety upgrades to
roads has been identified.
The Minister for Transport in the other place and his
office have been making policy on the hop. They have
been deciding to rule out or rule in various transport
initiatives without the benefit of this report and without
any public consultation or discussion whatsoever. I join
the councils in the region in calling on the Minister for
Transport to intervene, to release the report and to
deliver to people in the region the much-needed public
and other transport infrastructure that was promised.

Aboriginal justice awards
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — On Friday, 27 May, I
had the privilege of participating in the fourth annual
indigenous justice awards, together with the
Attorney-General, the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services and Minister for Corrections and
the Minister for Community Services in another place
and the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. The awards are
an initiative of the Aboriginal justice forum, which I
have the great honour of chairing, and were presented
in a ceremony at Federation Square as part of National
Reconciliation Week.
The awards recognise and celebrate the achievements
of the many individuals and groups working to improve
justice outcomes for the Koori community, whether
they be Koori or non-Koori. The 12 recipients of the
regional Aboriginal justice advisory committee
(RAJAC) awards were selected by each of the six
RAJACs. Awards were presented to a Koori and
non-Koori for each region. They were: Warrnambool
Koori court elders and Sergeant Phillip Maxsted;
Madge Siely and Bob Stephenson; Larry Kanoa and
Josephine Coad; Gary Watkins and Dallas Terlich;
Lillian Petit and Chris Tsiviglou; and Lyn Killeen and
Rodney Monahan, who were joint winners, and
Magistrate Anne Collins. The RAJAC chairpersons
also recognised three individuals who have contributed
to improved justice outcomes for Koori communities
on a statewide basis. They were: Colin Walker, Alf
Bamblett and Aaron Clarke. In addition we had a final
category of outstanding service for a Koori and
non-Koori public servant, and they were Andrew
Jackomos and Sergeant Greg Chandler.
Congratulations to the recipients of these awards. I
thank them for their tireless commitment to the Koori
community and Aboriginal justice.

Dental services: waiting lists
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My matter
today concerns the dental waiting lists in Victoria. It
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concerns the cruel inaction of the Bracks government
and the cruel mismanagement that is leaving people
waiting huge lengths of time on dental waiting lists.
General dentistry waiting lists went up from
25.47 months in June 2003, when the government hid
the figures from the Victorian community, to an
average of 31 months in April 2005. For the fitting of
dentures it went up from 28.47 months in June 2003 to
an average of 34.59 months in April 2005.
Ms Hadden — Four years in Ballarat!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Four years for
Mr Hurkens who, according to the story the Age carries
today, has been told he will not be treated until next
year, when he will have been waiting five years in pain
and discomfort with ill-fitting dentures. It is no wonder
older people and those in need of dentures get sick
when the Bracks government makes them wait four,
five and six years in some parts of country Victoria. At
the Knox Community Health Service the expected wait
of 34 months for dentures in June 2003 is now up to
50 months on the April 2005 figures. Steve Bracks
promised to fix problems with the waiting lists in
dentistry. He promised to stop the problems for
Victorians needing dentistry care and dentures, yet in
fact the lists have got worse. The government has spent
more, and any extra money it has put in has come from
a slug on motor registration for pensioners. It is a
disgrace!

Vietnamese community: settlement anniversary
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I was
delighted to attend a function at the Immigration
Museum to mark the 30-year anniversary of the
Vietnamese community’s settlement in Australia. The
Honourable Malcolm Fraser, a former Prime Minister
of Australia, was the special guest of the day. The
community wanted to pay respect to Mr Fraser who,
when he was Prime Minister, accepted refugees from
Vietnam. The community was grateful for his
contribution, and there were many speeches of thanks
to him for his work in helping Vietnamese refugees and
with the many programs to help settle Vietnamese
people in Australia. The community also thanked
former Labor Prime Ministers Mr Hawke and
Mr Keating for continuing to accept more refugees to
Australia from Vietnam. On the day people also
indicated that they wanted the Howard government to
open up the refugee program to accept more refugees
from other parts of the world.
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Minister for Sport and Recreation: comments
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I rise to
make a comment about the completely inappropriate
statement made by the Minister for Sport and
Recreation during yesterday’s question time, when he
said:
… you might suspect that a few opposition members have
had a few head injuries from football over the years …

I put it to you, President, that given the very serious
nature of head injuries that occur in areas that come
under his sport portfolio, this was a most inappropriate
statement for the minister to make. In fact, in respect of
the minister’s own sport of Australian Rules football,
an article in the Medical Journal of Australia identifies
that of the 25 deaths associated with Australian Rules
between 1968 to 1999, 9 were due to brain injury.
Approximately 73 000 people in this state suffer from
acquired brain injury. These people and their families
have suffered significant trauma in their lives due to the
accidents that caused their injuries, and they continue to
face enormous challenges on a day-to-day basis. I was
offended that a minister of the Crown would make
jokes at the expense of those Victorians who have had
the misfortune of suffering an acquired brain injury.
This statement by the minister was completely
inappropriate and was a direct insult to the
73 000 Victorians who suffer from acquired brain
injury.

Detention centres: federal policy
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I commend
Petro Georgiou, Judi Moylan, Russell Broadbent and
Bruce Baird for having the guts to stand up to the Prime
Minister and demand changes to the federal
government’s disgraceful refugee detention policy. Can
anyone believe it is right for a man, Peter Qasim, to be
in detention for seven years? Can anyone believe it is
appropriate for children to be born in captivity and then
be kept in captivity with their mothers? The
psychological damage to such children can only be
imagined.
It would appear that the only person who thinks these
policies are appropriate is a Prime Minister whose lack
of decency is only matched by his lack of compassion.
We claim to be a decent society; the Prime Minister’s
actions on these issues give a lie to that. In closing I
quote from Michelle Grattan in today’s Age:
At times I’ve thought that Howard really wanted to get some
decent settlement to the detention issue. Then I heard him in
question time yesterday, trying to paint Kim Beazley as weak
on detention and border protection. He was refighting the
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2001 election, with his ammunition the poor devils who have
mostly been incarcerated since then.

So to the four Liberal rebels: all power to your elbow.
You have the unqualified support of the vast majority
of decent Australians.

Melbourne University: vocational education
and training agricultural programs
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Today I want to
express my extreme disappointment and concern at the
recent decision taken by Melbourne University to
abandon the delivery of TAFE-level agricultural
courses. This will have a particularly harsh impact on
those communities served by places like the McMillan
campus in Warragul and the Longerenong,
Glenormiston and Dookie campuses. I am aware that
Melbourne University has said that it will liaise with
and seek to have other providers deliver those
TAFE-level courses, but that is a second-best option. I
do not believe it is in the best interests of agricultural
education to have a fragmented system where we have
different TAFE-level courses being delivered by a
range of different organisations around the state of
Victoria. There is extreme danger that there will not be
any coordination or cooperation between those different
providers and that that will not lead to a strengthened
agricultural education course at a TAFE level.
I am also extremely disappointed in the Labor
government because it has sat on its hands and allowed
this to happen and has taken no action until this point in
time. I note that in only recent days the minister has
established a task force to try to ensure that these
courses are being offered by other providers. I urge that
task force see if it cannot at least ensure there is some
cooperation and coordination between those alternative
providers that I believe will ultimately take over the
delivery of those TAFE courses.

St Simon’s Community Football Club,
Rowville: facilities grant
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — On
Wednesday, 8 June, I visited the St Simon’s
Community Football Club in Rowville with the
member for Ferntree Gully in the other place, Anne
Eckstein, to present St Simon’s football club with a
minor facilities grant of $22 919 from the Community
Facilities Fund. This grant will go towards lighting at
Liberty Reserve, Rowville. The grant will provide for
two light towers for oval floodlighting at Liberty
Reserve to assist with night training for both football
and cricket. The lighting will also make the car park
more safe and secure. Developing and improving local
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facilities is vital to bringing communities together and
encouraging all Victorians to get involved in sport and
recreation at a grassroots level.
I commend the government for its aim to get people off
the couch and actively involved in their local
communities through the Go for Your Life program.
Upgrading the lighting at Liberty Reserve oval will
improve safety for the young people taking part in
sports training and ensure maximum use of the oval. It
was great to meet young people from the St Simon’s
football club and their president and secretary, Martin
Byrne and Geoff Izon. The club is enthusiastic about
plans to make effective use of the new lighting. I wish
them well in the current football season.

WorkCover: workplace safety
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I
would like to return to the issue of the Krupjak family
in Gippsland, which was raised by me in Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearings on three
occasions with Ministers Lenders and Jennings and
Ms Garbutt, the Minister for Community Services in
the other place, by Mr Hall yesterday in question time
and by other people as well. Let me start by saying that
I received this morning an email from Jean Tops from
the Gippsland Carers Association, which says:
The lack of action by the government to stop the persecution
of the Krupjak family and the mass panic that will overtake
all people with disabilities and the families who care for them
is an outrage.

I am sure people will agree with that. In her email to me
this morning Jean Tops says that the family has still to
receive anything in writing from WorkCover or anyone
else to say the action against them has been withdrawn.
She says:
The family are terrified that given the high support needs of
their children they may be sued again next week by another
worker who may sustain an injury at their home.

The email goes on to say:
… The Krupjak family yesterday received a letter from
solicitors for the worker indicating a possible lawsuit by the
worker to the Krupjaks’ liability insurance company.
… Mr Lenders is so insensitive to the enormous precedent
that has been set, we have no choice but to warn all families
receiving in-home help that their home is no longer their
home … it is a workplace for paid workers, and they risk
being sued every time a paid worker steps over the threshold
of their property to assist them — —

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

COMMONWEALTH GAMES: FINANCIAL REPORTING
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Karrie Webb
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I rise to congratulate
Karrie Webb on her induction into the Ladies
Professional Golf Association Hall of Fame. Karrie
Webb is without peer when it comes to Australian
women golfers. Since 1990 she has performed at a level
of competence that could only be described as stellar. In
my opinion she has done as much not only for women’s
golf but also for Australian golf as the great Peter
Thomson or Greg Norman have. Karrie Webb is a
credit to Queensland, to Australia and to herself. I
congratulate her on her elevation to the Ladies
Professional Golf Association Hall of Fame.

Great Otway National Park: establishment
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I, along with my
colleagues Ms Carbines and the member for South
Barwon in the other place, Mr Michael Crutchfield,
were pleased to be with the Premier, Mr Steve Bracks,
and the Minister for Environment in the other place,
Mr John Thwaites, last Friday for the announcement
that the state government would legislate to create a
new 100 000-hectare national park for the Otways
stretching from Anglesea to Cape Otway. It is hoped
everybody in this place will support the National Parks
(Otways and Other Amendments) Bill, to be introduced
into Parliament next sitting week, which will establish
the new Great Otway National Park and phase out
logging by 2008.
The new national park will become the largest on
Victoria’s coast, linking the existing Otway National
Park and the Angahook-Lorne, Carlisle and Melba
Gully state parks with tracts of former state forest. This
will mean that the Great Otway National Park will be
nine times the size of the existing national park. Around
40 000 hectares of public land in the Otways will also
be set aside as forest park — a new category of public
land. The Otway forest park will allow for a wide range
of recreational activities and will have a strong
emphasis on community access.
The $13 million allocated by the Bracks Labor
government will be spent over the next four years on
the park’s establishment, including employing
17 people to manage the park. This announcement is
yet another initiative that fulfils a key election
commitment from the government to protect
old-growth forests and threatened flora and fauna, and
it creates one of the world’s greatest national parks
along the Great Ocean Road.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I advise Ms Hadden
that I am in the Chair, not her.

Australian Red Cross: Creswick unit
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I was waiting for the
call. The Creswick unit of the Australian Red Cross
celebrated 90 years of service on 31 May at a
celebratory afternoon tea held at St Andrew’s Uniting
Church hall at Creswick. I congratulate those unit
members who were awarded distinguished service
medals, the unit members who paraded the old
uniforms and the members of the Creswick Blue
Light/RSL Light Horse Troop who assisted on the day.
In the current world situation, with its turmoil and
suffering, it is very necessary to be prepared, and the
Red Cross is always prepared to give a helping hand at
a moment’s notice. Over the years, whether in peace or
war, the whole district has always shown great interest
in the Red Cross and the desire to help others has never
wavered.
I was greatly honoured to be the guest speaker on the
history of the Creswick unit and on Lady Millie
Peacock, who was the unit’s inaugural president,
having been elected on 31 May 1915 and remaining
president until shortly before her death in February
1948. She was one of the original committee members,
along with Mrs Gurr and Mrs Clarkson, remaining in
office for over 30 years and being actively engaged in
serving the community to improve the lives of others
and promote humanitarian laws and values.
I congratulate unit secretary Norah Stubbs, long-serving
president Betty McNicol, treasurer Margaret Orr, and
newly elected president Norma Clifton, and I thank
Jean McKay and Val Lawrence for making and
decorating the birthday cake. All the unit’s members
and their guest, Mr Richard Stone, the Australian Red
Cross Victorian chairman, helped to make the Creswick
unit’s 90th birthday celebrations a fantastic success.

COMMONWEALTH GAMES: FINANCIAL
REPORTING
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — I wish to advise the
house that the Liberal Party will provide 10 minutes of
its time allocation to Ms Hadden to participate in the
debate on the general business motion.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — I wish to advise the house
that The Nationals are pleased to provide 5 minutes of
their allocated time to Ms Hadden.
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Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I move:
That this house affirms its support for the Commonwealth
Games and calls on the Minister for Commonwealth Games
to explain his misleading statements in relation to:
(1) the role of the Auditor-General and the Minister for
Finance in delaying the Commonwealth Games
financial statements until after the 2006 state election;
and
(2) the Commonwealth Games global budget.

This government likes to hold itself out to be open and
accountable. Over the last six years members of this
chamber have heard that mantra from this government.
Every minister over that period has come into this
chamber and said that this is an open and accountable
government. The Premier is on record saying numerous
times over the last six years that the government is open
and accountable. Indeed, the Minister for
Commonwealth Games, to whom the motion refers — I
note that the minister is absent from the chamber this
morning — is on the record saying that the government
should be open and accountable.
On 26 November 2003, in response to a question from
the Honourable Andrew Brideson, the minister
concluded his answer by saying:
I again reinforce that in relation to all matters financial
concerning the Commonwealth Games and in relation to all
matters we are an open, accountable and transparent
government.

The minister is clearly on the record saying that both he
and the government will be open, accountable and
transparent in relation to the Commonwealth Games.
Unfortunately it is the wont of this government to spend
a lot of time and effort on the spin of being open and
accountable and very little on the practice of being open
and accountable. It seems to me we are increasingly
seeing this practice of spin come from the public
domain into this house. It is the opposition’s concern at
comments by the Minister for Commonwealth Games
that give rise to this motion before the house today.
I point out that the wording of the motion is very
specific. The motion is written in such a way that it
gives the Minister for Commonwealth Games, who I
note is absent from the chamber, an opportunity to
explain his statements and his comments on the record
of this house. There is clear evidence from the
minister’s statements at the estimates committee last
week, in the newspapers last week and in the house
yesterday that there is a great deal of confusion
surrounding the comments of the minister. The minister
has contradicted himself several times throughout the
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process. The motion today gives the minister the
opportunity to clarify the record as he sees fit. It is the
intention of the Liberal Party in moving the motion that
the minister should come before the house and explain
his statements regarding the Auditor-General, regarding
the Minister for Finance and with regard to the
Commonwealth Games budget generally.
Why is this important? This is important because the
Commonwealth Games will be in all probability the
single largest project the government delivers, giving
that most of its other projects do not show any sign of
being delivered. The state has committed to spending
$697 million of taxpayers money in a budget of
$1.1 billion to deliver the Commonwealth Games. It is
a very large project for Victoria, a very large
commitment of taxpayers money, and it is appropriate
that it be scrutinised, because accountability is
extremely important.
The management of the Commonwealth Games is quite
complex. There is the organising committee, known as
Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation,
the Department for Victorian Communities and the
department’s subagency, the Office of Commonwealth
Games Coordination, which is effectively the
government end of the operation. There are various
other aspects of government responsibility for the
Commonwealth Games in other departments, such as
Major Projects Victoria, which is responsible as the
agency for delivering the Melbourne Cricket Ground
redevelopment, the games village and so on. There is a
fairly complex arrangement within government
surrounding the Commonwealth Games, and each of
these agencies has various reporting responsibilities.
The government has in previous years produced an
annual report for the organising committee —
Melbourne 2006, originally a company under the
Corporations Law and now a statutory authority set up
by this Parliament — for the end of the financial year,
30 June. The Office of Commonwealth Games
Coordination, as part of the Department for Victorian
Communities, produces an annual report to 30 June
each year, and the government has brought in the
practice of producing a special purpose report which is
supposed to collect all Commonwealth Games
expenditure and report it in an appendix to the
Department for Victorian Communities annual report.
I put on record at this time that that special report in the
appendix to the DVC annual report is not a formal
report, it is not audited by the Auditor-General and it
does not have any official status under the Financial
Management Act 1994. The only two official reporting
mechanisms for the Commonwealth Games are the
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annual report for Melbourne 2006 and the annual report
for the Department for Victorian Communities, both of
which report to 30 June each year, being the
conventional end of the financial year.
Under state legislation those reporting entities are
required to give reports in accordance with the
Financial Management Act and the Audit Act 1994.
Section 45 of the Financial Management Act requires
that as soon as practicable after the end of each
financial year the accountable officer for the
department and public body must submit the financial
statements of the department to the Auditor-General
within eight weeks of the completion of the financial
year, which means that if you have a balance date of
30 June you have all of July and August to prepare the
financial statements and at the beginning of September
they need to be provided to the Auditor-General for the
financial audit.
Section 9 of the Audit Act requires that the
Auditor-General, having received a financial statement
from a department, has four weeks in which to prepare
an audit opinion. Again, in the case of a June balance
date if the department has taken its full two months to
get a report to the Auditor-General he then has the
month of September to produce his audit opinion and
then the annual report and the audit statement are
transmitted to the minister for presentation to
Parliament.
The effect of this is that annual reports are presented to
Parliament with an audit statement late in the calendar
year, certainly before the house rises. As members
know, in September and October we have a large
number of annual reports for government departments
and other government agencies presented by the
respective ministers to this Parliament. It is an
appropriate reporting mechanism for the operation of
government.
It is therefore with great concern that I listened to the
Minister for Commonwealth Games at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing last
Wednesday announce that for 2006, the year of the
Commonwealth Games, the government will report the
Commonwealth Games financial outcomes on a
financial year ending 30 September 2006 — that is, the
financial year was being expanded by three months.
Going back to the requirements of the Financial
Management Act, if the department’s report is at
30 September 2006, it then has all of October and
November in which to prepare the reports, the
Auditor-General has all of December in which to
prepare his audit statement and the practical effect is
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that the reports may not be ready for presentation to
Parliament until the end of December. This is, of
course, well after the next state election. The practical
effect of delaying the balance date for the
Commonwealth Games to September 2006 is that there
will not be a financial report on the outcome of the
games to this Parliament and to the people of Victoria
before the next state election. This is a position that the
opposition vehemently opposes.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — They are doing the same
with hospitals.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — We believe the
Commonwealth Games should report on its current
financial year ending 30 June so that those financial
reports can make it into Parliament before the next state
election.
I will take up Mr Atkinson’s interjection. That is true,
the government is doing the same with hospitals. This
week it has been revealed that the government is also
delaying the reporting dates for hospitals. The practical
effect of that will be that the financial statements of
hospitals will not reach this Parliament until after the
next state election. It is clear the government has form
on this issue.
The minister raised this issue in his statement to the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee last
Wednesday. When questions were taken at that hearing
I immediately asked the minister about the background
to this decision because, as I said, the opposition
vehemently opposes this proposal to delay the balance
date on the Commonwealth Games for three months. In
responding to my question about this the minister was
quite indignant. He said, ‘This was not our idea. This
was at the request of the Auditor-General’. He also said
in his earlier comments that this decision had been
made with the permission of the Minister for Finance.
Minister Madden was very upset that I had asked him
this question. He was at pains to emphasise that this
decision had been made at the request of the
Auditor-General. He said no less than three times in this
hearing that this was at the request of the
Auditor-General. It was not an inadvertent slip of the
tongue. It was a deliberate statement by the minister,
made three times in the course of that hearing, that the
change to the Commonwealth Games balance date was
at the request of the Auditor-General. As I said, he also
said on possibly two occasions that the decision had
been made with the permission of the Minister for
Finance, meaning that the decision had been taken and
that course of action was in place.
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I was very surprised to hear that the Auditor-General
had requested this course of action. During the break in
the hearing I went back to my office and I telephoned
the Auditor-General. The Auditor-General was not in
his office at that time, but I spoke to Russell Walker,
the Assistant Auditor-General, who has, as I understand
it, responsibility for the Commonwealth Games. I told
Mr Walker that Minister Madden had said that the
Auditor-General or his office had requested this
change. Mr Walker had no idea what I was talking
about. Mr Walker said he had no knowledge at all of
this matter. He said he would have to speak to Wayne
Cameron, the Auditor-General, and that perhaps the
Auditor-General knew something about it. I thought
this was very interesting.
The next morning, which was last Thursday morning, I
telephoned the Auditor-General. I spoke to Wayne
Cameron and I repeated the minister’s statement that
the Auditor-General had requested this change to the
balance date. The Auditor-General was very clear
indeed in his response to that. Given the importance of
that conversation with the Auditor-General I made a
file note. I am happy to quote the Auditor-General.
When I spoke to the Auditor-General I asked him if he
was happy for me to publicly quote that conversation.
He said he was. The Auditor-General said to me in
response to the minister’s comment that he or his office
would not have requested such a change. He indicated
that there had been some discussions at officer level
about the reporting regime for the Commonwealth
Games and the desirability of a consolidated report, but
he was quite adamant that he definitely did not request
a change to the balance date for the Commonwealth
Games. That is in complete contradiction to what the
minister had claimed at the hearing.
The Auditor-General went on to say that the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office did not even have the power
to make such a decision in any case. Not only did he
not request it, he was quite clear that he did not have the
power to do it. Those comments that were made to me
were also repeated by the Auditor-General in the media.
In an article published in the Age on Friday, 10 June,
the Auditor-General is quoted as saying:
We have not formally requested an extension of the reported
dates … They do not get approval for something like that
from us.

The Auditor-General has quite clearly repudiated the
claims of the Minister for Commonwealth Games as to
how this change in balance date came about. It is
interesting to note that in responding to the
Auditor-General’s comments the minister is quoted as
saying that the request was verbal — a verbal request
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had come from the Auditor-General’s office. The
minister subsequently said that this was in 2003.
In the six years I have been on the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee (PAEC) — and this is a
committee that has a very close relationship with the
Auditor-General — I cannot recall the Auditor-General
giving informal, verbal advice. The committee is
frequently in receipt of written advice from the
Auditor-General, but I cannot recall it ever being the
practice of the Auditor-General to give verbal advice,
particularly on such a significant issue. Yet if we are to
believe the Minister for Commonwealth Games, some
time in 2003 someone from the Auditor-General’s
office rang someone in the department and requested a
change to the Commonwealth Games balance date.
That is hardly a credible claim, yet the minister would
have this Parliament and the people of Victoria believe
the Auditor-General’s office verbally advised someone
in the department some time in 2003 that the balance
date should be changed. It simply is not a credible
claim.
Yesterday the Minister for Commonwealth Games was
asked questions in Parliament about his claim that the
Auditor-General had requested this change in balance
date. In response to those questions the minister read a
statement which he claimed had been prepared by the
Auditor-General, Mr Wayne Cameron, and by the
Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities, Mr Yehudi Blacher.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — A public statement?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — The statement is
dated 10 June 2005. Mr Atkinson asked if it is a public
statement, and I have to say that the basis of this
statement is very unclear. As I said earlier, in the
six-year relationship I have had with the
Auditor-General through the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, I cannot recall the
Auditor-General issuing joint statements with
department heads on matters of audit policy.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — I cannot recall it in
13 years.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — It is an
extraordinary statement that says:
There have been ongoing discussions between staff of the
Auditor-General’s office and the Department for Victorian
Communities about the preparation of a special purpose
report on the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games
following the completion of the games.
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But that does not respond to the issue of the minister
claiming the Auditor-General requested a change to the
balance date. The statement goes on:
These discussions focused on how best to present a full
account of the games from a statewide perspective to enhance
public accountability. While transactions associated with the
games will be accounted for by the respective agencies in
their 2005–06 financial statements, which are … subject to
audit by the Auditor-General’s office, we are aware that all
games-related transactions may not be finalised prior to
30 June 2006.

Again that does not say that the Auditor-General
requested a change to the balance date, as the minister
claimed. The statement continues:
For the final special purpose report to be comprehensive, it
will need to include all significant transactions relating to the
wrap-up of the games, some of which may be after year end.
Should there be significant transactions after 30 June 2006,
audit suggested extending the reporting date of the special
purpose report so as to achieve that goal.
This proposal is mutually supported and should not
compromise timely reporting to Parliament of this significant
state event.

The wording of this statement is very important,
because it refers to the special purpose report. As I said
earlier, the special purpose report has no official status.
It is not required under the Financial Management Act,
not is it subject to audit by the Auditor-General’s office
and it has no formal status, and therefore the Minister
for Commonwealth Games does not need permission
from the Minister for Finance to amend the balance
date. This special purpose report, which is the appendix
in the departmental annual report, is clearly not the
reporting mechanism the minister was talking about last
week at the estimates hearing, because he simply would
not have referred to needing the approval of the
Minister for Finance.
So this statement is completely unrelated to the matters
the Minister for Commonwealth Games was referring
to last week. I also pick up the second sentence in that
paragraph, which states:
Should there be significant transactions after 30 June 2006 —

et cetera. Last week the minister presented the change
of balance date to 30 September as a fait accompli.
There was no mention of, ‘If there are significant
transactions after 30 June’, it was quite clearly a
statement that, ‘We are going to do this with a balance
date of 30 September’. There was no mention of it
being conditional on there being future transactions —
—
Hon. Bill Forwood — He already had permission!
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Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — He already had
permission, Mr Forwood. He had already been to the
Minister for Finance and sought, and apparently gained,
permission. So again this statement purportedly by the
Auditor-General and the department head is completely
at odds with the minister’s statement last week.
I then have to raise the circumstances of this statement.
The minister came in here yesterday and read out this
statement, but it is worth recording that the statement is
not on any letterhead. It is not on the letterhead of the
office of the Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities; it is not on the letterhead of the audit
office; it is dated 10 June, which was last Friday, but it
does not bear any signature. It is not signed by the
Auditor-General; it is not signed by Yehudi Blacher,
the secretary of the department. It is simply a piece of
paper the minister brought in here and gave to the
Parliament which he claims is a statement by the
Auditor-General and the departmental secretary. We do
not know where the statement originated. Was it drafted
down at the audit office? Was it drafted in the
department, or was it drafted in the minister’s office to
help him get through question time yesterday? If this
statement was indeed written on Friday, five days
before the minister presented it to the house, why was it
not signed?
Hon. Bill Forwood — Why wasn’t it made public?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — And why was it
not made public? This statement smacks of something
written in the minister’s office before question time,
and maybe faxed to the Auditor-General some time
yesterday. The basis of the statement is very unclear, as
indeed is the communication that has taken place
between the minister’s office and the audit office that
led to this statement. If the minister appears in the
house today — if he can be bothered to come in here
and put on the public record what he is doing about
this — perhaps he will address the issue of where this
statement came from and how it ended up in the house
under the circumstances he raised yesterday.
I note that according to the reporting of this issue in the
Age today the minister has taken a different tack. Today
the minister is effectively saying that this is semantics,
it is about language, it is just an issue over words. If this
is an issue over words, why did the minister not correct
the record last Friday when this became a public issue?
Why did he not correct the record yesterday in question
time? Why did he come in here with this charade of a
statement and get up and say that this was something
that had been discussed with the Auditor-General? If he
really believes this is about words and semantics and
his being misquoted, why did he not say that five days
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ago? Why did it take until this morning in the Age for
him to mention that this is about language? I think he
was quoted as saying it was ‘about a comma’. If he
truly believed this was about language and about his
being misquoted or misinterpreted, why did he not say
that five days ago? Why did he come in here with this
statement about the Auditor-General? Why did his
office claim that there had been verbal advice from the
Auditor-General in 2003? For the minister to now claim
that this is merely his being misinterpreted has
absolutely no credibility in light of his actions and
response to this issue over the last five days.
The second issue I would like to canvass is the role of
the Minister for Finance. Yesterday the Minister for
Finance — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Last Wednesday
during the hearing the Minister for Commonwealth
Games indicated that at the suggestion or request —
whatever term the minister likes — of the
Auditor-General and with the permission of the
Minister for Finance the balance date for the
Commonwealth Games had been shifted to
30 September 2006. It was clear from the minister’s
statement, indeed contradicting the statement he read
yesterday purporting to be from the Auditor-General
and the departmental secretary, that the government had
taken this decision and had put the mechanism in place.
Yesterday the Leader of the Opposition asked the
Minister for Finance a question: had he received a
request to vary the Commonwealth Games reporting
date under the Financial Management Act. It is clear
that the Minister for Finance has the authority to do
that. Section 47 of the Financial Management Act gives
the Minister for Finance the power to vary the reporting
date for entities, including the Commonwealth Games.
The minister was asked had he received such an
application for consideration, and the minister gave a
one-word answer, ‘No’, he had not received an
application. Yet last Wednesday the Minister for
Commonwealth Games was saying he had taken this
action with the permission of the Minister for Finance.
Yesterday the Minister for Finance was saying no, that
was not the case because he had never received such an
application. When the Minister for Commonwealth
Games was asked to account for the discrepancy
between what he said at the estimates hearing last
Wednesday and what the Minister for Finance
answered in question time yesterday, the only response
of the Minister for Commonwealth Games was to
reread the statement he purports to be from the
Auditor-General, which had absolutely nothing to do
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with the issue of his claim to have received permission
from the Minister for Finance.
So yet again we have an issue on the table of a
statement last week by the Minister for Commonwealth
Games, and a completely contradictory statement from
his colleague the Minister for Finance, and absolutely
no reconciliation of those two different issues by the
Minister for Commonwealth Games. I say to the house
that this motion this morning calls on the Minister for
Commonwealth Games to use this opportunity to set
the record straight about the Auditor-General, whose
statement he now claims to have been misinterpreted,
about the Minister for Finance and the other issues
relating to the Commonwealth Games budget. I would
expect that the Minister for Commonwealth Games, if
he is open, accountable and transparent as he claimed to
the Parliament in November 2003, would come into the
Parliament this morning and do that.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Mitchell is out of
his place and his interjections are unparliamentary and
totally unacceptable.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — The fact that the
minister is not even in the house this morning to listen
to this debate does not give the opposition any hope at
all that he will respond appropriately to these issues
which have arisen from his own statements.
I now turn to the second element of this motion, and
that relates generally to the Commonwealth Games
budget. On 27 September 2001 the minister introduced
the Commonwealth Games Arrangements Act and as
part of the minister’s second-reading speech for that act
he said:
Acceptance of the likely financial impacts of the games was
inherent in the decision to bid for the games. The previous
government is to be acknowledged for its role in the
successful bid. The budget, which accompanied the games
bid, while currently under review, will provide the basis for
the state’s financial commitment.

In September 2001 the Minister for Commonwealth
Games made it clear that the eventual budget for the
Commonwealth Games would be based on the bid
budget. So we were then rather surprised when the
games budget was announced to discover that the
budget was dramatically different. By way of a press
release on 12 March 2003, the Premier and the Minister
for Commonwealth Games announced that the budget
for the games would be $1.1 billion, with a contribution
from the Victorian government — the Victorian
taxpayer — of $697 million, $223 million of that being
for capital works and the balance of $474 million for
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operational expenditure. This was supposedly based on
the bid budget although indeed the Premier noted some
differences. The press release states:
Mr Bracks said the increase in operating costs from the
original bid reflected CPI increases, a changed security
environment and licence fees that were not included in the
original bid.
‘In a move away from the practice of the previous
government, we have now also fully costed the requirement
for services such as police and public transport …

It is interesting to compare the bid budget, which broke
down line by line what the previous government
estimated would be the expenditure on the
Commonwealth Games, with the one and only press
release that has been issued by this government about
the Commonwealth Games budget. The only figures
we have been given by this government are the
headline $1.1 billion, the state contribution of
$697 million and the breakdown between capital and
operational expenditure.
However, it is possible to reconcile what the Premier
has said with the bid budget. While the published bid
budget indicated that $306 million would go to
operational expenditure, the bid budget that was not
published but was available to the government went
into some detail about the licence fees. It indicated that
an allowance of $65 million had been made for the
licence fees and a further $124 million had been
allocated for additional expenditure by the state on the
provision of state services related to the
Commonwealth Games.
If you take the published bid document and the budget
documents held by the government — prepared by the
previous government and available to the current
government — you find there was in fact that detail the
Premier claimed had been left out. If you reconcile the
expenditure on the same basis as this government
claims to have done, you see that the cost of the bid
budget was $306 million for operational expenditure,
$65 million for licence fees to the Commonwealth
Games Federation and the Australian Commonwealth
Games Association and $124 million for state
services — a total of $495 million. That compares with
the operational budget announced under this
government of $877 million — a more than
$370 million difference. The people of Victoria are
supposed to believe this almost doubling is accounted
for by consumer price index changes and security
requirements.
That brings me to the second issue, and that is security.
We were told when this budget was announced in
March 2003 that it was a whole-of-government games
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budget and everything would be included in it. We
were told the reason it had doubled from the figure the
Kennett government had published was security. We
are now being told that security is outside the budget
and that that $697 million of taxpayers money does not
include the security expenses. Furthermore, we are not
able to tell the people of Victoria how much these
games are going to cost, because the government will
not reveal the figure for security. Despite the
commitment made by the Premier at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee to provide that
answer in writing, at a hearing last week the Minister
for Commonwealth Games said that that response
would not be provided until after the games. The
minister went on to say that this was at the suggestion,
or perhaps the request, of Victoria Police. I cannot help
but wonder what the response would be if we were to
ask the office of the Chief Commissioner of Police
whether it suggested or requested that those figures not
be made public.
The suggestion by the minister and the government that
we cannot reveal the expenditure on security for
security reasons does not carry any weight. The
commonwealth has announced its commitment to
Commonwealth Games security. I understand it has
committed in the order of $85 million, with
$28.3 million of that to go directly to the Australian
Security Intelligence Organisation, to the Department
of Defence and to the Australian Federal Police. If the
commonwealth government can say it is committing
$85 million to the Commonwealth Games security
requirements, why can the Victorian government not
make a similar statement as to its commitment?
I also have great difficulty in believing the government
when it says it cannot reveal the cost of security for the
Commonwealth Games for security reasons because of
its past form. On 26 February 2003 the Premier
announced that the government would introduce new
anti-terrorism legislation. He issued a press release
about the bill that came into the Parliament on that day.
At the end of that press release the Premier went into
some detail about the anti-terrorism measures the
government was introducing. The Premier was happy
to detail that the government would commit
$1.2 million for protection equipment for emergency
services; $3.8 million for new surveillance and
communications equipment to increase police
intelligence and risk analysis capacity; $6 million for a
new secure state crisis centre equipped with encrypted
communication networks linking key federal and
emergency service agencies; $6.4 million to ensure
Victoria Police operations cannot be interrupted
through a targeted terrorist attack; and $2 million for a
new high-level security policy unit in the Department
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of Premier and Cabinet to closely liaise with other state
and commonwealth bodies.
In February 2003 the Premier was willing to put on the
public record in some detail the measures the
government was taking in respect to terrorism. The
government went into great detail on how much it was
spending on each element and what each element was.
Now we are being told the public cannot even have a
global figure for expenditure on Commonwealth
Games security. We are being told that this is for
security reasons. It is absolutely farcical that two years
ago — when it suited him and the government — the
Premier could detail in great depth this government’s
expenditure on terrorism initiatives, yet now, when the
figure can quite conveniently be used to prop up a
budget that is continually blowing out, the government
refuses to detail exactly or even give an indication of
how much is being spent.
It seems that the Commonwealth Games organisers
have an open, secret blank cheque to cover budget
blow-outs without the people of Victoria having any
idea how much is involved until after the games
reporting, and because of what the Minister for
Commonwealth Games announced last week that
reporting will not occur until after the next state
election. This government has form on trying to conceal
information from the people of Victoria. This example
with the Commonwealth Games is just the latest
instance of that.
The motion before the house deliberately affirms the
support of the house for the Commonwealth Games.
There is no doubt that the Liberal Party is a strong
supporter of the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth
Games. They will bring 4500 athletes and
1500 officials representing 71 countries to Melbourne
for an 11-day extravaganza next March. There can be
no doubt of our support for this event. If it were not for
the previous coalition government, Victoria would not
be hosting the Commonwealth Games.
Hon. J. M. McQuilten — Rubbish! We would have
got them if we had been in government.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Mr McQuilten
says, ‘We would have got them if we were in
government’ — you would still be deciding whether to
have a bid. It is farcical to think that this government
could have secured the Commonwealth Games. The
fact is that these games have the strong support of the
Liberal Party. However, that does not mean the
government has a blank cheque when it comes to
spending taxpayers money on the Commonwealth
Games. This government needs to be accountable for
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how it spends money on the Commonwealth Games. It
cannot simply hide behind, ‘The games are bipartisan,
therefore we do not have to tell the people anything’.
That is not acceptable to the Liberal Party.
Hon. P. R. Hall — What we ask for is honesty.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — As Mr Hall said,
what we ask for is honesty. What we have had from the
Minister for Commonwealth Games is confusion and
attempts to conceal, mislead and hide the true situation.
This motion today provides the minister with an
opportunity to come into this Parliament and clarify his
statements to the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee last week, his statements to the media last
week and this week and his statements in question time
yesterday. The motion provides that opportunity for
clarity, and I call on members of the house to support
the motion.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I would have to say to the
member that that was pretty ordinary. In fact not even
his own side actually gives him any credit. Mr Atkinson
was running around the place last night claiming that
this was all stuff he had uncovered. Yesterday in
question time the member had to have the Leader of the
Opposition ask a couple of questions because
Mr Rich-Phillips could not even prosecute the case on
his own. The member’s contribution here actually got
to nothing and gave us no substance. He has put
forward a serious motion alleging that a minister made
misleading statements. The member knows that is an
extremely grave allegation which he has put before this
house, and he has presented no evidence whatsoever to
support his claim, other than his deliberate
misinterpretation of the words of the Minister for
Commonwealth Games at the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee hearing.
At no point in the minister’s statements to the PAEC
did he once say that the Minister for Finance had
already given such permission — at no point did he say
that. It is the member’s interpretation of those words.
The Minister for Commonwealth Games was quite
clearly expressing the point that of course at the request
of the Auditor-General there had been some discussions
about extending the reporting date and that that would
be needed, with the permission of the Minister for
Finance. That is the intention of the words of the
Minister for Commonwealth Games, and it is the
member’s deliberate misrepresentation — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Rich-Phillips had
an opportunity to make his contribution to the debate
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without interruption, and I ask honourable members to
allow Mr Viney to put on the record his comments
about the motion before the house without interruption
from the chamber.

will rule on his point of order, but those words are not
offensive and I do not believe the member needs to
withdraw them, so I do not uphold Mr Forwood’s point
of order.

Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
President, during the fracas that just took place
Mr Viney said that the Honourable Gordon
Rich-Phillips had deliberately misrepresented words. I
put it to you that he has no right to make that comment,
and I am sure that if Mr Rich-Phillips had heard him
say it, he would have demanded that Mr Viney
withdraw it. He cannot say — —

Hon. Bill Forwood — President, Further on the
point of order, I put to you that in the time you and I
have been in this place it has never been the case that a
person could not raise a matter on behalf of another
person if that person did not hear what happened. If you
wish, I am quite happy to cite the precedents for that. I
put it to you, President, that your ruling needs to be
reconsidered in order to follow the precedents of this
house.

Mr Gavin Jennings — Because he was deaf!
Hon. Bill Forwood — Well, there was a row going
on. The Minister for Aged Care was probably part of it.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Forwood to
raise his point of order without debating it and not to
respond to interjections during the course of raising it.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I was being harassed.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood was not.
Hon. Bill Forwood — The member has been in this
Parliament, although not in this place, long enough to
know that he cannot accuse someone of deliberately
misrepresenting positions — —
Hon. J. H. Eren — Well, did he?
Hon. Bill Forwood — Yes he did.
Hon. J. H. Eren — He did not hear!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Enough! I ask
Mr Forwood to take his seat while the Chair is on her
feet. Mr Eren is to stop interjecting. Mr Forwood is to
stop debating and responding to interjections; he is to
raise his point of order and then sit down so that the
Chair can rule on it.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On the point of order,
President, I put to you that Mr Viney should be made to
withdraw the dreadful words he used in relation to
Mr Rich-Phillips.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not uphold
Mr Forwood’s point of order. I do not believe those
words require a withdrawal, and the matter obviously is
up to Mr Rich-Phillips because he is in the chamber.
The member knows that if a member is offended by
words which make reference to a particular member
who is in the chamber, it is that member who has to
make the request. If Mr Rich-Phillips raises it, the Chair

The PRESIDENT — Order! On Mr Forwood’s
point of order, I stand by my ruling that, if the member
is in the chamber, the member should raise the point of
order. But leaving that aside, I still say to the member
that the words used by Mr Viney are not offensive, and
I am not upholding his point of order or asking
Mr Viney for a withdrawal.
Mr VINEY — Stop the clock. I want to use some
time.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You started it! There are now
two points in relation to this. Perhaps the Chair and I
should consider this discussion elsewhere, in deference
to Mr Viney and the clock, but I am reluctant to let this
matter go now — but I will do so because otherwise
Mr Viney is only going to have 54 minutes left. In fact I
will reconsider. I thought he only got quarter of an
hour. Let me make two points about the last ruling the
Chair made.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Is the member raising
a point of order?
Hon. Bill Forwood — I am making a comment on
the Chair’s ruling.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Is the member
reflecting on the Chair?
Hon. Bill Forwood — Does the Chair want me to
reflect on the Chair ? It is not my intention to reflect on
the Chair, but it is my intention to get proper rulings in
this place.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Now that is reflecting
on the Chair. Mr Forwood is reflecting on the Chair
with those comments, and I ask him to withdraw that or
we will all be in a difficult situation.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Of course I withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Forwood.
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Hon. Bill Forwood — It has never been my
intention in any way to get into a dispute with the
Chair, but I put it to you that the rules of this chamber
should not be lightly flouted; the precedents must be
listened to. I put it to the Chair that there are two
precedents here that are in danger of being rapidly
overturned. The first precedent goes to the capacity of a
member to speak on behalf of another member, and that
precedent is well established. The second precedent
goes to what words are objectively offensive, and I put
it to the Chair that if one comes in here and says that
somebody is deliberately misrepresenting the words of
another, that is objectively offensive.
The PRESIDENT — Order! For the third time I
will state that I stand by my ruling. I also take up the
member’s earlier comments about having a discussion
later on about this, and I suggest he look at my
predecessor’s ruling on 31 October 2000 where my
predecessor indicated that a member can only object to
a remark on behalf of another member if the member
offended against is not present in the chamber.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood, I am not
changing my ruling, which I stand by.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — On a point of order,
President, I did not hear the words Mr Viney said but
having heard Mr Forwood’s restatement of those
words, they are deliberately misrepresenting. I do find
those words offensive, and I ask that Mr Viney
withdraw them.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order
raised by the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips, I still
stand by the ruling I gave to Mr Forwood about the
words being offensive. I do not believe they were
offensive. If the member had used more direct words,
yes, but in debating a point in general business, I think
the words were not objectionable. I stand by my ruling,
and I do not require the member to withdraw.
Mr Viney, to continue.
Mr VINEY — Thank you, President. If it would
help Mr Rich-Phillips, I am happy to withdraw the
word ‘deliberately’ and say that he chose to consciously
misrepresent the words of the minister at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC). What he
chose to do was to represent the words of the
minister — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — On a point of order,
President, Mr Viney in his comments then was
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imputing motive by using the words ‘misleading’
et cetera. I put it to you that his reference to a deliberate
intention to mislead and misrepresent is offensive, and I
ask that he withdraw it.
Mr Gavin Jennings — On the point of order,
President, this is actually very precious, petulant
behaviour, given that the wording of the motion before
the house is based upon Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips’s
proposition about his interpretation of the statements
made by the minister in front of the PAEC and in the
house yesterday — his interpretation. He has put on the
notice paper his view of the statements of the minister.
The government has not actually got up and called
upon the Chair to say that this motion is totally
inappropriate. The government lead speaker in
responding to the motion before the house is putting a
different interpretation and saying that the interpretation
of Mr Rich-Phillips is not in accord with the intentions
of the minister and is inconsistent with the words used
by the minister.
Mr Viney has used a variation of those words to put the
government’s view in supporting the minister’s
presentation at the PAEC hearing and the words the
minister used in this house. The government has
confidence in those words and refutes the proposition
and construction put by the Honourable Gordon
Rich-Phillips. That is the nature of the argument put by
Mr Viney in the debate. As a consequence the
government has not actually got up onto its feet and
insulted the house and insulted the Chair by trying to
say that this motion is not in the spirit of precedents in
this place.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Come on! You have been
here long enough.
Mr Gavin Jennings — I know I have been here
long enough, and I know what performance is being put
on today. I do not know for what benefit it is being put
on, but a performance is being put on which is totally
inconsistent with the nature of the debate before the
Chair and totally inconsistent with the argument that
lies at the heart of this motion. So if the opposition
wants to say that the government cannot put a view
about the interpretation of the words made by the
minister, the government would then have every right
to stand up and say that this motion is not in the spirit of
the arguments put by the opposition in relation to its
absolute preciousness about the way this motion can be
debated.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I have heard enough
from the minister on the point of order.
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — Further on the point of
order, President, on the matter the Minister for Aged
Care raised, the debate before the house today is a
debate on a substantive motion relating to matters
concerning the Minister for Commonwealth Games.
Mr Viney’s comments in respect of me are not the
subject of a substantive motion. If Mr Viney wishes to
make those allegations, he can do so via substantive
motion. I therefore submit that the allegations should be
withdrawn as they are not in accordance with the
practice on debate.
Mr VINEY — On the point of order, President, as I
was saying in my opening remarks, the motion before
the house is a serious and grave motion which purports
to say that the minister has misled this place. The
essence of the opposition’s proposition is on the
interpretation of a set of words used at a Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing. The
position of the government is to say that there is a
different interpretation on that set of words than the one
taken by the opposition. It is very difficult for me to be
able to present this argument if each time I try to
present it a member on the other side takes offence. In
the context of this debate the essence of the argument is
about the words used by the minister at a PAEC hearing
and we need to have some freedom in this debate to
argue about the interpretation of those words.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am not going to relax
the standing orders or the precedents of this house to
allow a debate to take place in a free manner. We have
enough free debate going on in this chamber at the
moment, and that has been especially so in the last 10
or 15 minutes I propose to maintain order in the
chamber.
On this occasion Mr Viney indicated that the
Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips had chosen to
consciously misinterpret the words the minister used at
a Public Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing. I
understand that is a fine debating point: the opposition
has said the minister misled and the government will
want to argue that he did not, so it is a matter of the
interpretation of words. However, the standards of the
house should be maintained at all times. On this
occasion, because there were added adjectives put in
the comments, the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips
took offence. I ask Mr Viney to withdraw his
comments and continue his contribution.
Mr VINEY — Thank you, President. I withdraw.

Wednesday, 15 June 2005

The argument here is about the interpretation of the
words used at the PAEC hearing. If you like, the
opposition has chosen to represent those words in a
particular way. It has chosen to represent those words
as saying a particular thing which was not the intention
of the minister; and nor can you interpret those words
as a clear statement in the way the opposition has done.
It is breathtaking hypocrisy for the opposition to come
in here and argue a case about the Auditor-General,
because the Auditor-General would not be there if it
was up to them. That mob over there, and The
Nationals as well, sat like a bunch of jellybacks when
Jeff Kennett tried to nobble the Auditor-General — and
in fact did. It was community’s opposition and the
Labor Party being elected in 1999 that maintained the
position of the Auditor-General.
It is the government’s position that the reporting on the
Commonwealth Games needs to be clear, needs to be
open and needs to be transparent. There are two sets of
reports to be presented. The special purpose report
comes through as an attachment to the Department for
Victorian Communities annual report. There is no
change to what is proposed there, nor does that require
the approval of the Minister for Finance. The purpose
of the special purpose report is to make sure that in each
year there is a clear whole-of-government report on the
operations of the Commonwealth Games. It is in stark
contrast to the kind of approach that that mob took
when it was in government and in stark contrast to the
kind of hiding and cover-ups it did — for example, in
relation to the grand prix. It is in stark contrast to the
kind of cover-up it did in relation to the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee. While
Mr Forwood was parliamentary secretary to the then
Premier he was also chair of the committee. He took
those two roles because what the then government
wanted was a political fix.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You are talking about me.
Mr VINEY — You played the game, Mr Forwood.
It was a political fix to cover up the fact that Kennett
government ministers did not appear in front of the
PAEC on anything like the number of occasions that
ministers of this government have. The political fix
meant that the Premier did not go. The government
appointed Mr Forwood, parliamentary secretary to the
Premier, as chair of PAEC as part of the cover-up. It
nobbled the Auditor-General, put in a political fix on
PAEC and made sure that no-one could get into the
bottom of the accounts for the grand prix. This is the
record of that lot on the other side. For them to come in
and start criticising this government in relation to a
comprehensive whole-of-government approach to the
Commonwealth Games through the special report and
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the Department for Victorian Communities is
absolutely ludicrous.
On top of that — and this is something that the
opposition clearly does not understand — is the
reporting of the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth
Games organising committee. This committee is a
statutory authority that must also present annual reports.
It has already presented its annual reports. It will
present its annual report for this financial year, the one
we are already in. What is at issue is how it will account
for the financial year in which the games are held.
There has been a suggestion from people in the
Auditor-General’s office that there could be a later
reporting date than 30 June 2006 because not all of the
expenditure in relation to the games will be completed
by that date. Therefore the risk and audit advisory
committee suggested to the board of Melbourne 2006
that it may wish to extend the reporting deadline.
Through discussions with the Auditor-General’s office
it was suggested that it may be useful to have a later
financial year reporting to ensure that all the factors
associated with the Commonwealth Games are reported
properly in an open, transparent and total way.
There is no political fix on this, unlike the political fix
that Mr Forwood fulfilled for his Premier. There is no
political fix on this; this is coming from the
Auditor-General’s office and the risk and audit advisory
committee to the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth
Games committee. This is part of making sure that
there is a full and comprehensive report that does not
report just on the financial year ending 30 June 2006,
when all the income and expenditure will not be fully
accounted for. There are sponsors who may wish to
split their sponsorship over two financial years, for
example. There are all sorts of costs and incomes that
may be spread into the next financial year, and
therefore it may well be useful to have a later reporting
date. If the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games
committee chooses to do that, as a statutory authority it
will seek that from the Minister for Finance under the
requirements of the Financial Management Act.
At no point during the PAEC hearings did the minister
say that such advice had already been sought. What he
said was that it was at the suggestion of the
Auditor-General and with the support of the Minister
for Finance — meaning in the true sense of the words,
as the minister said in the Age today, it depends on
where you put the comma. As I am sure Mr Forwood
understands, and as Mr Rich-Phillips outlined, it will
require that in accordance with the Financial
Management Act.
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Unlike the approach of members of that mob over
there, who were a bunch of jellybacks under the
Kennett government and let Jeff Kennett use his
jackboot tactics all over the Auditor-General, and
unlike the situation with the political fix Mr Forwood
put in for the Premier of the day as the chairman of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee while at the
same time taking his riding instructions from the former
Premier as his parliamentary secretary — that was the
political fix — this government has taken an open,
transparent, whole-of-government approach.
Let us contrast that political fix mentality of the
Conservatives and what they did with what this
government has done. Not only have we taken an open
and transparent approach to the reporting of the
Commonwealth Games, but there are no special deals
for members of Parliament with the Commonwealth
Games. The Premier has made it clear that members of
Parliament are not to run in the baton relay. There have
been no special ticket allocations for members of
Parliament from either side. Even the Minister for
Commonwealth Games had to put his family into the
ballot for tickets to the Commonwealth Games, so there
are no special deals on this side in relation to the
Commonwealth Games.
What a contrast that is to the mob over there and their
mates in Canberra. The political fix mentality of the
Conservatives every time rings true. What we get is
Mr Rich-Phillips coming into this place trying to play
politics with the Commonwealth Games — absolutely
trashing the Commonwealth Games and playing
politics with them time after time. Mr Forwood will
probably get up next for the Liberals, although a
member of The Nationals may get up first, and no
doubt he will play politics with this too. He likes to play
a bit of politics. We know they are true to form because
the Herald Sun of 9 June in an article on the
Commonwealth Games states ‘Funding tied to starring
role — Coalition’s baton grab’. Their little secret was
blown out of the water by the Herald Sun.
In a funding arrangement where the state government
was to put in $700 million and the commonwealth
government was to put in $100 million the
commonwealth government refused to have anything to
do with the Melbourne Cricket Ground development —
another political fix. It would not get involved in that.
The commonwealth government and its political fixers
have now said they will fully fund the baton relay to the
tune of $15 million out of the $100 million. What do
they do when they fully fund the baton relay? They say,
‘We agree with the Bracks government that members
of Parliament should not run, but we have a better plan
than that. What we will do is make sure there is an
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Australian government representative on the dais at the
end of the day to receive the baton and to put it in the
stand to fire up the big sound and light show. Not only
that, the Australian government representative should
chair the organising committee for the festival of events
that take place when the baton relay stops for the night’.
That is what they have done. The political fixers are in.
They are in opposition at the moment, but they would
have the political fix if they were in government and
running these games.

community events and celebrations across the state. We
know from the Liberals that when they get the
opportunity they put in the political fix, just like they
did when they nobbled the Auditor-General with the
political fix by Mr Forwood through the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee. Of course the
fixers were undone federally in relation to the
coalition’s baton grab. The editorial of the Herald Sun
on the next day is headed ‘The games pollies play’. It
says:

In Canberra they have done the political fix on the
baton relay. They fund $15 million for the baton relay,
one-seventh of the total cost of the games, but they
capture the big moment when the baton goes in and
fires up the sound and light show with an Australian
government representative. What will really happen
and what the Herald Sun has not revealed is who that
Australian government representative will be. It will be
a coalition senator or member of the House of
Representatives. It is the political fix to try to take over
the Commonwealth Games and get mileage from them.
What is worse, the commonwealth says that is not
enough. It is not enough to have a local coalition
member in a marginal seat as the Australian
government representative who takes the baton — that
is not enough. It will subject the poor people who are
going to the ceremony for the night to a video, a video
of John Howard and Peter Costello! The political fixes
are absolutely in on this.

The Howard government needs to be told that its MPs are not
wanted as gladhanding VIPs during the Commonwealth
Games baton relay.

They are making politics out of the Commonwealth
Games. They are representing the words of the minister
in a particular way to suit their political fix. That is
what they are doing. They are proposing a grave motion
about misrepresenting the house and then trying to stifle
the government’s response with their points of order.
The political fixers are well and truly in in Canberra.
They have taken over the baton relay and insisted that
an Australian government representative, who of course
will be a coalition senator or member of the House of
Representatives, be chair, and they will subject the poor
people who go to one of these events, a community
event, to a political diatribe in a video featuring the
Prime Minister and the Treasurer. The political fixers
have decided to take over the Commonwealth Games
because they funded those bits they thought were high
profile.
That stands in stark contrast to the approach of this
government to make it an open, transparent event; to
make it a community event; to make sure there are
community events across the state; and to make sure
each municipality takes on one of the 71 teams. My
electorate of Frankston is taking on Samoa, and across
the state these things are happening. There will be

I say hear, hear to the Herald Sun editorial.
What we have in the Commonwealth Games coming to
Victoria is the largest sporting event this state has seen.
It is the equivalent of putting the Australian Formula
One Grand Prix, the Spring Racing Carnival and the
AFL grand final on every day for 12 days. We will
have a community festival across the whole of the state.
We will have a celebration, if you like, of the great
strength of Victoria as a multicultural community, the
great strength of Victoria as a sporting state and the
great strength of Victoria in putting on major events.
These are the celebrations that we want to welcome as
part of the Commonwealth Games. It is a terrible shame
that members of the opposition should come in here
and choose to deliberately misrepresent the intentions
of this government in relation to making it an open and
transparent celebration of what Victoria stands for.
We come to the substance of the motion. I completely
disagree with the agreement reached between the
opposition and the government on not amending the
opposition’s motion. I believe in some circumstances
when the opposition puts up motions such as the one
we have today there should be an opportunity for the
government to put forward an amendment.
I do that by pointing out that in this motion the
opposition has played its tricky game in that in the first
part of the motion it says the house affirms its support
for the Commonwealth Games. It has done that at the
beginning of the motion and then presented one of the
gravest motions before the house that alleges that the
minister has been misleading. Clearly the government
will not support a motion that puts before this house
that the minister has been misleading. We have made it
absolutely clear — and I have made it absolutely clear
in my contribution — that at no point has the minister
misled anybody in relation to this; at no point has the
minister misled anybody in relation to this matter.
However, we have an agreement that we will not
amend motions. While we had proposed an amendment
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in response to the opposition’s motion, we have decided
that we will not put forward the amendment today but
will oppose the motion. That, of course, presents a
considerable difficulty for the government in opposing
a motion that affirms its support for the Commonwealth
Games.
The opposition has consciously done this. We
understand the little tricks and politics that opposition
members will run out. I make it absolutely clear that
this trick of the opposition will not work because I will
tell the opposition what the government will do. I am
foreshadowing that tomorrow I will give notice that I
will move a motion that affirms this house’s support for
the Commonwealth Games and endorses the action
taken by the Minister for Commonwealth Games in
adopting budgetary arrangements for the games which
ensure complete financial transparency and
accountability. I will give notice of that motion
tomorrow and inform the opposition that that motion
will be put in the next sitting week. We will not allow
opposition members, because of their longstanding
commitment to tradition in this house and their
continuous refusal to support any change or new forms
in this chamber, to come in here and propose
trumped-up motions that attempt to embarrass the
government whichever way it votes. We will not let
them do that.
We are making it clear in this debate today that because
of opposition members’ objections to us moving an
amendment, we will let them have this motion and we
will vote it down, but what we will do is that we will
put on the notice paper tomorrow the proposition that I
have just advised the house of and in the next sitting
week I can assure the opposition that it will be put and
this house will affirm its support for the
Commonwealth Games and will endorse the minister.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I have a lot
of time and respect for Mr Viney and the work he does
in this chamber, but why on earth the government
would allow Mr Viney to tell us what the minister
supposedly said and did not say at a Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee (PAEC) hearing last week is
absolutely beyond belief. The minister is sitting in his
office in Parliament House, so why would he not come
into the chamber and tell us what he did or did not say;
why would not the minister be here to defend himself;
why would the minister meet with Mr Viney in a
backroom and tell him what to say when he comes into
the chamber; why would not the minister come in here
and say it himself; why would the minister meet with
anybody and tell them what he did or did not say at the
PAEC hearing? The PAEC hearing is on record so
everybody is entitled to view the Hansard record of the
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PAEC hearing. We will be able to read what the
minister said. If it is to be laid out for everyone to read
what the minister said, why would you meet with
someone in a backroom and say, ‘This is what I want
you to say. This is what I said. I did not say what is
written in the committee transcript. I did not say that, I
said something else and I want you to go in there and
tell them for me’.
It is an absolutely ridiculous course of action that the
minister would not come in here and tell the chamber
what he said. If there has been any misrepresentation
then he can spend as long as he likes to answer all of
those questions. If he made a mistake he should simply
come out and say, ‘I may have made a mistake’. Do
you think the people of Victoria will care? Not in the
slightest. They might even think it to be refreshing from
a parliamentarian or even a minister saying, ‘Listen,
under the heat of the inquiry I actually said something
that is not exactly right and I want to have the
opportunity to redress that situation’.
Instead, it seems that all the minister has done is dig a
hole that keeps getting bigger and bigger and he now
finds himself deep within it. This is a perfect
opportunity for anybody on both sides of the house to
come in and say, ‘This is what I said, this is what I
meant and this is the situation we now find ourselves
in’.
The letter that was introduced in the chamber yesterday
is a very strange document because it does not have a
heading, and we do not know where it originated from.
It has simply materialised. It is a joint statement by the
Department for Victorian Communities — we know
that the Department for Victorian Communities takes
on two statutory bodies. It has its own power that
operates under Yehudi Blacher in its day-to-day
business as the Department for Victorian Communities
which encompasses seven or eight portfolios, but under
the Commonwealth Games it also takes on the power of
a body corporate that has a strong relationship with
both Melbourne 2006, which effectively has nobody in
it. There is a body corporate that has no members, and
that is in legislation that will come before this house
maybe this week, and I will make mention again of this
unique situation where the Secretary of the Department
for Victorian Communities will instruct Melbourne
2006 on how to delegate powers and how to act on
certain occasions.
In fact it is Melbourne 2006 directing the secretary to
redirect them on what to do. That is a by-product of the
way in which the games are being organised. It seems
to be above board, but it is worth noting that this
relationship between the Secretary of the Department
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for Victorian Communities and the minister’s office is
one where the minister directs Melbourne 2006 on what
to do and it can be reported to the minister, but
Melbourne 2006 works on the same level as the
Department for Victorian Communities as a body
corporate.
Getting back to the letter that was introduced yesterday,
it has now been reported by the minister’s office that
discussions have been ongoing between the
Auditor-General and the Department for Victorian
Communities since 2003. It seems to be an enormously
long bow to draw. You can imagine the amount of
informal discussions that take place in relation to the
running of the games: informal discussions with the
police; informal discussions with VicRoads in relation
to the public transport organisation of the games;
informal discussions with people running the
Melbourne Sports and Aquatic Centre with all the
buildings there; and informal discussions with the
contractors at the Melbourne Cricket Ground and all the
major venues that will be undertaking the events.
It is staggering to think that an official letter will be
derived on the back of an informal discussion that took
place some two and a half years ago. That is the
situation in which we find ourselves. What has to be
remembered is that these games are not the Labor
Party’s games.
Mr Pullen — Tell your federal colleagues that.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — These games are not the
Labor Party’s games, they are Victoria’s games. I take
on board the objection by Mr Pullen.

Wednesday, 15 June 2005

informal jokes about how many times we can get the
minister to come to Bendigo to announce that there are
going to be basketball games for the Commonwealth
Games in Bendigo. That is the game this government
plays. It is absolutely staggering to think that the
Minister for Commonwealth Games came to Bendigo
eight months after Bendigo hosted the Commonwealth
Youth Games. Do you know why he came? To tell
Bendigo what a great event it was. I am afraid the
people already knew it was a great event, because so
many of the Bendigo people were volunteers at the
event. The minister still had to get there because there
was a fantastic press response again.
What about the carbon-neutral games? That press
release was another fictitious statement by this
government to promote itself in the environmental
sphere. I have asked this question of the minister in the
house: how many tonnes of carbon are going to be
created by the games with all the extra activity? Unless
you know how many extra tonnes of carbon you are
going to create, how do you know how many plants
you have to grow? Two and a half million were going
to be grown. That is great! I asked, ‘When are you
going to plant them?’. The answer was, ‘When we get a
chance’. Do the 2.5 million trees have any relation to
the amount of extra carbon? Now we are only going to
plant a million. What happened to the other 1.5 million?
We do not know. This is all just media spin, is it not?
This is just an opportunity for the government to tell the
world it loves the environment. It is all just an
opportunity to get out there and say something positive
about the environment because members of the
government do not want anyone telling us that the extra
activity might actually be harmful to the environment.

He said, ‘You want to tell your federal colleagues that’.
This government struck a deal with the federal
government and said, ‘We want some money from you.
We want some sponsorship. What can we give you?
We will give you the Queen’s baton relay’. It got the
price it wanted. If there were any private company or
private sponsorship, those people would say, ‘We want
certain aspects of the sponsorship. We want to be able
to promote our company. We want to be able to
promote it ourselves’. It just got gazumped. It is quite
interesting that the state Labor Party has been
gazumped by the federal government. Government
members are the absolute champions of media spin.
They have taken exception to the fact that another
government out there for once has elected to play this
government’s game and leave it out in the cold in the
process. It has absolutely taken offence.

So now the government is going to go out and plant a
million trees. What is that going to cost? How is it
going to get the trees planted? Where is it going to plant
them? It has come up with a plan as to where they are
actually going to be planted. There are no costings on
how it is going to get these 1 million trees planted, the
number having come down from 2.5 million. There is
no science associated with the carbon decrease. The
carbon-neutral games slogan is just another example of
a scam that is designed to show that the government is
concerned about the environment and is going to plant a
lot of trees. We will be counting every tree that gets
planted in every tree-planting program around the state.
We will be counting them as part of our carbon-neutral
games. The government will be using this to its
absolute maximum every chance it gets.

The number of times we have had our good minister
announce that we are going to get a regional basketball
series in Bendigo is staggering. We have had a lot of

The thing I mentioned a little while ago was that the
government has to understand that these games are
Victoria’s games. The absolute majority of people in
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this state are looking forward to these games as their
games. They are not looking forward to them as
Labor’s games. Some people would not even know
who is in government, and most people would not care.
They would not know that the Liberal Party did the vast
majority of the work in preparing the games bid. Most
people do not know that, and most people do not care.
It is really no-one’s business. The fact is that Victoria is
going to be hosting the games. People are rapt that so
much is going to happen. People are aware that when
you have fantastic events like this you are left with
enormous legacies. That is what people understand.
When cities have the Commonwealth Games or the
Olympic Games they are left with enormous legacies.
We are still benefiting from the legacy left by the 1956
Olympics.
People love the fact that we have the ability to host
major events like the Commonwealth Games. People
look at our facilities and just marvel. It is fantastic to
drive around the sporting precincts of Olympic Park,
the Melbourne Cricket Ground (MCG), Vodafone
Arena and the Rod Laver Arena. When you go across
to the Melbourne Sports and Aquatic Centre (MSAC),
especially at grand prix time, you become aware of the
fact that this city can cater for these events — and it
caters for them almost on an annual basis. There is also
the Boxing Day test, the tennis grand slam, grand final
day and the one-day cricket series. This kind of culture
has been built up over the years, and the 1956 Olympic
Games in Melbourne played an enormous role in
providing us with sporting infrastructure to build on.
These games will create a similar legacy.
We are going to find that the amount of sport
infrastructure developed as a consequence of these
games will be immense. The development that has gone
on at the MCG will leave us with one of the truly great
stadiums of the world, albeit it will cost us $90 million
over and above what it should have cost so that we
could placate the unions that were not prepared to work
under the federal award and wanted to work under their
own conditions. So be it, that is fine. I suppose the state
could have used that $90 million in other areas, but that
is fair enough. It has also been pointed out that we have
put ourselves in the box seat for and been successful in
enticing the 2007 world swimming championships to
this city, again because of the work we have done in
preparing for the 2006 Commonwealth Games.
Everything we do that is associated with these games
will create a better environment. A $51 million open-air
pool at MSAC will be a tremendous legacy. We are
going to have lighting on footpaths along the Yarra
River, we are going to have a new bridge from
Birrarung Marr to the sporting precinct and there will
be a whole range of other additions to our
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infrastructure. We are happy that that is going to be the
case.
The pitches at the State Netball and Hockey Centre are
to be redone. It will cost $800 000 to put in two new
hockey pitches. There is a rumour that Bendigo, which
has put in a major funding facilities application for its
own wet-weather hockey pitch at Garden Gully, has
been unsuccessful. Even though the local hockey
authority is prepared to put $300 000 of its own money
towards the project, unfortunately it looks like it is
going to miss out on that funding,— which is normally
a $500 000 grant. If Bendigo does not complain too
much, stays nice and quiet and does the right thing by
the government, we have been told we might get one of
the second-hand pitches that will be discarded. They are
not good enough for the Commonwealth Games but
they might be sent up to Bendigo and that should
placate the people of Bendigo. They will get the
second-hand pitch which might be good for a couple of
years. It is better than nothing. It is better than playing
on muddy pitches, and it is better than playing on
concrete, so if we get the opportunity we might take the
second-hand pitch.
We are going to be left with the games village. It will
be a private concern.
Mr Pullen interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Yes, there is going to be a
public housing component, and it will be interesting to
see what form that takes and whether it is going to be
taken up predominantly with aged care housing or with
integrated social housing. One of the overriding aspects
of the games — and we have been told on numerous
occasions that we are to have this open and transparent
games process — is that it has been very difficult. We
have an extremely positive attitude to the running of the
games. We understand the benefits, we understand the
excitement that is mounting up. I have been wearing a
pin advertising the games for the last six months
because I am looking forward to them. It is also worth
noting that I entered into the ballot only last month.
Mr Lenders — Have you volunteered?
Hon. D. K. DRUM — I advise Mr Lenders that I
will be happy to volunteer. I was about to say that I
entered, along with my family, into the ballot in the last
month for the swimming, the regional basketball and
the athletics. Unfortunately I missed out. My kids are
now asking me if I am going to be able to get a ticket. I
have told them I might have to call in some favours
from the minister, but I might not be able to wrangle
that.
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But Mr Lenders has given me an idea. Maybe my
children, my wife and I can nominate as volunteers, and
we might then be able to see an occasional event in
between the pillars as we hand out directions on where
people should be sitting. That is okay. I am sure there
will be plenty of other MPs from Victoria who will
volunteer to do various jobs throughout the course of
the games. We have raised the issue of the ballot in this
chamber. That the government allowed a situation
where families with three or four children could not go
as a family unit to Commonwealth Games events is
absolutely ludicrous and beyond belief. I do not know
what the people in the chamber who are the decision
makers in the government were thinking when you
consider that there will be twice as many public seats
available at this event as were available at the Sydney
Olympics in 2000 yet at the Olympics there were no
restrictions on family members getting tickets. It is a
very simple analogy.
The government has just grabbed this idea from
somewhere and put on the restrictions. I do not know
why I was worried, because I did not get any tickets
anyway. Hopefully, I will be able to get some tickets in
the second round ballot, which I believe is running at
the moment. I have not yet applied, but I will do that
very shortly.
We know the economic benefits are worth while, and
that is why I get so frustrated — and people on this side
of the house get so frustrated — about the secrecy
surrounding the figures associated with the
Commonwealth Games. We have an extremely positive
attitude to the delivery of the games. We want to see
how things are going. We understand the economic
benefits are going to far outweigh the cost of the games.
In 2004 we met with the CEOs of the north-western
municipalities in Swan Hill. The member for Mildura
in the other place took the floor and condemned the
$30 million the state government was going to spend on
the opening ceremony. He was trying to garner support
from all the regional mayors and CEOs by saying that
we should not spend $30 million on the opening
ceremony. I am quite happy to tell members that I took
the floor immediately after him and said that,
irrespective of cost, The Nationals will support the
games and the opening ceremony because that
ceremony is so much a part of how the games will be
judged.
If it is possible to come up with a unique and dynamic
opening ceremony, it will speak volumes for the way
our games will be perceived around the world and
therefore how our city and our state are perceived
around the world. I have no problem in letting people in
this chamber know that when put under pressure in
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public forums The Nationals will stand up and support
these games to the nth degree. We have done it in the
past, and we will continue to do it. The
2002 Manchester games cost in the vicinity of
$1.2 billion, but it is believed their overall benefit to the
city will be around $2.4 billion. The Sydney Olympic
Games cost around $6.5 billion and generated an
estimated $16 billion in economic benefits.
So we have a situation where the government is
continuing to play the line about its budget. I think the
Minister for Commonwealth Games has stood before
this chamber about 20 times and said that the
2006 Commonwealth Games will be delivered on time
and on budget. We always laugh at that and ask him
which budget he is talking about. Is he talking about the
original budget or is he talking about the revised
budget? The budget has been altered a few times, and
not all of the announcements have been made by this
minister. In 1999 the Premier revised the budget to
some $300 million, so I do not know whether the
minister was talking about that budget. In 2000 the
costs were tipped to exceed $350 million, and Minister
Madden stated that the original costs were
underestimated and that the budget now had to account
for an additional $70 million to $100 million.
In 2001 the budget was set somewhere upwards of
$400 million to $500 million. In 2002 Ron Walker said
the games organisers had asked the state government to
boost its $500 million budget target. In 2002 he said
that $500 million would not cut it. In August 2002
Mr Walker pushed the cost estimates up towards
$1 billion but said the state government was keen to
rein in costs to the original draft budget of $700 million.
Obviously there was a large component for security
around the games in that figure. Mr Rich-Phillips has
read it out previously, but I will also read out what the
Premier of this state publicly included for the security
of the games as part of the $700 million.
In February 2003 the full cost of staging the games was
to be achieved within the $700 million. Later that year
the Bracks government realised that there would be
some further costs in relation to operating expenses and
capital investment and that a total government budget
outlay of $1.1 billion would be necessary, with
$700 million coming from the state. In February 2004
the government said it would still cap the state’s
expenditure at $700 million but it could not longer
deliver the whole cost of the games within that amount,
so it would expect over $100 million from the federal
government. It said that it could no longer deliver the
games on time and on budget and that it would keep
that budget in place but would have to create an
additional budget where the federal government would
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help out. It said that it would have to create a private
budget and create other items.
Just recently the government has realised that security
cannot be delivered within the $700 million budget, so
decided it would take out a certain amount. In 2003 the
Premier was quite clear about the security aspects that
were part of the original $700 million; they were
always going to be included. We now find that that
aspect is going to be taken out of the games budget.
The minister will still stand up in the house and say that
the government is going to deliver the games on time
and on budget, but in February 2003 the Premier went
public on the issue of the security measures. He not
only went public on these measures, but as
Mr Rich-Phillips said, he detailed them. He said there
would be $1.2 million specifically for the emergency
services to increase their capacity to respond to
chemical, biological and radiological materials. He
detailed the aspects of security the government was
going to target. The Premier then detailed the
$3.8 million for the new surveillance and
communication equipment for the police. He said that
$6 million would be spent on a new, secure, state crisis
centre equipped with encrypted communication
networks linking key federal and emergency services
agencies. He was very specific. He said $6.4 million
would be spent to ensure that the operations of Victoria
Police cannot be interrupted by a targeted terrorist
attack. You cannot get much more specific in detailing
the security measures that you are — or are not —
taking than the Premier did in 2003.
You cannot get any more specific than that, so for the
government to now turn around and say, ‘We do not
want to tell you how much we are spending, because it
might be a terrorists’ welcome mat. We do not want to
tell them what we are spending because it may
inadvertently tell them what we are not spending, and
that will somehow heighten our profile as a target for
terrorists’ is one of the best excuses we have yet heard
from this mob. It is one of the best ever. The Premier
said $2 million would be spent on a new high-level
security police unit in the Department of Premier and
Cabinet to closely liaise with the other state and
commonwealth bodies. ‘Let us not tell them what we
are doing in case they come and get us!’. What a
beauty! The government is just too good. It says, ‘We
do not want to tell you because we do not have to. We
will do whatever it takes to not tell you’. That is the
biggest frustration.
Everybody agrees that this is a great event. Everyone
agrees that it is going to be of enormous economic
benefit for this state. Everybody agrees that we are
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going to be left with an enormous legacy that is going
to be the best ever. Yet they just keep hiding the figures
and hiding behind the fact that, ‘We made a promise
back then and we cannot dare break it, so we are going
to keep this feeble little promise that we will deliver the
games at $700 million and we will get more off the
feds. We will get more from sponsorship, we will go
and take this area. We still have not worked out who is
going to pay for the security and the extras, but the
extras are not being taken out of the budget. Are we
going to pay for it with bottle tops? How are we going
to pay for it? Just because it is outside of our budget
does not mean anything. We have not worked out how
we are going to pay for it yet’.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — Fly Buys!
Hon. D. K. DRUM — We might pay for it by Fly
Buys! We might be able to get EBank Trade to pay for
it with a different type of payment. Now that we have
taken out of our budget what was about $20 million
back in 2003 for the known security measures of that
time, we should be spending about $20 million or
$30 million less, shouldn’t we? If we have taken
$30 million security out of the budget — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Try a hundred.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Maybe it was 50, maybe it
was 70 or 80. Now that we have taken it out of the
budget there should be a little hole in the budget, so our
cap should be revised down to around $670 million or
$640 million because we have taken security out of the
budget. We have placed it over here on the left-hand
side somewhere and we are going to fund it by chook
raffles or some other way outside the budget. So where
is the hole? The hole should be there. The government
says, ‘No, the hole is not going to be there. We are still
going to spend $700 million’. The question needs to be
asked: what was previously going to miss out that is
now not going to miss out? There must have been some
$30 million, $40 million or $50 million worth of
associated programs, whether they were public
transport programs or beautification programs, whether
they were giving a bit of money to local governments, I
do not know what it was, but we have certainly created
a hole in the budget. That hole should be there, but we
have been told it will not be there. We have been told
that we are going to use the whole $700 million.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Plus, plus, plus!
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Plus, plus, plus, very good. I
will now complete my contribution. I do want to say
that the minister should be in this chamber today. I truly
hope the minister comes in here today. He talks about
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the fact that at the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee last week he did in fact say that the financial
year has been extended at the Auditor-General’s
suggestion to 2006, with permission from the minister.
That is what he said.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — That is what is listed. If he
has to come in and correct that statement, he should be
here in person correcting what is listed as having been
said.
Ms Romanes — That is your interpretation.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — I am only reading what is
being widely interpreted out of that meeting and that is
certainly a very serious situation. I think the minister
should simply say he made a blue. Let us put it behind
us and move on and have the greatest games of all time.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — At the
outset I commend Mr Rich-Phillips for bringing this
serious motion before the house and I congratulate him
on his logical and measured exposition of the situation.
When the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
(PAEC) meets, the first thing it does is invite the
minister at the table to present to the committee. We go
through a process normally of 10 minutes when the
minister produces some slides and gives a commentary
to those slides and sets the scene for the questions that
follow. It was during this process of slides and
comment by the Minister for Commonwealth Games
last Wednesday that Minister Madden, talking about
post-games priorities, said that while the games finished
at the closing ceremony there would be plenty of work
to do afterwards.
He went on to suggest that the post-games evaluation
would include the final travel subsidy payment to the
Commonwealth Games Authority, and then he said
‘accounts finalised’. The minister then said, without
prompting from anybody, words that I am confident of
because I just refreshed my memory that this is exactly
what he said, that ‘the financial year has been extended
at the Auditor-General’s suggestion’ — and I am sure
there is a comma there — ‘in 2006, with permission
from the Minister for Finance, to September 2006 to
enable all the costs and issues in regard to the wrap-up
of the games to be included, so I think that is worth the
committee appreciating in relation to next year’s PAEC
hearing’. This was not in response to a question.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, Acting President,
my understanding is that the transcript of the PAEC is
not actually yet released. I am just asking for a ruling
on whether or not it is appropriate for a member in this
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debate to be quoting from a draft transcript of the
PAEC in this debate. It would seem inappropriate at
draft stage to be quoting directly from the Hansard
transcript of PAEC hearing.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — On the point of order,
Acting President, I said in my contribution that I had
recently refreshed my memory to the words that were
said. I was not quoting from the document. What I was
doing was reciting to the house the words that I put in
my head after I refreshed my memory, which I am quite
entitled to do. If you check the Hansard, you will see
that I did not quote in any way, shape or form. I
refreshed my memory and I said with absolute certainty
the words that I have just said, and I know they are
what the minister said. I make the point that if
Mr Viney wants to use up my 9 minutes of this debate
on points of order as revenge for losing 5 minutes of
his, he can do it.
Mr Viney — Further on the point of order, Acting
President, I moved to my place but I was listening to
the contribution and Mr Forwood may well have put
that preamble to his contribution, but he was clearly
head down reading, and not only was he head down,
reading, he was referring to commas. So I am asking,
Acting President, that you advise the member that he is
not to quote directly from the draft Hansard record of
the PAEC hearing.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. C. A. Strong) — Order! I think that in the
introduction to his comments Mr Forwood made it
abundantly clear that he was not quoting from the
Hansard record. Clearly he was quoting from some
documents but they will have been notes that he took at
the meeting. There were no quotes from the Hansard
record, so I rule the point of order out.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let us be very clear
that at the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
hearing the Minister for Commonwealth Games made
the comments that have been widely attributed to him.
They were that at the request of the Auditor-General
and with the permission of the Minister for Finance the
financial statements lodgement had been extended to
September 2006. Since then we have what can only be
described as an unseemly attempt by the minister to get
out of the problem he created for himself by his
comments, made without any pressure. As Mr Drum
rightly said, every time he says something else, he digs
a deeper hole. We have now had from the minister or
his staff three statements in various newspapers and
two statements in this place. I want to refer to
yesterday’s Daily Hansard, and I quote the minister, as
I am able to do:
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I would like to put on the record the following: a joint
statement presented to me by the Auditor-General, Mr Wayne
Cameron, and the Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities …

The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee takes
the matter of information given to it very seriously. We
will be moving, as soon as we possibly can, to invite
the Auditor-General, Mr Cameron, to present to the
committee on this topic. I have discussed this with him,
and he said he would welcome the opportunity to meet
with the committee to put his views about the issue. I
put on the record also that we will be looking at the
same time to call Yehudi Blacher before the committee
to put on the record his views about what happened. I
further put on the record that we will also be seeking to
invite the Minister for Commonwealth Games, who has
unfortunately been unable to join us for the debate
today, to appear before the committee to explain what
he actually meant, because every time something is said
the issue gets more and more confused. The motion
before the house asks the minister to explain his
misleading statements. It does no more than that. This
motion does not seek to condemn the minister, it asks
him to come in and, as Mr Drum suggested, clear the
air about what he meant when he volunteered the
words.
Mr Rich-Phillips followed up those words himself.
When the transcript becomes available, honourable
members will be able to see that in a somewhat
indignant performance the minister iterated on more
than one occasion that this issue was done at the request
of the Auditor-General. He did not talk about the audit
office, he said the Auditor-General. Like
Mr Rich-Phillips, I have spoken to Mr Cameron and we
look forward to hearing what he says when he appears
before the committee in relation to this matter. He said
to me, ‘I have made no such request’. The house today
has a choice between believing an officer of the
Parliament, Mr Wayne Cameron, who said, ‘I have
made no such request’, or the minister. Perhaps the
minister could come in here and explain what he
actually meant.
What we have subsequently discovered in the scramble
to get out of the mess he created is that the minister
now says there were some discussions by unnamed
people in 2003 and that is the basis on which he made
his comments. We look forward to him appearing
before the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
again and explaining what the nature of those
conversations was, who had them and who wrote him
the briefing note that gave him the information. We will
be seeking to have that document tabled before the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. I look
forward to an opportunity in the debate that will follow
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in a week or 10 days time to continuing my
contribution, which has now been severely terminated.
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I rise to oppose the
motion. The government will put forward its own
motion on the Commonwealth Games tomorrow, as
foreshadowed by Mr Viney. I oppose the motion
because, as he has been doing for some time,
Mr Rich-Phillips is out to create mischief in regard to
the Commonwealth Games. He continues the practice
of using the Commonwealth Games and the
information provided to him by the government to
attack the minister.
I acknowledge comments that have been made in the
house today that the Commonwealth Games were
secured by the Kennett government. However,
members will recall that the Labor opposition at the
time took a bipartisan position in support of the
Commonwealth Games. In government we thought we
had gained a bipartisan position and support from the
opposition, but the actions of opposition members
continue to betray that supposed bipartisanship as being
hollow. Mr Rich-Phillips, as opposition spokesperson
on the Commonwealth Games, continues to talk down
the games, to deliberately misconstrue facts and figures,
to cast doubt on the games at every turn and to use
them for his own dubious political purposes. The
opposition is playing politics with the Commonwealth
Games and, as with its federal counterparts, this is
grubby politics. However, it was interesting to see the
grubby politics being played by the opposition exposed
in an editorial in the Herald Sun on Friday, 10 June.
The editor clearly displayed that that newspaper has the
federal coalition’s measure and asked it not to hog the
limelight but to butt out of the games and leave the
glory to the athletes rather than trying to put federal
coalition politicians up front at various events.
The editorial states:
Victoria’s sports minister, Justin Madden, is right when he
says the federal government is trying to turn the games into a
‘political propaganda’ fest.

The editorial highlights arrogance and states:
The arrogant list of demands sent to Victoria was approved
by federal sports minister, Rod Kemp.
The federal government has already short-changed the
Commonwealth Games by withdrawing $90 million in
funding for the redevelopment of the MCG, the main games
venue, over industrial policies.

Despite what Mr Rich-Phillips and other members of
the opposition say, there are representatives of the
media and the community who understand exactly what
opposition members are doing.
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One of the critical objectives of this motion today is to
try to misrepresent the intentions of the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. All along the minister and the
government have been totally committed to
transparency and accountability on expenditure
programs for the games. This is completely in keeping
with the enhanced transparency and accountability of
the Bracks government over the past five years. This
has been highlighted by the increased powers of the
Auditor-General, which were introduced very early on
after the Bracks government was elected. It is
highlighted even further by the increased role of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee in
scrutinising executive government in this Parliament.
As I mentioned yesterday in my 90-second statement,
since the year 2000 under the Bracks government all
ministers and the Premier appear before the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee each year to give
evidence on their budget estimates. That has meant over
50 hours of hearings and evidence every year since
2000. Compare that with the activities of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee under the Kennett
government. The then Premier never subjected himself
to scrutiny during his period as Premier, and not all
ministers appeared before the PAEC. There was a
selection of portfolio ministers each year who appeared
before the committee. What is happening today is that
Mr Rich-Phillips is trying to misconstrue and utilise
evidence given by the Minister for Commonwealth
Games to the committee. The minister was prepared,
and the government was prepared to have the minister
do it, give evidence for 2 hours before the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, which is very
different from the approach of the previous
government.
In terms of transparency and accountability, what we
are talking about specifically in terms of reporting on
the Commonwealth Games are two different kinds of
reporting. One is the specific purpose report, which was
developed by the Department for Victorian
Communities for the Office of Commonwealth Games
and has actually been covered in the last two annual
reports — more fully in the 2003–04 appendix of the
annual report of the Department for Victorian
Communities. It is endeavouring to provide a
whole-of-government approach and to bring into one
report all costs relating to the Commonwealth Games.
That is an approach that in a recent PAEC report on
corporate governance was recommended by members
of the committee as being very important wherever
there are events that require resources and programs to
be spread across government. The PAEC was looking
to see this kind of whole-of-government reporting as an
outcome of whole-of-government activities.
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Discussions with the Auditor-General’s office on how
best to report at a whole-of-government level and to
capture all significant costs have been undertaken over
a period of years. This is entirely consistent of course
with the enhanced role the Bracks government has
given to the Auditor-General’s office in terms of
performance reporting. As we know, in addition to
financial reporting the Auditor-General undertakes a
number of performance reports each year — in fact the
Auditor-General is holding a lunchtime conference on
the two performance reports that were tabled in
Parliament today. The specific purpose report — this
whole-of-government report — endeavours to capture
the various elements and costs of government activities
into one report for enhanced and very clear reporting
and accounting to the Parliament. It is an important and
valuable step forward.
The Minister for Commonwealth Games yesterday
quoted from a statement by the Auditor-General,
Mr Wayne Cameron, and the Secretary of the
Department for Victorian Communities, Mr Yehudi
Blacher, which spells out that there have for some time
been ongoing discussions between the staff of the
Auditor-General’s office and the Department for
Victorian Communities about the preparation of the
special purpose report on the Commonwealth Games.
The other reporting requirement is, as a statutory
authority, for Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games
Corporation to provide to Parliament each year an
annual report that includes an operating and financial
statement. Discussions about how to capture all costs
have been canvassed by the M2006 board and the risk
and assessment committee, but it is absolutely clear that
any extension of a 30 June reporting date that would
enable all costs to be captured would require the
Minister for Commonwealth Games to seek, under
section 6 of the Financial Management Act, from the
Minister for Finance an extension of the financial
reporting period. Whereas this would enable a fuller,
more comprehensive report of costs across all
departments, it is something that does require the
Minister for Finance to sign off. The Minister for
Commonwealth Games yesterday, after discussion with
the chairman of M2006, again made it very clear in the
house that the chairman and the government are
seeking to ensure that full disclosure of the financial
arrangements — and I am quoting here from the
statement yesterday — concerning the Commonwealth
Games and Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games
Corporation takes place at the earliest possible time.
There is a further form of reporting that will take place,
and that is the outcomes report of PAEC. These are all
important initiatives of the Bracks government for
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transparency and accountability. There will be no lack
of scrutiny and no special deals, and every effort will be
made to make sure that there is full accountability for
all programs and expenses. I oppose the motion.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I welcome the
opportunity this morning to speak, albeit briefly, on the
Commonwealth Games, because they are an event
about which I share the enthusiasm of my colleague
Mr Drum. I share his enthusiasm for the great event that
will be coming to Melbourne next year. I know that
enthusiasm and that eager anticipation are shared by
members of the opposition, and I suspect members of
the government as well, and I would think the vast
majority of Victorians are certainly looking forward to
Melbourne’s 2006 Commonwealth Games. I know it
was with great joy last week that I opened my letterbox
to find a return from the ballot for tickets and I actually
did win a few tickets through the ballot process. I will
have the pleasure of attending a night at the swimming
finals, which I was most fortunate to receive through
the ballot.
I missed out on a couple of other events, including, I
might add, the regional basketball at Traralgon, which
was a bit of a disappointment. It will make it a bit
embarrassing when the local member of Parliament up
there is not able to attend basketball events. I know that
Mr Drum also applied for tickets to the regional
basketball in Bendigo but missed out as well.
Mr Lenders — You should volunteer then.
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on the Minister for Commonwealth Games to explain
his misleading statements in relation to a couple of
matters. Normally an opposition general business
motion calls on the house to condemn the government
or condemn a minister, but here we are just asking the
minister to come in and explain some of those terms. I
think that is a very, very moderate request indeed.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Whatever people say, I think
it is expressed in a very moderate fashion. I want to
congratulate Gordon Rich-Phillips on the way he has
put his argument this morning. I listened to all of his
contribution, and he put forward some very logical
arguments that need further explanation from the
minister. I would have thought that as a minister of the
Crown part of his responsibility would be to be in here
to respond to issues like this being raised by members
in the house. He can go to a public accounts committee
hearing in future and respond to questions there, but
only a limited number of members — only 4 of the 44
members of this chamber — are members of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, and therefore I
think there is an obligation on the minister to come into
this chamber and accept his parliamentary
responsibility to respond to all members of the
Parliament. I think it is appalling that the minister has
chosen not to be in here this morning to represent
himself.

Hon. P. R. HALL — Yes, maybe I will have to
volunteer up at the Traralgon basketball stadium. I will
certainly volunteer if that is what is required to get
through the door. It is an event that I and the vast
majority of Victorians are looking forward to.
Throughout the course of this debate people have said
that Mr Rich-Phillips is deliberately trying to talk down
the games by raising this motion for the consideration
of the house. I would say quite to the contrary, that the
opposite is true. In terms of this upcoming event, which
should be a great event — and I am sure it will be a
great event for Melbourne — we in the Liberal Party
and The Nationals are keen to make sure that the
government gets it right. It is our task as opposition
parties in this Parliament to make sure that the
government is on the ball and is doing everything right
towards making sure it does become the great event it
has every potential to be.

I want to mention a couple of other things. Given the
fact that the Commonwealth Games will take place
next year and that 2006 is also an election year, there
will be some heightened speculation about the motives
of government, and indeed the opposition and other
parties, in various actions they might take. Next year
we may perhaps see a lot of point scoring between
political parties about whether the reason for what the
government is doing is that an election is coming
around. We have already seen happen things that put in
question the motives of the government. For example, it
has been mentioned in this debate that the financial
reporting date for hospitals has been moved out so that
the hospital annual reports for next year will now be
presented beyond the election date. That is not a wise
decision by the government, because it purely provides
the opportunity for people to speculate that the
government is just trying to move the date forward post
the election to hide any misgivings that might come out
from those annual reports.

The motion moved by the Honourable Gordon
Rich-Phillips is expressed in extremely moderate terms.
All it does is ask the minister to come in here and
explain his actions. Those are the words used. It calls

The same applies to the reporting on the
Commonwealth Games. It is speculation, of course, as
to its reason for doing this, but I think anybody is right
to speculate and suggest that the government is doing it
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to hide any embarrassment because of something like
overexpenditure on the Commonwealth Games. What
many members on the opposition side of this chamber
are asking for in our contributions is simply a bit of
honesty in this debate. If the budget is blowing out and
if there are pressure points in that budget, the
government should tell us about it. I mean, we are
happy to work together to try to resolve this because we
do not want to jeopardise the Commonwealth Games in
any regard. The government should be honest about it
and tell us about it so that we all understand exactly
what the situation is.
I want to make brief comment on the statement that was
read by the Minister for Commonwealth Games in the
Parliament yesterday — and a lot has already been said
about it. What I found really surprising about that
statement is the fact that it is untitled and is not on
letterhead, as the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips has
already indicated; it is not signed by either of the
purported two authors — the Auditor-General and the
Secretary for the Department for Victorian
Communities; and it is dated 10 June 2005 — last
Friday. It seems surprising that if this statement
originated on 10 June 2005 it took until yesterday,
14 June 2005, for it to surface. There were issues in the
newspapers prior to yesterday’s question time, yet this
statement only appeared for the very first time during
question time yesterday. I agree with the comments
made by other speakers in this debate that it certainly
makes us dubious about the authenticity of a statement
like this. It seems to me that it has been cobbled
together rather quickly for the purposes of the minister
having to respond to questions that might be asked in
Parliament yesterday.
I welcome the fact that ultimately the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee may examine this particular
matter further, but I repeat my disappointment that the
minister is not in here during the course of this debate
today to explain his own actions. His sheer absence on
this I think shows that he has something to hide. If
somebody was having a go at me — and obviously the
government thinks that we are having a go at the
minister today by moving this motion — and I had
nothing to hide I would be in here facing them fair and
square and giving them all that I had. But this minister
is not. As I said, his absence demonstrates that he has
something to hide. It does not reflect well on the
minister. I repeat that the Commonwealth Games is an
event that I am looking forward to with great
enthusiasm. We just hope the government will do it
right — and it will do it right if it is honest with the
accounts and with all those issues associated with — —
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Thirty years ago
conservatives at night-time used to get down on their
knees before they went to bed, not to pray but to check
under their bed to see if there was a red there. They
have moved on from that time now. Mr Rich-Phillips
obviously gets down on his knees every night to have a
peek to see if there is a Green under the bed, but he
privately prays that the games will be a flop. The
Nationals also get down on their knees, but they do not
know what they are doing down there and generally get
back up again. Because your performance really,
Mr Drum, had nothing at all to do with the
motion — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Pullen
will address his remarks through the Chair.
Mr PULLEN — This side of the house rejects the
motion. I also note that the elected Labor member, now
Independent member, for Ballarat Province,
Ms Hadden, will contribute to the debate but has not
been in here all day. I imagine that she would also get
down on her knees of a night-time. I suggest she would
check if there was a lion under the bed, because in the
old days in the games they used to throw Christians to
the lions. We do not have that happening now but on
some of her performances in this Parliament recently I
think it is a sport that should be reintroduced.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PULLEN — Mr Rich-Phillips has form. In his
budget speech of 25 May he had the audacity to
viciously attack my colleague Mr Eren in relation to the
road toll. He said that if the road toll continued to go up
it would be up by 70 per cent by the end of the year. I
inform him today that the road toll has fallen. It is down
by two as compared with the toll at this time last year. It
has fallen, so do not start putting fear around like you
are on the Commonwealth Games — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Pullen
will address his remarks through the Chair.
Mr PULLEN — I am telling him now to not keep
putting fear around about the Commonwealth Games. I
do not want to be unfair to Mr Rich-Phillips about this,
but he should stop that sort of tripe because he has got
form on the Commonwealth Games.
In a debate on 18 November on the Department for
Victorian Communities report for 2003–04
Mr Rich-Phillips said:
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Earlier this week the Minister for Commonwealth Games told
the house that the government does not have any exposure
arising from the potential relocation of the Boxing Day test
away from the MCG due to the ground not being available.

I will not continue to quote the rest of the tripe he
uttered, but it just so happens that I am a member of the
Melbourne Cricket Club and receive the MCC News. It
did not want to put Mr Rich-Phillips’s name in its
report, but it called him a nervous Nellie. I quote:
‘Don’t get too stressed. We’ve got to go through this again
next spring and again after the games’, counselled MCC
arenas general manager Tony Ware as nervous Nellies
worried that the MCG ‘bomb site’ might not be rebuilt in time
for the Boxing Day test.
Tony was referring to the post-grand final laying of the
Commonwealth Games track prior to the 2005 Boxing Day
test and its subsequent uncovering and associated works in
January/February 2006. In combination it’s a big assignment
but absolutely within his team’s scope.
From the outset Tony had complete confidence that, while
tight, the spring 2004 time frame was achievable. The
earthworks, drainage and irrigation were the responsibility of
redevelopment contractors Grocon. Another major element of
their charter was the installation of pits and conduits for
communication cables.
…
Despite some serious rain delays in November the work was
always on schedule and the final rolls of turf were laid
10 days before the test.

I could go on about this for an hour, but I cannot
because of the restrictions on time we have here.
The Leader of the Opposition in this place has also put
down the Commonwealth Games. On 18 May he asked
a question about the partners that will join in on this. It
amazes me that the Liberal Party has absolutely no
confidence in Ron Walker. I do, and it is hard for me to
say that about a Liberal. He is a former treasurer of the
federal Liberal Party with an outstanding record of
fundraising and recruiting sponsors. I suggest to the
mob over there that they should recruit him to try to
save them from the absolute mess the Liberal Party is in
at the moment.
These Commonwealth Games will be fantastic. As was
said by previous speakers, it will be like the grand final,
the grand prix and the Spring Racing Carnival all
happening at once every day for almost two weeks. I
condemn the motion and look forward to contributing
to the debate next time we sit.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — The
Minister for Sport and Recreation was shoehorned into
this Parliament in 1999 as Labor abandoned Tayfun
Eren. He was given the ministry over the harder
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working and more competent MPs Ms Carbines and
Ms Mikakos. He is a minister who in many ways found
in politics a way to extend his celebrity. He relishes the
chance to sing from Labor’s hymn sheet and recite
slogans but is always a minister of spin, not substance.
This is a minister who simply is not across the detail.
Last week Neil Mitchell, one of the commentators on
radio station 3AW, raised the issue of Commonwealth
Games ticketing. The minister came on and expressed
surprise that refunds had not been made available to
people who missed out on Commonwealth Games
tickets in the ballot. He was also unsure about the use of
dollars generated from interest on the moneys that were
being held. This raises the question: is the minister
mischievous or incompetent? Any Minister for
Commonwealth Games would have, or at least should
have, seen and approved the budget and the ticketing
processes. He would have approved the ticket
conditions that did not issue refunds to people who
missed out on the ballots before August. That was quite
a contradiction to the surprise he expressed on 3AW.
The opposition supports the Commonwealth Games. In
fact the opposition won the Commonwealth Games for
Melbourne when it was in government. Let there be no
misunderstanding about our unqualified support for this
major sporting event. It was mentioned by the
Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips at the outset, and
despite the perverse contribution of Mr Pullen on this
occasion, there can be absolutely no doubt about our
contribution and support of the Commonwealth Games.
What we say is that in the staging and planning of the
games there must be proper accountability.
I was surprised at a recent business breakfast in the
eastern suburbs convened by the Labor Party where the
Treasurer, the Honourable John Brumby, was speaking,
that he mentioned that budget costs for the state
government would fall after the 2006–07 financial year
after the commonwealth games costs were met.
Members might appreciate my surprise because I
thought that funding would have been completed in the
previous financial year, 2005–06, given the
Commonwealth Games are being staged in March
2006. Naturally I would expect there would be some
tidying up on administration and incidental expenses
associated with the Commonwealth Games that might
have required the office to continue to be open for a
period to close off the event. That may well have taken
us into the new financial year, but the clear impression
Mr Brumby conveyed to the business breakfast in
Lilydale that I attended and personally heard him
comment on was that there would be significant
Commonwealth Games funding met from the 2006–07
financial year budget. That effectively puts scrutiny of
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government accountability for the games expenditure
beyond the 2006 election.
I am not surprised therefore that the Minister for
Commonwealth Games, who has not come into the
chamber for any part of this debate, wants to clarify his
position on these issues. I am not surprised he is
tap-dancing on this issue. The minister tries to fend off
questions and suggests the opposition is confused on
these matters. It is the minister who is befuddled. The
minister has been inconsistent; the minister has
provided misleading statements to the house; the
minister’s clarifications to the house of the funding in
financial years have missed the mark. In fact the
minister made an extraordinary statement during the
adjournment debate last night when he sought to get
Mr Viney to raise with him a dorothy dixer — a matter
that should have been ruled out by the President
because it was seeking advice rather than action by the
minister. The dorothy dixer was raised in the house
during the adjournment debate last night and the
minister made a statement, yet even that statement has
inconsistencies in it. It was an opportunity for the
minister to try to cover his backside yet again on this
issue.
The minister has taken an extraordinary step in a bid to
compromise the Auditor-General on this particular
issue. The statement read to the house during question
time yesterday was amazing. It was a document
generated last Friday. It was a document generated after
the minister realised what he said at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing earlier that
week. While the minister has now had two attempts in
this house, at question time yesterday and during the
adjournment debate last night, to clarify the position, to
set the record straight, in effect to cover his backside
after he has made an enormous mistake, to overcome
the fact that he did not seek, according to the
contribution of the Minister for Finance today, to obtain
authorisation for what he has been talking about and
conveyed to the house, he still cannot get it right. He
has gone a lot further in making those statements than
what he has suggested in the media today of trying to
argue over a comma.
The minister is tap-dancing because he has no idea
what he is doing in this portfolio. He is a minister who
is incompetent because he is not across the detail of his
portfolio. He has no idea what is happening with the
delivery of the Commonwealth Games. That is shown
time and again through his public utterances in the
press and certainly by the inconsistent and misleading
statements he has made to this house. The minister
owes this house a better explanation. I was expecting
today a ministerial statement to clear up some of the
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matters raised and the inconsistencies in the
information he has put to the house which are clearly
wrong.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I am pleased to be
given an opportunity to make a contribution to this
important debate. I place on record my gratitude to the
Liberal Party and The Nationals for graciously giving
me time from their speaking time, which, of course,
denies them extra speakers. Unfortunately that is the
situation in this place now: I am an Independent
member and for the first time in the history of this
Parliament — since 1855 — Independent members are
not recognised as members in this place. Since the
standing orders were changed in February this year
only party political members are recognised on the
general business program. It is a very sad day.
However, nothing will shut me up as government
members would wish me to shut up.
It is a sad day when a motion is put before the house
asking for accountability and transparency from a
minister who deems it not important to be in this place
to participate in the debate. I am referring to the
Minister for Commonwealth Games. I would have
expected and do expect much more from Minister
Madden. I thought this Parliament was about being
open and transparent in answering questions in an
honest and open manner so that the people of Victoria
know where their tax dollar is going. No-one I have
spoken to, including myself, is not looking forward to
the games. I do speak for myself. Everyone is looking
forward to the games. We are paying a lot of money for
them. They will probably stop a lot of economic
activity and business for the two weeks in March next
year, but country Victoria is gearing up for it.
We are all having our little celebrations within our
communities. We have managed to drag a few
thousand dollars from Treasurer Brumby for various
townships. It has to be $1 for $1, or $2 for $1 for local
councils, but we are all excited about it and gearing up
for it. The fact is most people in country Victoria will
not be able to afford to travel by public transport to the
games. I will give an example. For one of my
constituents living in Ararat, an adult fare from Ararat
to Melbourne is $33.60 return and a child ticket is $6,
so for two adults or two or three children you are
looking at between $130 to $140 in train fares alone.
That is a lot of money.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Ms HADDEN — As Mr Drum has interjected,
those who are lucky enough to live in the city limits
will get free travel. Country people get free travel once
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they enter the city system, but if they are travelling
from Ararat it would cost two adults and two children
in the vicinity of $140 in fares. The train timetable is
another issue, but I will not waste my time on that at the
moment.
It is a terrible shame that the government sees fit not to
honour its election promises of what it said it would do
when it was elected in 1999 and again in 2002. Its
policy Listens Then Acts — Labor’s Plan for Building a
Stronger and Fairer Community in Victoria talks about
having delivered in the first term of the Bracks Labor
government from 1999 to 2002 a key election promise
of fully restoring the powers and independence of the
Auditor-General.
Also it espoused the fact that it had:
implemented a new financial reporting regime, which gives
the community greater financial information via quarterly
financial reports and an annual budget update report.

It also said it had:
provided the Auditor-General with new powers to
independently review each budget; and
introduced new standards in financial honesty, including a
requirement for Treasury to release a full pre-election
disclosure of the latest financial position.

Leading up to the 2002 election the Bracks Labor
government said that one of its major priorities for the
future — I assume it meant this term — is to:
Provide responsible financial management of net debt and
liabilities —

andprovide new standards in open and accountable government
and increase the focus on the triple bottom line — to balance
social, environmental and economic objectives.

They are very fine statements, but you have to put them
into practice. I do not understand, and I am a pretty
simple person, why the Bracks Labor government
cannot put into practice what it puts in its policy
documents about being open and accountable. It talks
about integrity in public office, and in its other policy
on democracy and accountability, called ‘Labor’s plan
for integrity in public office’, it says:
The Bracks government is serious about integrity in
government. In our first term we have taken many steps to
make government more accountable … Labor has made
Victoria a leader in open and accountable government.
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It said it would:
provide additional constitutional protection to the Director of
Public Prosecutions, Auditor-General, Ombudsman and
electoral commissioner.

It talked about strengthening the Victorian constitution
and legislating to give additional constitutional
protection to the Auditor-General, which the
government has done.
It said it would:
… continue the Bracks government’s commitment to
enhancing democracy in Victoria.

These are all laudable statements, but they are not
worth a pinch of salt if they are not put into practice.
Honestly, the people of country Victoria have had a
gutful. This government is all about spin and rhetoric,
but when it comes to putting into practice what it
preaches it seems to have a lapse of memory.
I went back through Hansard and the government’s
media releases, some of which are probably no longer
on the web site — which happens when the
government does not want to be too accountable — but
the Audit (Amendment) Bill, one of the first bills
introduced by the Bracks Labor government on
11 November 1999, was to shore up the independence
and effectiveness of the Auditor-General. It was not
about nobbling him at all. It spoke about the importance
of the Auditor-General as the hallmark of our
democratic institution.
Mr Viney interjected.
Ms HADDEN — I take up the interjection, you did
do it. I did it too, because I was part of the government
then. It is very important to have the Auditor-General
strengthened and to give him the power to audit the
accounts of the government of the day, but it is no good
giving him those powers when his hands are tied
behind his back. On 1 May 2003 the Minister for
Finance issued a press release under the heading
‘Bracks government boosts Auditor-General’s role’ that
said the bill strengthened his role under amendments to
the audit and financial management acts to increase
openness and accountability. Those words keep coming
through — openness, accountability, integrity,
democracy.
The press release says that the bill further restores
‘democracy and enhances transparency in the public
sector by expanding the role of the Auditor-General and
improving the Auditor-General’s operating
framework’. It says:
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The Bracks government demonstrated its commitment to
being open and accountable by restoring the powers and
independence of the Auditor-General.

Now we have a situation where the government seems
to have a selective memory. The Auditor-General is, as
he should be, a very powerful watchdog of the
government on how it spends taxpayers money,
because that is what this is about, and that is why the
government must be accountable. It must be open and
transparent, and it must be democratic. If it is none of
those things, whether it be in fact or perception, then
what does the Bracks Labor government have to hide in
relation to the budget of the Commonwealth Games
2006?
What we do know is that the budget has doubled. In
March 2003 the government said the total state
spending on the games would be in the vicinity of
$350 million. It has doubled that to nearly $700 million,
and the latest suggestion is that it will now be in the
vicinity of — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms HADDEN — Deputy President, I would ask
that members interjecting do so from their place.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Members
on my left and opposition members who were crowding
out Ms Hadden!
Ms HADDEN — I do not want to yell and deafen
the ears of Hansard or Mr Hall. I welcome into the
chamber the Minister for Commonwealth Games. It is
good to see him here. I hope he will contribute to the
debate and say why he does not want to tell us how
much the games will cost, why he does not want to
make sure the accounting is within the proper financial
period and why the people of Victoria will have to wait
until 2007 before they find out.
Something alarmed me very much in Mr Viney’s
contribution to the debate. He said that in the current
financial year of 2005–06, when the games will be
occurring, it will be too difficult to be reporting. He said
that not all the expenditure will be completed by
30 June 2006, so later financial year reporting would be
beneficial. He went on to say that sponsors may want to
spread their costs over two financial years. Here we
have another revelation, and perhaps the minister can
respond to my concerns. I notice he is leaving the
chamber. He can read Hansard. Does it mean that the
accounting for the expenditure by the Bracks Labor
government of taxpayers money will not occur until
2008 — that is, if it is still in government?
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It is a serious issue, because the government is spending
a lot of our money and not everyone in country Victoria
will be able to afford to attend. The Auditor-General
should be able to have the books audited by the end of
the financial year, and any request of him by the
government is unforgivable. I equate that with an
attempt to nobble the Auditor-General. It is quite
clearly an attempt to nobble him. It is unforgivable.
Explanations by the Minister for Commonwealth
Games in this chamber and before the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee are not good enough. It is not
open and transparent, and he has not been honest in his
answers. For goodness sake, all that is required is that
the accounts be put in by 30 June next year. The
government will have had three months to put its
accounts together for the Auditor-General. There is
plenty of time. No-one else gets that time from the tax
office. The government must tell us how much it is
spending, how much it has spent and how much has
been spent on consultants. That is not difficult.
There are a lot of other issues, but I am running out of
time. The minister says basically that everyone is
arguing over a comma. It is not a comma, it is probably
close to $1.4 billion of taxpayers money that is being
spent. It is a bit more than a comma. I find that
comment by the minister totally inappropriate. It is a
slur on his position as a minister of the Crown. The
government needs to up its game. It needs to put into
practice what it says on its web site and its policies —
be accountable, honest, open, transparent and
democratic. I am not confident it has the capacity to do
that, and many of my constituents are of the same view.
A constituent referred this phrase to me:
I have traded my resistance for a pocket full of mumbles
Such are promises,
All lies and jest,
Still a man hears what he wants to hear,
And disregards the rest.

It is taken from The Boxer by Simon and Garfunkel.
This has been used to describe the Premier. He only
hears what he wants to hear and disregards the rest.
This state requires the government be open, honest and
transparent. I support the motion. If government
members had any intestinal fortitude they would
support it as well.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
have pleasure making a contribution on the motion.
Having listened to most of the debate today, can I say
that I am appalled that this government has not seen fit
to support the motion. Let us put it in context: this is a
motion calling for the affirming of support of the
Commonwealth Games. In the next 10 minutes or so

COMMONWEALTH GAMES: FINANCIAL REPORTING
Wednesday, 15 June 2005

COUNCIL

1415

this government is going to sit in here and actually vote
against supporting the Commonwealth Games. That is
the underlying principle, despite all the rhetoric and
what it wishes to say. It is going to vote against this
motion because it simply wants to hide some of its
dodgy dealings that continue to smell. This government
has a significant history of dodgy dealings and of
driving down investment and destroying the state. This
motion calls on the government to honour its
commitment to provide open, honest and accountable
government. Do members remember the words ‘open,
honest and accountable’? The government went to two
elections with them.

seems to understand. I can understand why the
opposition does not understand. It is because it does not
understand transparency in the first place. The more
you talk about transparency, the more the opposition
shows that it fails to understand what transparency is all
about.

We now find that the government wants to cover up its
dodgy dealings. What it wishes to do is in effect
provide a report after the 2006 state election. I reflect
on this because every time we start to talk about
accountability, this government drags out the thugs —
whom I notice on the other side — who sit there,
scream, beat their hairy chests and then sit down and go
away. Those hairy-chested thugs on the other side are
away now. They covered up for the fact that this has a
smell like the Victorian Economic Development
Corporation. Do members remember the VEDC and
the report that came out two weeks after an election?
The government is a grubby bunch of hypocrites who
cannot deal with the fact — —

I am happy to continue to make those statements,
particularly in relation to financial reporting and its
transparency, but unfortunately for a start the
opposition did not understand that there were two
reports and it does not seem to understand that the
special purpose report is a way of consolidating all the
spending across government in respect of the games.
We do not have to do this special purpose report, but
we are doing it to capture all the costs so that
everybody — the opposition, the government, the
general public — will know exactly where all those
costs are. We are open, transparent and committed to
that.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome this opportunity.
I have been sitting in my office listening to much of this
debate. I have been working away. I have been meeting
with the people I need to meet with to get on with
delivering the Commonwealth Games. Whether it be
people within the department or people from
community groups, I am out there meeting with them to
deliver. In listening to this debate I can understand why
sometimes the public is cynical about politicians. I can
understand why sometimes the public is even more
cynical about the upper house. When you listen to the
content that comes of the mouths of some of the
members of the opposition, you can understand the
scepticism and the cynicism of the general public.
Some of the comments have been an absolute disgrace,
because what the opposition does not get — and it does
not get a lot of things — are two things in particular.
The more we talk about it, the more it is shown that the
opposition just does not get it. The first one of those is
about transparency. The more we talk about
transparency in reporting and the methodology of that
reporting to ensure that we get full coverage and
transparency of expenditure, the less the opposition

There are two reports in relation to the Commonwealth
Games. I have made that abundantly clear, whether it
has been through the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee by continually answering questions about
all elements of the Commonwealth Games or whether it
has been through statements made in this chamber.

The other thing opposition members seem to struggle
with besides their confusion — they also struggle with
their own legitimacy in opposition — is that they fail to
understand that eventually they are going to have to
come around and support the Commonwealth Games.
They do not seem to get it. They are giving tacit
support. It is all right to write the words, but my
background — and I hope the backgrounds of all
opposition members — is to judge them not by their
words but by what they do. At the moment we do not
see the opposition doing a lot to support the
Commonwealth Games. Words are just rhetoric and
they create scepticism in the community. You have to
deliver on those words. I am telling members of the
opposition that if they are really supportive of the
games they should get behind the games, get behind the
community, advocate on behalf of the community and
get involved.
I reinforce the fact that I know they will eventually
come around, want to be involved, be at the events and
be there with their local communities. But at the
moment they are just not that enthusiastic. I am sure
that when the games are delivered and they are an
absolute success they will be the first to stand up and
say, ‘Were we not the ones who got the games in the
first place?’. They will be jumping up and down
claiming credit for acquiring the games in the first
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place — and deservedly so because they did acquire the
games in the first place. But in between acquiring the
games and delivering them there needs to be a lot more
work, and at the moment I do not see a lot of work
coming from the opposition in relation to the games.
They are happy to be bogged down in petty criticism on
any issues related to the games. We are the ones who
are delivering into regional Victoria. We are the ones
who are delivering events around Victoria. We are
implementing the games and delivering for the whole
community. It is not our games; it is not the
opposition’s games; it is not the federal government’s
games; it is the community’s games. The community is
getting behind them. Opposition members will
eventually get behind them — I am sure they will —
but at the moment they just do not get it. I know the
federal government is eager to get behind the games
and is supportive. I know the Prime Minister will be
supportive and that any tensions there will no doubt be
ironed out in the future. It is only a matter of time
before members of the opposition come around to
getting on board and supporting the games, rather than
continuing their petty cynicism and criticism. I say to
opposition members, ‘Do not wait. Do not hold back.
Get on board the Commonwealth Games now’.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
In response to the minister’s claim that the opposition is
being petty, I say — —
Hon. J. H. Eren interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Eren.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Since when has
concern over accountability for the expenditure of
public money been petty?
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Mitchell.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — It is clear that the
opposition supports the Commonwealth Games and the
motion before the house indicates that. The Liberal
Party has been a long-time supporter of the
Commonwealth Games, but that does not mean that it
will not hold this government to account. I draw the
minister’s attention to the fact that when the Labor
Party was in opposition, Mr John Pandazopoulos, who
is currently Minister for Tourism in the other place but
was then its spokesman for sport, criticised in
Parliament the previous government’s expenditure on
the Commonwealth Games bid, so the government
should not run that hypocritical line in here.
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This motion is before Parliament today because the
Minister for Commonwealth Games is completely at
odds with the Auditor-General by virtue of his public
statements last week. The minister is completely at
odds with the comments of the Minister for Finance
yesterday. The minister likes to say that he is open,
accountable and transparent.
An honourable member — He is.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — As Ms Hadden
said in her contribution, the government has selective
memory. The minister failed, until the last 5 minutes of
this debate, to present in the house for this very
important issue. When the minister did come in he said,
‘I was too busy. I was working in my office’.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — The first point I
make to the minister, through the Deputy President, is
that accountability to this Parliament is more important
than any meeting the minister was having in his office.
I take up the interjection from Mr Atkinson who said
that the minister was in the cafeteria while this debate
was taking place. Even the minister’s claim about doing
something more important is dubious.
The minister did not do the house the courtesy of being
here for the debate or of responding in a meaningful
manner to this contribution. He left the government’s
response to Mr Viney and Ms Romanes. Mr Viney and
Ms Romanes made two points in their contributions.
They spoke about the Kennett government’s
performance before the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee when it was in government and they spoke
about the commonwealth government’s contribution to
the Commonwealth Games and issues with the baton
relay. Neither Ms Romanes nor Mr Viney addressed the
substance of this issue, which concerns the statements
made by the Minister for Commonwealth Games about
the Auditor-General and about the role of the Minister
for Finance, both of which have not been addressed by
the government today in response to this motion. Those
matters were not addressed by the Minister for
Commonwealth Games in his 4 minutes of diatribe at
the end of a 3-hour debate.
This motion before the house provided the government
and the minister with an opportunity to clarify the
record. The minister is reported in the Age this morning
as claiming he had been misquoted or misrepresented,
yet when he came into this house he did not even touch
on that issue. The line from the government on this
issue changes by the day. No doubt after question time
today we will have something different. This motion
provided the government and the Minister for
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Commonwealth Games with an opportunity to set the
record straight. I urge the government to take up that
opportunity and support this motion.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr
Forwood, Mr

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

Noes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr (Teller)

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

Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
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Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. In today’s Age the minister
claims that his comments about the Auditor-General
were misinterpreted. If this is true, why did he not
simply correct the record last Thursday when the media
first asked about the issue?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the question, but
I think we have been over this whole issue a number of
times already. We had a debate and there are a number
of things on the record in Hansard in relation to the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, questions
without notice, during the adjournment debate last night
and even in the debate this morning, so there is plenty
of material for Mr Davis to refer to. I am happy for him
to read through Hansard and check all my words.
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Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — In relation to
the minister’s pathetic response, is it not the case that
the Bracks government’s media unit told the minister to
use the misinterpreted line last night?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question because again I do not think he has listened to
the debate or read Hansard. I suggest that Mr Davis did
not get the point in relation to the debate this morning.
He did not listen to my comments; he has not read them
and he has not considered them. It shows again that
Mr Davis has failed to get all the things we have talked
about and all the things I have put on the record. His
pettiness here today shows that he has failed to
appreciate what the Commonwealth Games are all
about.

Commonwealth Games: community
participation
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — My
question is for the Minister for Commonwealth Games.
I ask the minister to advise the house what the Bracks
government is doing to ensure that Victorian families
have access to and are involved in the Melbourne 2006
Commonwealth Games.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — We have always said that
the Commonwealth Games are about affordability and
accessibility. They have been the two key policy
principles in delivering for the Commonwealth Games.
In particular we have seen a number of inbuilt benefits
or policy issues that will affect and enhance the
livability of Victoria, particularly for families. The first
of those, as I have mentioned on a number of occasions,
is that this is the first time in the modern era we have
had an international, multisport event for which we
have produced a family ticket. One of the great things
about that is that the endorsement from the community
by people wanting to take up that opportunity has been
fantastic. Remembering that there was some concern
about those tickets and how they were formatted, it still
meant that the tickets would allow families with one or
two adults and up to five children between 2 and
12 years of age to purchase tickets at a 25 per cent
discount. The success of the ballot was proof that
Victorian families endorsed that ticketing regime.
We have also given families the opportunity to attend
the events. The games have been scheduled across the
school holidays; the school holiday period has been
shifted in order to enable families to attend the event.
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Also, attached to tickets is the entitlement to free public
transport on the Metlink system. That gives families a
tremendous opportunity to come into the city, get off at
Flinders Street, go through Birrarung Marr, enjoy all
the cultural festivities and activities that will take place
throughout games time, go across the Yarra pedestrian
precinct bridge, which is currently being built, to the
Melbourne Cricket Ground or go to the Vodaphone
Arena or the Rod Laver Arena during the games time.
We will see families involved and able to have a
fantastic experience — a whole day of activity for a
fairly reasonable price. Families will get a fantastic
benefit out of these games. As well, we have the
education program, where we are building a deeper
appreciation of other cultures dovetailing in with a
greater appreciation of local communities.
We are also encouraging healthy eating and physical
activity. In particular we are focusing on the Warming
Up for the Games Day on 20 November. I note that we
will then see a number of representatives from this
chamber engaging in physical activity, some for the
first time. We have seen some of the Commonwealth
Games Getting Involved grants distributed, with
$20 000 going to Mount Alexander shire and $110 000
to the City of Greater Shepparton. The $4.5 million
grant program is really a great opportunity for
communities and families to get involved. This is a
fantastic theme for the games — making them family
friendly. The only element which is not is that because
people have been so supportive there will be a few who
in the process have no doubt been disappointed at not
getting their ticket allocations even though they entered
the ballot.
We know this is a fantastic result for Victorian families.
We know that the games will be great for Victoria, in
particular for Victorian families. This confirms our
commitment to not only making the games affordable
and accessible but to making Victoria a better place to
live for families.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is to the Minister for Commonwealth
Games. How does the statement released to the house
yesterday relate to the government’s desire to change
the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games
Corporation balance date?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I do not think opposition
members really understood what I was saying today.
They are bogged down in pettiness, whether it be
pettiness about their own party or pettiness about what
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is taking place in and around the community. The big
picture here is about delivering a games for all of
Victoria, about a community games.
Hon. Philip Davis — It’s about your accountability,
it’s about you misleading — —
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Mr Davis can yell as loud
as he wants, he can be the bully — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister to
continue.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — You can be the bully you
have always been, Mr Davis. You can shout louder and
louder and louder, but all it does is reinforce the
cynicism and the scepticism the public of Victoria have
about politicians like you. Because you are bogged
down in the pettiness — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Through the Chair,
Minister!
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Enough! There have
been enough interjections from both sides. I ask the
minister to direct his response through the Chair.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — The opposition has had
plenty of opportunity to discuss this proposition. I have
presented it in front of this house on a number of
occasions. What members of the opposition fail to
understand is that their pettiness just reinforces
scepticism and cynicism in the community in relation to
this chamber and reveals their lack of vision in relation
to the Commonwealth Games.
Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The minister’s failure to answer the question will not
read well in Hansard, and it will not read well in the
Age tomorrow. Is not the statement that the minister
released in the house yesterday completely irrelevant to
the matters he raised at the estimates hearing last week
regarding the M2006 Commonwealth Games
Corporation balance date?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I cannot quite understand
why the opposition has such a problem with
transparency. The more we talk about transparency, the
more question marks sit above the heads of the
members opposite, because they do not understand it.
They did not when they were in government and they
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do not now that we are in government. They do not
understand transparency and they do not understand
what the word ‘community’ means. They just continue
to show their ignorance and pettiness, displayed by
their continual questions on the same issue which bear
no relevance to the outcome of the Commonwealth
Games.

Gas: Gippsland Basin
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — My question is to
the Minister for Energy Industries and Resources. Will
the minister advise the house of any recent
developments in the oil and gas industry in Victoria and
how they will benefit Victorian families?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I thank the member for
his question. There continues to be good news in the
resources portfolio — jobs in Victoria, investment in
Victoria and votes of confidence in Victoria by small
and large companies alike. Today I want to talk about
the announcement made by Santos Ltd and
ExxonMobil in relation to the Kipper field in Victoria.
The companies involved have announced today that
they have teamed up to go ahead with another massive
gas field, this time in the Gippsland Basin. The Kipper
field contains 620 billion cubic feet of gas and
30 million barrels of condensate and liquefied
petroleum gas. It is a massive field in anyone’s
language, with only the Woodside field in the Otways
being larger. For the benefit of members, the Woodside
field is about 900 billion cubic feet; it is bigger than the
Minerva project in the Otways, which is only
300 billion cubic feet.
This is a massive new development — 620 billion
cubic feet of gas. It is a vote of confidence in Victoria.
During this government’s time in office we have seen
$1.65 billion in investment just in the Otway Basin in
relation to delivering on the Minerva field, on
Woodside’s Geographe-Thylacine project and on
Santos’s Casino project. This adds another leg to the
Gippsland Basin — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Members
opposite might not care about these jobs. They might
not care about the gas — —
Hon. Philip Davis — You made no contribution to
this, Minister.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I know Mr Davis
does not care about these things. I know he does not
care that there are jobs. I know the opposition does not
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want to hear good news about Victoria — that is the
bottom line. The fact of the matter is that under this
government we have had $1.65 billion in investment in
the Otways, not under the previous government but
under this government. It has come about as a result of
a strategy put in place by this government which
involves providing the appropriate data for these
companies to do their research, providing an investment
environment for them to go ahead and providing the
infrastructure through a range of infrastructure projects
including a number of gas pipelines that have been built
in this state. It is a phenomenal achievement for us to be
talking now not about availability of gas in Victoria for
the next 10 years, but about gas being available in
Victoria for the next 50 years. This is as a result of the
efforts of this government in bringing about this
investment in Victoria for the future of our children.

Alpine National Park: media campaign
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I direct a
question without notice to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs. I refer the minister to her frequent advice to the
house of action taken against suppliers who employ
dodgy practices to deceive consumers. In the interests
of consistency, does the minister propose to prosecute
Parks Victoria for the doctored photographs appearing
in metropolitan newspapers on 25 May in relation to
alpine grazing?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I would have expected better from the
Honourable Bill Baxter. This is a rewrite of a question
asked by a member of the Liberal Party a couple of
weeks ago. It is unfortunate that Mr Baxter should fall
for this ruse. In relation to this matter, I refer the
member to my response to the very same question and
suggest he read Hansard.
Supplementary question
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — In light of
that response, I ask the minister as a supplementary:
why does one rule apply to private enterprise and
another to public authorities when it comes to telling
the truth?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I have responsibility for the Fair Trading
Act as one of the pieces of legislation under my
jurisdiction. I deal with matters under my ministerial
responsibility with great seriousness. The fact that this
is often trivialised in this house by members opposite
just shows the contempt in which they hold consumers
and the very serious issues they face.
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Consumer affairs: credit
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — My
question relates to affordable credit for Victorian
families, and I therefore direct it to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, the Honourable Marsha Thomson.
The minister has previously informed the house of the
government’s initiatives to improve the access of
Victorian families to affordable credit. Can the minister
advise the house how these actions are progressing and
how this will make Victoria a better place to raise a
family?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I welcome the member’s question. I know
this is an issue of concern to him and his constituents. It
is a very important issue for all Victorians. The Bracks
government’s social policy statement A Fairer Victoria
includes a commitment from the government to look at
the issue of credit and access to affordable credit for
Victorians, particularly the most vulnerable Victorian
citizens.
It is true to say — and the records are showing it — that
we have an increasing amount of credit options and
credit debt in the community in Australia more
generally, and that is certainly the case in relation to
Victoria. I would be the last person to say that access
and utilisation of credit is intrinsically bad. It is not.
You can use it very well if you know what you are
dealing with and you have the capacity to repay.
Unfortunately there are those in the community who get
themselves into worse debt by obtaining credit at a
level they cannot afford to repay. There are real issues
about the ways people access credit and some of the
credit that is out there for Victorians to access.
An example is that the Cash Converters stores around
Melbourne offer short-term cash advance loans of
between $100 and $1000 to consumers for periods of
less than a month. They charge a $35 fee for every
$100 borrowed, which is the equivalent of a 35 per cent
per month interest rate. This might be a reasonable
amount that Cash Converters is charging. They are
certainly not the only credit providers lending in this
range and there are people out there who are charging
far greater fees. However, the issue is whether all
consumers are aware of what they are being required to
pay and whether they can afford to pay it. These are
really serious issues. There are issues around whether
there are cheaper and better ways these people can
obtain credit.
The review we are undertaking, which is a most
comprehensive review and which is looking not only at
a legislative regime but at other factors to encourage
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better lending practices and, more importantly, better
awareness among other things, is being led by James
Merlino, the member for Monbulk in the other place —
and a very good member he is. We have developed an
issues paper, which I released today to the community.
The issues paper sets out key questions around credit
and also, most importantly, raises the issue of access to
microfinance. There are some great examples out there
in the community with the Brotherhood of St Laurence
and Good Shepherd Youth and Family Services in
partnership with Bendigo Bank and National Australia
Bank respectively providing microfinance access to the
most vulnerable in our community.
We need to look at ways in which we can develop an
environment to give access to those kinds of financial
credit providers. The Bracks government is committed
to ensuring that we provide the best possible credit
regime, that we look at all aspects of credit and that
Victoria is a great place to raise a family because
families can afford the credit that they get themselves
into.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is again to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. Yesterday the minister
released a statement to the house purporting to be from
the Auditor-General and Yehudi Blacher, the Secretary
of the Department for Victorian Communities. At
whose request was that statement drafted and when was
it requested?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — Thank you very much to
Mr Rich-Phillips for asking the question, because I am
very pleased that we had that communication to present
to the house.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I think it reinforces the
transparency that this government is committed to.
Whilst the opposition can promote paranoia and can
promote conspiracy theories, at the end of the day we
have nothing to hide in relation to the Commonwealth
Games. This is about transparency, and whilst the
opposition is sceptical about our transparency, we are
committed to it. The Auditor-General has endorsed that
with the Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities by releasing that communication, even
though the opposition wants to promote scepticism and
paranoia in the media about this issue.
I will say it time and again: I have said it in opposition
business today, I have said it during questions without
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notice, I have said it in the adjournment debate — do I
have to telegraph it to them or something? Can I just
say we are committed to transparency in relation to all
accounting processes of the games, and the
Auditor-General endorses that, so what is the problem?
The opposition can be as petty as it likes about this, but
at the end of the day we will deliver the games, and I
am very confident they will be spectacular. The
opposition will want to jump on board and claim some
credit for acquiring the games. We will have delivered
on them, we will have reported on them. There will be
no criticism; everyone will be behind them, and the
opposition will want to jump on board. At the moment
all the opposition is trying to do is to continue this
pettiness, which shows that it has a lack of vision not
only for itself and not only in relation to its party but
generally across everything to do with the community.
Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Did any person in the minister’s office or the office of
the Premier or the government media unit play any role
in reviewing, vetting or approving drafts of that
statement?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I can understand the
opposition’s conspiracy theories and I can understand
its paranoia, because when the opposition was in
government it wanted not only to tamper with the
Auditor-General, it wanted to eradicate him, it wanted
to nobble him. Here we are, working with the
Auditor-General, committed to transparency — —
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
the question directed to the minister was quite specific
about his responsibilities in relation to providing
information to the house. It is not in order for him to
respond to the member’s question by talking about
matters relating to a former government. It is relevant
only to address the question before the Chair. It is
clearly within his gift to respond to the question as he
will, but it is not appropriate for him to talk about
previous governments.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister in
responding to the question made reference to how the
Auditor-General was treated previously and then he
referred to how this government now deals with the
Auditor-General. I ask the minister to keep his
comments along those lines.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — We know the opposition
has selective memory loss when it comes to the
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Auditor-General, but let me just say this: this was a
statement released by the Auditor-General — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — This was a statement
released by the Auditor-General and the Department for
Victorian Communities in relation to this issue.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — It has been released by
both of them and presented to us. I do not know what
the opposition’s problem is in relation to this, but
obviously it does not understand that we are committed
to transparency in relation to every issue regarding the
Commonwealth Games.

Housing: homelessness
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
My question is for the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad.
Can the minister tell the house how the Bracks
government is supporting homeless Victorian families
and what the government’s response is to the latest
commonwealth funding offer for services for the
homeless?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for her question on this very important matter
of helping homeless families and the emergency
support agencies that work tirelessly on their behalf.
The commonwealth and state-funded supported
accommodation assistance program (SAAP) is the
principal funding mechanism that supports Victoria’s
response to homelessness, and the current five-year
agreement expires in just two weeks time, on 30 June.
Under this agreement the commonwealth government
provides approximately 60 per cent of the funding and
Victoria provides 40 per cent to the maximum allowed
under the agreement. However, over and above the
agreement, in 2004–05 Victoria is providing an
additional $14.5 million in ongoing state funding for
core SAAP services. That means Victoria is currently in
fact providing around 51 per cent of the funding for
core SAAP services.
However, the commonwealth has doggedly refused to
recognise this fact because of the limits to
commonwealth funding in this area. The
commonwealth made an initial offer for a new five-year
agreement in December, and that offer would have seen
huge reductions in commonwealth funding for core
SAAP services for homeless people in Victoria — cuts
of more than $30 million. That offer was clearly
unacceptable and was rejected by Victoria and all other
state and territory governments.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1422

COUNCIL

At the stroke of midnight the commonwealth finally
made its much-awaited revised offer — on 1 June. This
last-minute offer continues the commonwealth
government’s insistence on cutting funding to SAAP
services for homeless people in Victoria. In fact, it
proposes a reduction of some $14 million over the life
of the agreement. This is an outrageous manoeuvre
from the commonwealth government and a real slap in
the face to the people out there working night after
night side by side with homeless people — people in
agencies like the Salvation Army, St Vincent de Paul,
Melbourne CityMission and many others right across
Victoria.
In the interests of maintaining vital services to our most
vulnerable Victorians, the Bracks government has
reluctantly decided to accept the 1 June offer by the
commonwealth government and to further increase
Victorian government funding to homeless people in
Victoria by $14 million to make up for commonwealth
cuts. Victoria will respond to commonwealth cuts in
funds for homeless people in Victoria by further
increasing state funding to make up for those
commonwealth cuts. The commonwealth government
proposes to use the money it is cutting from funds for
Victorian homeless people for a national fund, and the
emergency support agencies I have spoken about are
fearful it will be used for just more pilots and more
projects and studies rather than for ongoing funding for
homeless people who desperately need it.
These callous commonwealth cuts will have a direct
impact on the most disadvantaged and vulnerable
people in Victoria. In contrast, the Bracks government
will continue its support for homeless families and
support workers, even if the commonwealth
government is determined to go through with these
cuts — and, sadly, it seems it is.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is again to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. In view of the minister’s
previous answers this afternoon, will the minister agree
to appear before the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee again later this month with Mr Blacher to
clarify his comments of last week and the statement
released yesterday?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — Is it not interesting that the
opposition has this paranoia about, first of all, the
Auditor-General and — —
An honourable member — No, it’s about you!
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN — And they might have
paranoia about me, too. I do not know what you
think — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Let me just say,
President, that the opposition again displays its
pettiness in every matter in relation to this. Can I just
say too that this government has a record second to
none in relation to not only public accounts and
estimates hearings, because every minister appears
before the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee — and before Bill Forwood.
Hon. Bill Forwood — So what! And we get four
questions. Limited, absolutely limited.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Great, Bill, because you
would know, Bill, that in your time as chair of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — You would know, Bill,
you would know — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister should
know that he should not be provoked by interjections. I
ask members on both sides to desist from interjecting
and from responding to comments made. I ask the
minister to continue with his answer.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Thank you very much,
President. Can I just say that our government has a
record second to none when it comes to public accounts
and estimates hearings.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Wrong. No! Wrong.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Can I just reinforce that,
even though Mr Forwood is interjecting: Mr Forwood
would know that, because of his role over many years
in the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I know a lot more about it
than you.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — He can yell as loudly as
he likes, he can yell even more loudly than the
opposition leader in this chamber, but the fact remains
that this government has a record second to none when
it comes to public accounts and estimates hearings. The
Premier appears and each minister appears, and we will
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continue to appear before the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee as required, when required, and
to be more transparent than any other government
before us. That is so much the case that I know even the
Minister for Finance has commented in this place that
the media suggests sometimes we are even too
transparent.
Members of the opposition are hypocritical in every
sense when it comes to accountability and transparency.
Not only that, they fail to appreciate that their pettiness
continues to advocate to the public how petty they are.
Not only that, it reinforces scepticism and cynicism
among members of the public in relation to the
opposition and to parliamentarians who represent their
communities and fail to do it appropriately.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, my
understanding of the rules here is that an invitation to a
minister to appear before the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee is an invitation from the
committee, not from any particular member of that
committee. Therefore, whilst I understand that the
minister answered it, I believe the question was in fact
not in order, and I would ask that no supplementary
question be allowed in relation to that question.
Hon. Philip Davis — Further on the point of order,
President, I think the point of order is absolutely
frivolous. It is a matter for a member of this house to
put any question relevant to the administration of the
minister’s portfolio and parliamentary accountability,
which is what the member did. It is up to the minister to
dispose of the question as he will.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Further on the point of
order, President, I draw your attention to rule R1.02(j)
in relation to hypothetical matters. I put it to you,
President, that the question that was asked by the
honourable member is hypothetical in this sense: the
member does not have the power on his own to ask or
to request a minister to go before the public accounts
committee. Only the public accounts committee has
that power, and it does so by a majority vote of the
public accounts committee.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister should
not debate the point of order.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What I am putting to
you, President, is that therefore the question that was
asked by the member was hypothetical. It was
hypothetical in the sense that whether or not the
committee would issue such an invitation is
hypothetical, and as a hypothetical question the minister
was not required to answer it.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order
originally raised by Mr Viney and the comments made
by the Leader of the Opposition and the minister about
whether it was hypothetical under rule R1.02(j), I do
not believe it was hypothetical. There was a question;
this is the time for questions without notice; a question
was asked by the member of the minister; and the
minister has responded; so I do not uphold the point of
order.
Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The minister says he is committed to being open,
accountable and transparent, yet he refuses to answer
questions in question time and he refuses to commit to
appearing before the public accounts committee. So I
ask: what are you worried about in facing scrutiny on
this issue and what are you trying to hide?
The PRESIDENT — Order! That question is not
relevant to the minister’s portfolio in asking, ‘What are
you worried about?’. The member is going to have to
rephrase it or I am going to rule it out of order. I will
give him an opportunity to rephrase it.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you,
President. My question to the minister therefore is: why
do you refuse to answer questions on this issue?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — The only thing that I
particularly worry about is the policy vacuum on the
other side of the chamber.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I call Mr Eren.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood! Minister
Madden! There is one question remaining in question
time. I have already called the member, but obviously
half the members did not hear that. I ask members to
desist from interjecting and allow Mr Eren to ask his
question to the minister.

Wind farms: Waubra
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — My question is for
the Minister for Energy Industries and Resources,
Mr Theophanous. Can the minister advise the house of
how today’s announcement of a planning permit for the
Waubra wind farm will benefit the community in the
Ballarat region?

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1424

COUNCIL

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I thank the member for
his question, because this really is a fantastic
announcement for the people of Victoria, for central
Victoria and the Ballarat region in particular. It is a
fantastic announcement on many different levels, and I
will be very pleased to tell the opposition what they are.
What this amounts to is that there will be a
192 megawatt wind farm in Waubra. For people who
care about these things, that is enough to provide power
to almost 100 000 homes, which is more than the
number of homes in Ballarat. Therefore, if you think
about the logic of this, on a given day every single
house in Ballarat might be not producing one single bit
of pollution arising out of their use of electricity. Think
about what that means for Victoria and for the Ballarat
region. That is the environmental benefit.
Then you have 150 jobs during the construction phase
of this project, spin-off jobs like the 50 jobs in the blade
factory in Portland, other jobs like the 80 jobs in the
Keppel Prince factory or in other facilities that build the
towers. We are talking about jobs and an industry for
regional Victoria — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — We will keep
talking about it because we support it, but unfortunately
the opposition only bags these things.
Given we have just passed legislation last night, I need
to outline to the house another important benefit to the
region. On the rating formula that was included in the
Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
which was passed last night, the local council will
receive $213 000 a year in revenue from this wind
farm. That is $213 000 a year from rates. The company
involved also said that it will provide the local
community — through a community fund — an annual,
indexed payment of $64 000. That is a total of $64 000
and $213 000 going into the local community, and if
you work it out over the life of the project, that amounts
to about $7 million going into the local community as a
result of this project.
What have you got? You have a project that delivers on
an environmental basis, on the basis of our obligation to
the environment, because it means less pollution; on
jobs; on investment — with more than $300 million
going to the local community; and on a community
basis as well by delivering up to $7 million to the local
community over the life of the project. This is a
fantastic project, and it shows that the persistence and
leadership of this government in the area of wind
energy is starting to pay off for regional Victoria.
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Ordered that answer be considered next day on
motion of Ms HADDEN (Ballarat).

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to 32 questions on notice, and for the record 9
of them are of Mr Forwood’s group that he raised
yesterday: 3325, 4176, 4340–42, 4345, 4346, 4581–86,
4602, 4611, 4620, 4630, 4639, 4648, 4667–69, 4671,
4672, 4739, 4773, 4774, 4792, 4793, 4852, 4853, 4873.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I move:
That pursuant to sessional order 34, the second-reading
speech, except for the statement under section 85(5) of the
Constitution Act, be incorporated into Hansard.

I wish to make a statement under section 85(5) of the
Constitution Act and also to inform the house that this
bill had a minor amendment in the Legislative
Assembly dealing with the commencement time for the
provisions for companies exiting into the Comcare
scheme, but that is clearly enunciated in the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The provisions in this bill will:
protect the WorkCover scheme from the impacts of
employers exiting to the commonwealth’s Comcare
scheme;
make retrospective amendments to ameliorate the
immediate risks to the WorkCover scheme consequent
on the Court of Appeal’s decision in Balogh;
bind the Crown to the criminal liability provisions of the
Accident Compensation Act 1985;
remove an inconsistency between the cross-border
treatment of claims and the liability for premium; and
make other technical amendments to allow for the
efficient administration of the WorkCover scheme.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
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The risks to the VWA from exits to Comcare
Two of the main objectives of the Victorian WorkCover
Authority are to:
manage the accident compensation scheme as
effectively, efficiently and economically as possible; and
secure the health, safety and welfare of employees in the
workplace.
The VWA’s ability to meet these objectives in the future has
been threatened by recent actions of the commonwealth in
declaring certain employers eligible to apply for
self-insurance under the Comcare scheme.
These moves threaten both the long-term viability of the
Victorian workers compensation and occupational health and
safety regime. There are three major threats that the bill is
designed to address.
First, if the commonwealth’s moves go unchecked, the VWA
would be left to cover any increase in the cost of long-tail
liabilities that an employer incurred prior to moving to
Comcare. As that employer would no longer be paying the
VWA premium, the employer has no incentive to manage
their return to work obligations effectively. This in turn may
mean that the cost of the claim is greater than it should have
been and that additional cost is borne by the VWA, and
ultimately by Victorian employers through increases in
premium.
More importantly, it may mean that the injured worker is
disadvantaged in any efforts to return to work. The proposed
bill will focus employers on complying with their
return-to-work obligations under the WorkCover scheme and
ensures that injured workers are returned to work where
possible.
Second, regardless of the VWA still being required to
regulate those employers who exit to Comcare under the
Victorian Occupational Health and Safety Act, the VWA’s
WorkSafe compliance activities continue to be funded by its
premium system. Given that those exiting employers will no
longer pay premium, the VWA and the employers who
remain insured with the VWA would be subsidising the
occupational health and safety regulation of those exiting
employers.
Third, the VWA would no longer have access to the data
from those exiting employers that underpins its OHS
regulation. Without this data it becomes difficult for the
VWA to effectively regulate those exiting employers. This in
turn may jeopardise the safety of Victorian workers.
Given these risks, the government is acting to protect the
Victorian workers compensation scheme. This will enable it
to focus on what is important: the health and safety of
Victorian workers.
This bill is therefore based on three principles:
the VWA, and Victorian employers generally, should be
protected from the financial burden of pre-exit claims
from exiting employers;
employers who remain with the VWA should be
protected from having to subsidise the regulation and

COUNCIL

1425
prosecution of health and safety in the workplaces of
those that exit; and
the VWA’s comprehensive OHS agenda to eliminate
workplace death and disease should not be compromised
by any movement of employers to Comcare.
Subsequent to the introduction and first reading of the bill on
19 May 2005, the VWA was advised that contrary to earlier
advice the company which was currently applying for a
self-insurance licence with Comcare, would exit the VWA on
30 June 2005, rather than 1 July 2005. Accordingly, the bill
has been amended to ensure that all employers, including the
current company, considering exit to Comcare will be
captured by the amendments.
Balogh amendments
The bill includes provisions intended to address issues raised
by the Victorian Court of Appeal’s decision in the matter of
Balogh v. Shire of Yarra Ranges. In that case the court
determined that in the absence of a formal 104-week notice, it
had no jurisdiction to consider a worker’s entitlements and
therefore the worker was entitled to continuing weekly
payments.
This decision overturned what was the common practice and
understanding of the provision in both the plaintiff and
defendant communities. The amendments come with their
support, given the court decision’s far-reaching administrative
and financial consequences that could undermine the VWA’s
viability. The amendments therefore return to the position as
it was understood prior to the Balogh decision.
The provisions operate to clarify Parliament’s intention with
respect to the termination of weekly payments in the absence
of a formal notice.
Crown immunity
Given current expectations that government should be an
exemplar in its role as an employer, this amendment provides
that the Accident Compensation Act 1985 applies equally to
both the public and private sectors. It ensures that the criminal
liability provisions in the act are equally enforceable with
respect to public sector and private sector employers.
Premium and the cross-border treatment of claims
This amendment has the effect of bringing into line the
cross-border treatment of claims and the liability for
premium.
The proposed amendments will simplify compliance with the
premium system for employers who have workers who
periodically work in other states and territories. In particular,
employers located in regions near Victoria’s borders will
benefit in that they will no longer be liable for multiple
premiums to cover these workers.

Section 85 statement
Mr LENDERS — Clause 25 of the bill states that it
is the intention of section 175 of the act, as proposed to
be inserted by clause 6 of the bill, to alter or vary
section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975 — that is, to
vary the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court.
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Proposed new section 175 of the Accident
Compensation Act provides that there is no recourse to
the courts in relation to assessments made under the
new part VIA. Other sections in this proposed new part
of the act provide for actuarial assessments of exiting
employers’ liabilities, as they were immediately prior to
their exit to Comcare and annually thereafter for six
years, and depending on the outcome of those
assessments to require payment of certain amounts to
be made by either the exiting employer or by
WorkCover at certain times. The bill provides only a
limited right of review of these assessments and related
matters.
These restrictions are necessary to ensure that:
an incentive remains for employers to effectively
manage their liabilities incurred prior to their exit to
Comcare. Currently, the main incentive is via the
premium system. As they will no longer have to pay
premium, the incentive will instead be to limit the
additional costs that they may have to pay for the
liabilities incurred prior to their exit to Comcare. If
the employer could dispute this liability, it may
decrease the incentive to effectively manage these
claims;
the amounts that will be recovered are unlikely to be
greater than those that would be recovered by the
premium system if the employer remained insured
with the VWA. VWA-insured employers have a
limited right to recover premium and do not have
recourse to the courts except in limited
circumstances. As such, the proposal is consistent
with the treatment of VWA-insured employers;
the cost of any litigation would be largely borne by
the VWA. Given that one of the bases for this
proposal is to ensure the equitable treatment between
VWA-insured employers and those that exit to
Comcare, the costs for recovery of past liabilities
have been minimised; and
this limit applies equally to the VWA. If the
assessment at the end of the six-year liability period
finds that the employer has managed their claims so
effectively that there has been a reduction in their
pre-exit liabilities, the VWA is bound by the
actuarial assessment and may in fact owe the
employer a refund.
Incorporated speech continues:
Conclusion
This bill ensures that Victorian workers, employers and
businesses are protected from moves by the commonwealth
to expand their own workers compensation scheme. Given
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that Victoria’s workers compensation scheme is the best
managed and best positioned in Australia, we need to ensure
that it remains that way so that Victorian businesses retain
their competitive advantage and to ensure that injured
Victorian workers are fairly and adequately compensated.
This bill allows the VWA to do that. It ensures that
VWA-insured employers do not bear the liabilities of those
that exit to Comcare and it supports the VWA’s role in
regulating the health and safety in Victorian workplaces to
ensure our workers remain safe.
I commend the bill to the house.

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

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2005/2006) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 14 June; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — It is
my pleasure to rise and speak today on the
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill and at the
outset let me put on the record that it is not the intention
of the opposition to oppose the bill. We have a separate
bill because it is important that the Parliament be not
seen as part of the executive. This year, the
appropriation bill, slight though it is, appropriates some
$77.7 million for the operations of the Parliament,
which is a not inconsiderable sum. It gives us an
opportunity to reflect on the operations of the
Parliament and in particular to consider the way the
Parliament operates and whether the funding we
receive is adequate for us to do our jobs. I for one
believe in most cases we are well served by the people
who support us both in the Parliament itself and in the
electorate offices, particularly by the departments that
serve the Parliament, including the Department of
Parliamentary Services, the Legislative Council and the
Legislative Assembly. For a number of years — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — President, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — If honourable
members refer to page 4 of the bill before the house
they will see the allocation of $77.7 million;
$2.578 million to the Council; $3.976 million to the
Assembly; $5.49 million to the parliamentary
committees; $54.947 million for parliamentary services
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and $10.801 million for the audit office. The budget for
the audit office is higher than that shown in the
estimates — we have this discussion every year —
because it is able to charge departments for the services
it provides. I know because the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, on which Ms Romanes,
Mr Somyurek, Mr Baxter, Mr Rich-Phillips and I serve,
meets with the Auditor-General to discuss the adequacy
of his budget. I am pleased to inform the house that
again this year the Auditor-General has said that he has
sufficient funds to perform the job he is required to do.
That job requires providing information to
parliamentary committees. I am pleased to announce
again today that the Auditor-General has indicated that
he will welcome the opportunity to appear before the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee to discuss
issues relating to the comments made by the Minister
for Commonwealth Games before the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee last week.
Ms Romanes interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I did not invite him, I
said, ‘Would you come if you were invited?’. He said
he would welcome the opportunity — very simple. We
meet with him all the time, Ms Romanes. You know
that. He is looking forward to taking up the invitation,
and I for one am looking forward to asking him a
number of questions, not the least of which will go to
the heart of what the minister said in question time
today when he indicated that the statement was released
yesterday by the Auditor-General, which of course was
patently false.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — All I said was that the
minister’s statement was patently false. Do you think I
cannot say that the minister’s statement is patently
false? I am sure I can.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Say it again.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Patently false. The
Auditor-General is funded out of the appropriation for
Parliament as well. I have a few comments I wish to
make about the general operations of the Parliament. I
pick up the sigh from the President.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It was not a sigh.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am sorry.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It was not a sigh. You
would know if it were a sigh.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I apologise to the
President for thinking that she was sighing. I thought
she was about to object to the fact that again I was
going to raise issues which I have canvassed in this
place before, in particular the history of the One
Parliament fiasco. I make the point that during a recent
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing I
had the opportunity to ask the President why the morale
of Parliament staff was so bad, to which she replied that
she did not believe it was.
I have reflected gravely on her comments since then
and suspect that the only thing I can say in relation to
that is that either she is completely out of touch with the
operations of the staff or I am. As a person who spends
a lot of his time around the staff, I am quite willing to
bet it is not me. However, be that as it may, we are well
served by the people who look after us in this
Parliament. The Parliament is well served by the people
in this place. However, I sometimes think that members
of Parliament have not been well served by the
executive that runs Parliament.
In particular, without pointing a finger too finely at
anybody, I would be aiming high rather than low when
I make those comments. It would be inappropriate of
me to name the people I hold responsible for the
diminution of parliamentary standards over recent
years. All I can say is that they know who they are. I
look forward, in the short time left to me in my
parliamentary career, to seeing some improvements.
Mr Lenders — Are you running again, Bill?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, I am not running
again. I make the point that in the short time left to me
in this place I look forward to an improvement in the
operations of the Parliament. However, I remain
gravely concerned about the operating structure
recently put in place by the presiding officers. I have
again had the benefit of a briefing they provided to me
which has a picture of the organisational structure of the
parliamentary departments, and it does, I must say,
show that there are a lot of sort-of-departments these
days. We have a director organisational development
and finance, a director precinct and property
management, and a director library, communications
and IT. That, of course, has led to the — —
Mr Lenders — There are 33 shadow ministers.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I wish we had 33, but
we only have 32. That, of course, has led to the
downgrading of the position of librarian in this place
and, of course, the head of Hansard. I believe these to
be gravely detrimental steps.
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The documents go on to list some of the other managers
in this place. We have a manager library research; a
manager Hansard; a manager communications; and a
manager information technology. Then, of course, we
have the education and community engagement unit.
We have a manager grounds and maintenance; a
manager security and electorate properties; a manager
catering; a manager budgets and risks; a manager of
organisational development; a manager of accounting
and administration. Then I would include, for example,
clerks, deputy clerks and ushers of black rods, and in
the Legislative Assembly I presume they have
Serjeants-at-Arms, clerks and deputy clerks. This is a
very top-heavy structure.
Hon. J. M. McQuilten — There are a few Indians.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I pick up the
interjection from my colleague Mr McQuilten. I agree
with that. But I think the Indians are like the duck —
paddling like hell below the water as they seem to
serenely float along. They are the ones who do the
work.
I make two points: one is particularly appropriate
because the Minister for Major Projects is in the house,
and he is of course a great fan of the gateway system.
He is producing the brochure on my behalf. The
minister has provided this chamber with a list of all the
projects that are operated by his department. I am
pleased we have the gateway project. I have recently
become aware that a new project has been added to the
list of projects being undertaken by Major Projects
Victoria under the responsibility of the minister. I am
gravely concerned that this project has not been through
the gateway process.
Mr Lenders — Not the cattle on the pastures!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, not the cattle on
the pastures. It is difficult to say how major this is.
Ms Romanes — The kitchen?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Ms Romanes knows it
is the kitchen. The parliamentary kitchen is being
upgraded to the tune of $6 million.
Mr Lenders — It is $10 million or more, brother!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I pick up the
interjection from the Minister for Finance, who says the
project is worth $10 million or more.
Honourable members interjecting.

Wednesday, 15 June 2005

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Oh, the gateway. If it
does not reach the level of the gateway, then how come
it is a major project?
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The Leader of the
Government says that major projects can be minor
projects, so I take it that the upgrading of the kitchen at
the cost of $6 million is a special minor project being
operated by major projects. We look forward in this
place to a restructuring of the kitchen. I have been in
the kitchen on more than one occasion and must say
that as a workplace it leaves a lot to be desired.
Mr Pullen — It is terrible.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you, Mr Pullen,
it is terrible. This is money very well spent. I will have
to come back after I leave the Parliament to have a meal
from the newly renovated kitchen.
The other issue I briefly wish to touch on is the
celebrations for the 150 years of democratic
government in Victoria. I have no great confidence in
the capacity of senior personnel in this place to run a
raffle, to sell a plate of fish or do much at all really, so I
am severely and gravely concerned about what will
happen with the $400 000 that is being allocated for the
celebrations. I wonder what process is being followed.
Is anybody keeping a watching brief on what is
happening, and is the government across what is
happening?
Hon. J. M. McQuilten — The House Committee is.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you very much.
That leads me to an interesting issue, because we were
informed by the minister at the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee some years ago that the minutes
of each meeting of the House Committee would be
posted on the intranet.
This is a commitment given by the Speaker — —
Ms Romanes — Obsessive compulsive!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, that is true! A
commitment that was given in the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee not last year but the year before
was that these minutes would be made available.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — It was the year before.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, and I have been
looking for them. I am afraid that I have not been able
to find them. My very strong belief is that members of
Parliament in this place are entitled to know what is
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going on, what the plans are and to have some
acceptance and some understanding of what is in the
pipeline. I raise at the outset my severe and grave
concern about the capacity of the Parliament to deliver
a worthy celebration of the sesquicentenary —
150 years of democratic government in Victoria. I look
forward to some comfort being provided to members of
Parliament in relation to this. I do not quite know the
best way of doing it. Perhaps putting the agenda and the
minutes on the Web, where they are meant to be, might
be a start. But knowing the transparency and
accountability of this place normally — —
The PRESIDENT — You cannot do it.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Why can’t you do it?
We were told they would be put there. I look forward to
a discussion as to why House Committee minutes
cannot go on the Web. Given that a commitment was
given at the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
by the Speaker, I am interested in someone addressing
the issue. Perhaps this is an issue that should be taken
up by the President, who seems to be getting some
advice on the matter at the moment. We do not all
belong to the House Committee. I am not sure if the
House Committee is a bit like mushrooms in a
factory — kept in the dark and well fed with fertiliser. I
look forward to being informed on a regular basis on
those particular issues. With those few words, I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I am
pleased to make a brief contribution to the discussion
this afternoon on the Appropriation (Parliament
2005/2006) Bill. I think the sum of $77 million that is
allocated by this bill today to the Parliament is a large
sum in the eyes of most people. It is perhaps not much
in the overall state budget of $30 billion but to the
person in the street spending $77 million on the
Parliament and on politicians — in his or her
perception — is going to be seen to be a big sum. It is
going to cause this question to be asked: are the
taxpayers getting value for money? I honestly think that
is a question that we as members of Parliament need to
address, because over the last few years the operations
of this Parliament have declined in many degrees from
what they once were. If the public were to become
aware of that, it would give rise to concern. I want to
enumerate one or two instances of that, and this goes to
a responsibility all of us bear.
One of the most graphic illustrations of whether the
public thinks it is getting value for money or not is our
attendance in the chamber during debates. I think we
would all acknowledge that over the last four or five
years attendance in this chamber has trailed off to an
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absolutely dismal level. I am not attributing blame to
anyone in particular or to any party in particular,
because I think we all bear some of the responsibility.
But I do make the observation that it is the
responsibility of the government of the day to maintain
a quorum in the house. This government should give
more attention to ensuring that a greater number of its
members are more regular in attending the chamber.
The government and members of Parliament should
practise what they preach in terms of openness and
accountability. I am afraid we have seen in this
government a decline in that accountability to
Parliament. We saw it this morning in the motion
moved by the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips who
was critical of a minister in this house. That minister,
the Minister for Commonwealth Games who is
currently at the table, did not participate or spend time
in the chamber during the course of that debate until the
last moment. Ten years ago that would have been
unheard of.
This minister is not the only one — we saw the same
thing about a fortnight ago in a notice of motion moved
by the Honourable Wendy Lovell in relation to a matter
under the jurisdiction of the Minister for Housing. That
minister did not respond during the debate. If there is a
notice of motion being moved that is within the carriage
of a minister in another place, I am quite prepared to
have backbench members defend the government. But
when the matter goes to an issue that comes within the
jurisdiction of a minister who sits in this house, if the
Westminster system of accountability, openness and
transparency we hear so much about is to mean
anything, that minister should be the one who leads the
defence and responds on behalf of the government. It is
a dereliction of duty not to do so and to some extent it is
a slur on the house.
Mr Viney — I take exception to that.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I commend the fact that
Mr Viney is so often left to defend his government
when it ought to be government ministers who are
leading the defence with Mr Viney offering backup
support. I also want to briefly mention the fact that
sessional orders do not encourage members of the
public to think they are getting value for money when
they come to understand that we are restricted in how
often we can speak on the adjournment, on statements
and on questions and that we also have time limits we
did not have before. Again value for money comes into
it.
There is also the fact that the May edition of
unanswered questions on notice runs to 163 pages.
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How can members of the public believe they are getting
value for money when there are so many questions
unanswered, particularly if one turns to the front page
and sees question 1284, asked by me on 20 November
2003, remaining unanswered. I asked a similar question
of each of the ministers on that occasion. They have all
answered, with the exception of the Treasurer and the
Minister for State and Regional Development in the
other place. I wonder why that is so? I use my question
as an example — there are dozens more that have been
outstanding for, literally, years. Again I say that the
public will not be convinced they are getting value for
money when they see that document.
I also want to share Mr Forwood’s concern about the
reorganisation of the Parliament, particularly the
downgrading of the library. The office of the
parliamentary library is an historic office and one that
ought to have been retained in that form. It seems to me
that the new structure that has been put in place
suggests that there is a belief that Parliament can be run
as some sort of public service department; that it is not
a different institution. Parliament is very different to a
government department and it ought to be run as such
and not somehow or other be expected to replicate the
structure and administration of a government
department. I hope the presiding officers might rethink
the way they have set up this structure. In saying that I
acknowledge that the operation of Parliament has
become much more complex than it was 20 years ago,
but I still do not believe what is being done is
appropriate.
I also want to comment on the security arrangements in
this place that I understand are costing more than
$10 000 a week. I am not particularly enamoured of
security in any case — perhaps I am more prepared to
take risks than other people — but I acknowledge that
in the current climate it is necessary to have some form
of security in this place. However, I do not think the
system we have is very efficient and I do not think the
arrangements at some of the entrances to the Parliament
would achieve very much if someone wanted to
circumvent them.
I am particularly concerned that the access for members
of Parliament has been somewhat trammelled,
particularly access through the side doors. This is
especially concerning given that we were advised a trial
was going to be undertaken with the closing off of
those entrances, at least for ingress, and that it then
became a permanent fixture without further notice to
those of us who had made submissions and alternative
suggestions as to how it might be operated. At the risk
of sounding selfish, when I arrive here in the middle of
the night and it is raining and I cannot get in a side door
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and have to go around to the back of the building I
wonder why.
The point I particularly want to make about security is
that if we must have it then surely it has to be
consistent. For example, I often work in this place at
night and one evening last week when I was here there
was a function on in Queens Hall. People were coming
in and out of the front door and wandering all over the
place. They did not strike any security barrier as they
came in, and they did not have to go through the
machine that is down in the lobby. I am not saying they
should, but I fail to see why visitors coming to the
Parliament when we are here have to go through that
performance but when we are not here and something is
on in Queen’s Hall people can come in completely
unchecked. It does not seem to have any logic to it at
all.
I further wish that lights were left on in stairwells at
night in view of the occupational health and safety
arrangements — —
Mr Pullen — You said that last time!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Pullen. When I
come out of my office the whole place is in absolute
darkness and I have to grope my way along a corridor
until I find a light switch, and that is simply not good
enough.
Finally, I want to say that some of the $77 million goes
to the budget of the Auditor-General. As Mr Forwood
said, it is not the Auditor-General’s entire budget
because he charges fees for his services, as he should.
The observation I want to make is that this is an
illustration of the propaganda we get from the
government side. We had it in question time today from
the Minister for Commonwealth Games. Government
members make allegations about what the former
government did in respect to the Auditor-General. It
was the former government that took the funding of the
Auditor-General out of the Premier’s office, brought it
over here and made it open and transparent in
Parliament’s appropriations. Anyone who alleges —
and Mr Viney is unfortunately not here at the moment,
because he is one of the main culprits, as is Mr Eren on
occasions — that the former government endeavoured
to nobble the Auditor-General ought remember that it
was that government that brought the budget for the
Auditor-General within the parliamentary budget and in
that way guaranteed his independence. I do not want to
sound as if I have had a litany of complaints today, but I
often concern myself that this place is in decline in
terms of its public reputation. It is incumbent on all of
us to arrest that decline and make sure that this
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institution is held in the highest regard by the people of
Victoria.
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — As Deputy
President of the Legislative Council of Victoria I have
great pleasure in rising to speak this afternoon on the
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill. The bill
before the house provides the appropriation authority
for payments from the consolidated fund to the
Parliament in respect of the 2005–06 financial year,
including provision for any ongoing liabilities incurred
by the Parliament, such as employee entitlements that
may be realised in the future. The mechanism for doing
that would be through a Treasurer’s advance. There are
some other ways in which funds come into the
Parliament, such as special appropriations, and the
second-reading speech indicates that there is a
carryover of the 2004–05 appropriations into the
appropriations for this coming financial year.
Mr Forwood outlined the output summary for the
different departments of the Parliament — the
Legislative Council, the Legislative Assembly,
parliamentary services, the parliamentary investigatory
committees and the Auditor-General’s office. I am
pleased to have been in the house during Mr Baxter’s
speech to hear the origin of the Auditor-General’s
inclusion in the parliamentary appropriations and to
understand where that appropriation has come from and
where it now resides. The fact that we have a separate
parliamentary appropriation highlights the
pre-eminence of the Parliament of Victoria within the
democratic system of government in this state. It
highlights the importance of putting money aside for all
the functions and purposes that are needed to conduct
good governance and good representative government.
In the appropriation bill we are looking for
$77.8 million, and the output summary shows that a
total of $107.4 million will be spent on those various
departments in the coming financial year. Those funds
are to support the work of the two houses of Parliament
in carrying out the legislative duties and to support the
functioning of this important democratic institution in
this state. Funds support representation of the
community by members of Parliament — of the
constituents of each member, wherever they reside in
the state. That is done through the mechanism of our
electorate offices, which also have to be provided for
through the parliamentary appropriation.
Importantly, the parliamentary appropriation bill
provides for the parliamentary investigatory
committees, and in the 2005–06 budget there is
provision of $5.5 million for the work of the
committees. All 13 joint house committees do very
important investigatory work on behalf of the
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Parliament of this state. In addition, there is the work of
the Standing Orders Committee and Privileges
Committee of the Legislative Council and the Standing
Orders Committee and Privileges Committee of the
Legislative Assembly. The Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, which we have been talking
quite a lot about today, is vital to the work of
scrutinising executive government conjointly with the
Auditor-General’s office, which has a considerable
budget of $25.9 million for the coming financial year.
Outlined in the budget papers are two significant
challenges facing the Parliament of Victoria in the
medium term. As stated, these are the delivery of the
services demanded of the parliamentary departments
within existing resources. Of course, every area of
government faces that challenge, but that has been
highlighted by the Parliament this year. The second is
the continuing task of ensuring that Parliament House
remains a functional working location that is accessible
to the public within security constraints. We have all
seen the impact of security arrangements post-9/11 and
post the Bali bombings, and the enhanced security
around Parliament House that has sometimes made life
a bit more difficult and challenging. As is stated in the
budget papers, the challenge is to continue to ensure
that Parliament House remains a functional working
location while providing adequate security. But there is
more to it than that. Parliament House should remain an
institution that is open to the community so that the
community can understand the processes of Parliament,
while those who work here and members of Parliament
who spend part of their working life here need to have
adequate protection. That is an ongoing and significant
challenge facing the Parliament.
Two new asset initiatives are outlined in the budget
papers. One is for new financial audit software for the
Auditor-General’s office. The other is for funds for a
heritage asset management strategy. It is very important
that the ongoing heritage assets be managed within a
strategic plan and cared for in that way. One key output
initiative that deserves attention is the funding that will
be put aside over the next few years for the 150th
anniversary celebrations of democracy — that is, the
bicameral Parliament in this state. It reminds me of the
very good celebrations we had four years ago which
marked the 150th anniversary of the Legislative
Council itself which was, of course, the precursor to the
establishment of bicameral representative government
in Victoria.
Hon. Bill Forwood — So do you know what is
happening?
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Ms ROMANES — Mr Forwood has raised issues
about the celebrations and what is happening, and has
reminded us of the commitment given by the Speaker at
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee last year
to make the House Committee minutes available to
members of Parliament so that those who are interested
can follow and be aware of what is planned. I make the
comment for the benefit of members that the minutes of
the House Committee, that being a committee of this
Parliament, are subject to privilege and it was not
possible to do that. However, progress reports are
posted on the web site and regular updates can be
gleaned from that.

members and support us all as we in turn serve the
people of Victoria in the broader community. I
commend the bill to the house.

I remind Mr Forwood that the Parliament appointed a
project officer, Ms Sharon Morris, to oversight this
project, and I suggest that we should be making more
use of Ms Morris and the work she is doing on behalf
of the Parliament. I suggest that perhaps the President
might like to arrange a briefing, or ask Ms Morris to
arrange a briefing, for members of Parliament so we
can come up to date very quickly on what has happened
so far and where it is going, and from that time on we
may feel more able to keep in touch with Ms Morris
and seek further information from the House
Committee which can give us some information, and
we can also follow the progress on the web site.

At the outset I would have to say that I believe, as
Mr Forwood commented earlier, that standards in this
place are falling. Less and less as days go by do we see
a set of standards, particularly within this chamber, that
are of the high standards which I know this place has
upheld in the past, and I regret that, as indeed I think a
number of people do. I call upon all of us in this place
to understand that we are the representatives of our
community and we should be professional, open and
transparent. Ministers of the Crown should act as
ministers of the Crown and we should in fact be
accountable to the people of Victoria. It is an
imperative on each and every one of us, regardless of
whether we are parliamentary staff or politicians, to act
in a professional manner.

Many countries in the world do not yet enjoy the
privileges and parliamentary and democratic traditions
we have had in Victoria and in Australia for many
decades. Sometimes when people come into the
Parliament and sit in the gallery to watch what happens
in here, it is very difficult in conversation with them
afterwards to explain the significance of some of the
very strange things which unfold in this chamber and
which sometimes do not look as if they add up to
parliamentary democracy for those who observe them.
My way of talking with people about the exchanges and
sometimes the conflict or repartee and the debate that
goes on in the house is to suggest to those who cannot
quite comprehend or respect the traditions of this place
because of what they see, that it is better to fire words
than to fire bullets. What we have in our parliamentary
institution in Victoria and in the other states and
territories of Australia are institutions that we should
hold dear, strengthen and use wisely and well because
the alternative to such democratic institutions is a
spectre of anarchical situations that none of us would
want to see.
In speaking to the Appropriation (Parliament
2005/2006) Bill, I wish to affirm again the importance
of the Parliament in Victoria and within the system of
governance that we have and also to again express my
appreciation of those who in this Parliament serve the

Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — The
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill before us
today is of great importance, small as it may be,
because it provides the framework under which all of us
in this building work and under which this Parliament
and the democracy of this state operate. It is important
to make certain we understand that all the services
provided for within this bill enhance the way we
operate in this place.

I personally believe the standards in this place have
depreciated rapidly over a very short time. Having said
that, I think it is important to say that the ancillary staff
and the people who support us and are catered for in
this bill do an extraordinary job. I would like to speak
first of all about security. I had a incident last year. I am
not certain whether many people in this place
understand how the security in this parliamentary
building unfolds, but all I can say is they were
exceedingly professional, which was a great comfort to
me. I am sure anyone who has ever experienced such a
situation would be comforted by the depths of
professionalism of the staff in this place. I would like to
put on the record my thanks to all the people who
helped support me at that time.
I am very concerned with the structure of how this
place operates. I am very concerned that in this new
system it will be difficult for Hansard particularly and
for the library most specifically to understand what
their budgets will be. They are lumped in with
parliamentary services, and it will be very difficult for
them to understand and designate their budgets.
However, for the record I would like to talk specifically
about the library and Hansard. None of us could operate
in here without them. They defy my opening comments
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about the standards in this place, because the library
and Hansard have exemplary standards. Many of us in
this chamber could take a leaf out of their book when it
comes to their professionalism.
I would like to cite some statistics about Hansard. It is
very interesting to see that there were
14 851 downloads in the autumn sittings in 2004. This
is an extremely popular service. The Internet version of
Hansard allows the public to know straightaway what
is being said in Parliament. All of us may not like that
at all times, but as a public service it is extremely
important that we are accountable for our actions and
our words. It is important that our proceedings are
accurately transcribed and that that is available to the
public whenever they might need it.
I would like to take the opportunity whilst speaking on
this bill to thank the Hansard staff on behalf of all of us
for making many of the speeches in this place sound
better than they did when they were delivered and for
providing a professional window to the wider world.
That is the link we have to people right across this state
and probably internationally as well. I encourage
Hansard to continue to use world best practice, to
benchmark us against international parliaments and to
make certain that our Hansard is the very best there can
be. I hope provision is made within the parliamentary
services budget to enable the Hansard staff to do the
proper research and understand what is happening
elsewhere so they can continue to give us the excellent
service they do.
I would like to speak now about the library. I do not
know that any one of us could get by without the
library. The service its staff provides to us is exemplary
and, once again, their professionalism is sacrosanct. We
have a whole range of services from borrowing, the
intranet site, journals, the media, electronic media and
newspapers to the portfolio plus service, which harvests
the latest material from seven of the library’s databases
and presents them in a concise web format. Portfolio
plus is updated several times a day, as those of us who
use it know very well. Then we have NewsCentre. Not
only is this a general news search, but it also acts as a
personal news centre for each parliamentarian, sending
out up-to-date articles of relevance to them on a daily
basis. This service is invaluable to those of us who are
in opposition. It gives us an opportunity to stay abreast
of our portfolio areas and the bills on which we are
speaking. It gives us excellent research which, with our
limited staff, we might not otherwise have an
opportunity to have. The library also provides a news
archive, photocopying, printing, printing resources,
reference assistance, a research service, tours and
education and training and orientation.
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For the record, the library has a total of 25 staff. They
are research, technical, service and support staff. From
my point of view they are always willing to help and
assist. They do it willingly and professionally, and I
would like to put on the record my thanks to them for
the work they do, which is absolutely extraordinary.
When you go to some of the major reference libraries in
the state such as the State Library of Victoria, the law
library and the university libraries, you realise that our
parliamentary library is among the very best in the
state. I would hazard a guess that it is among the very
best in the country. As I said about Hansard, which
needs the provision of funding to make certain it stays
abreast and ahead of the field and is able to provide
Australia’s best service, I encourage money being set
aside for the library so it can continue to provide
databases and electronic information to all of us so that
we continue to be ahead of the field and provide the
very best parliamentary library service in the country. I
would like to commend all the staff in the library for
doing that.
It is interesting to look at some of the statistics about
some of the library services I mentioned. The electronic
collection has grown 150 per cent over the past year. In
2003–04, 56 485 electronic documents were accessed. I
would imagine that we will see an increase in that
figure this year. NewsCentre has doubled. In 2003–04,
526 489 articles were downloaded. That is an enormous
number of articles. An interesting statistic is that despite
this online access, which is first rate, something like
98 per cent of members of Parliament or their staff
actively use the library. I believe that is an excellent
record. It shows tangibly what the library does in this
building, and I commend it for it.
I intend to finish there. Others before me have spoken
in detail about the figures involved in this bill. Indeed
the Honourable Bill Forwood went to some length in
describing what was in the budget papers and what is in
this bill and the schedule to it. In conclusion, I would
like to remind this chamber that I believe we can all
upgrade our standards, we can all be more professional.
I believe that applies across the spectrum in this
chamber. The money involved in this bill is basically to
be used to give the people of Victoria a professional,
objective, transparent government. It is up to all of us in
this place to make certain that that happens.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — Naturally I
support the bill, but I must say that I have some
misgivings about the size of the appropriation. I believe
more money should have been allocated to the
Parliament in the appropriation bill because there are a
number of areas where we need to improve the services
provided to enable members of Parliament to do a
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better job of work. In many cases, as members of
Parliament we tend to be a bit gun-shy when it comes to
talking about this piece of legislation and all it entails.
When members of Parliament rise to speak on issues
related to the appropriation to the Parliament there is a
nervousness that they will be characterised as only
looking after themselves, as trying to increase the
facilities and perks available to members of Parliament.
Indeed I am a very strong believer that we need to be
properly and adequately funded to ensure we have a
robust democracy; to ensure we have robust debate and,
more importantly, informed debate within this place;
and to ensure that we as members of Parliament do the
other side of the work that is part of being a member of
Parliament in not just talking here but in going back
into the community and communicating with people
about what this place is doing, the laws that it is passing
and the debates it is pursuing in the community’s
interest. The reality is that we are not adequately funded
at this point in time, particularly when we look at the
allocations that are relevant to this house.
I happen to have the privilege of pursuing two shadow
portfolios for my party, both of which represent very
diverse communities within the state of Victoria. In one
of them, small business — and many members would
probably be aware of this statistic — 96 per cent of all
businesses in Victoria are small businesses. Effectively
my beat as opposition spokesperson on small business
is 96 per cent of the business community in Victoria. In
the sport and recreation area there are countless
thousands of organisations delivering sport or
recreation opportunities for Victorians. It is my beat and
my responsibility to try to communicate with as many
of those as possible.
I have to say that the task is an extraordinarily difficult
one because, apart from anything else, I start with my
own electorate of Koonung Province, which is a
significantly sized electorate. It is certainly nowhere
near as big as some of the country electorates that are
represented here, but it has its own challenges for me in
meeting my electoral responsibilities. I find, for
instance, as I have often said to people in a joking
sense, that with the budget allowance I get to run my
electorate office for an entire year I would be able to
write one letter to every one of my constituents once a
year. But then I would have to close the office. I could
not afford to pay the electricity, the phone or the
security or the temporary staff, or do any of the other
things that come out of that budget. All that budget will
cover is sending one letter to constituents across the
electorate once per year. I do not think that is adequate
from a communications point of view. I note that this
budget will enable members of Parliament to increase
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their communication with their electorates, particularly
using newsletters in future, and I think that is a step
forward. Nonetheless I am still not sure that the
provision is adequate for members who are working
hard within their electorates.
Perhaps more important in terms of service back to our
electorates is the staffing of our offices as upper house
members. Effectively I have one staff member for
11 months of the year — not even for a full year —
because the Parliament does not cover for a
replacement person for the four weeks annual leave that
is available to that staff member. I happen to have two
staff members who work on a job-share basis, and they
put in above and beyond. I am sure most members of
Parliament have staff who work well beyond the time
that is allocated for their working week, and
notwithstanding overtime allowance, which is no doubt
drawn down for some of the extraordinary work that is
involved in running an electorate office, they still put in
well in excess of the time that really is provided for in
our financial allocations. From my point of view it is
absolutely ludicrous that I am unable to replace a staff
member who goes away on holidays because there is
simply no budget allowed from the Parliament. I have
to draw that down on the standard electorate budget
which, as I said, is already committed to postage,
telephone, security, stationery, cleaning and so on and
so forth. I think there ought to have been an opportunity
to increase that staffing. I am very concerned about and
very interested in what might evolve as we move to a
new Parliament with representation on a regional basis.
It is absolutely absurd if the intention of treasurers and
their tsars is that parliamentary staff levels for the upper
house will remain the same.
I accept that the role of members of Parliament in the
upper house will change with the next election, that
they will have a different focus in the work that they do,
but anticipating the electorate that I might stand for at
the next election I would be looking at an area that
would expand from the current equivalent of four
Legislative Assembly seat areas to the equivalent of
11 areas. I know that if I were to have any sort of a
connection with that area and as a member of
Parliament to represent it even in terms of policy debate
in this place — I recognise that there may not be a
constituency role but even in representing and
understanding that community’s aspirations I might
have an input to policy debates — I would really need a
better facility provision.
Can I say that I am also concerned about the level of
funding for computer systems. I think in the past we
have found from an information technology point of
view that the Parliament’s staff have struggled to
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provide an adequate service to members of Parliament
simply because the cost constraints have been severe,
and indeed the challenges for them are severe. We have
had the system attacked on many occasions by viruses
and by campaigns by hackers and so forth, which puts
an enormous load on the staff and the system itself. On
many occasions that has caused difficulties for
members of Parliament. I do not criticise the IT
department or indeed the presiding officers and staff of
the Parliament, who have tried to prioritise what funds
are available to the Parliament. I simply make the point
that I think we really need to have more resources to
ensure that the Parliament is given an adequate system
to enable members to do the job and to represent their
constituents.
I also note, as other members have, that the
parliamentary library does a fabulous job and is a very
important source for all members of Parliament,
particularly members of the opposition. Most members
of the government in this house — in fact all but
three — have never experienced opposition and have
absolutely no idea of what is required in terms of
research and the work that you undertake as a member
of Parliament when you are off the drip feed from
ministers’ offices for press releases, information
bulletins and so on. You actually have to go out and do
everything yourself. I think that is fair enough; in fact, it
is a great learning curve for a lot of people. But what is
important is the role that some of those resources of
Parliament play in ensuring that opposition members
are properly informed and have access to research and
so forth that enables them to do their job better,
therefore ensuring that our democracy continues to be
robust and that we have accountability and scrutiny of
government. That is crucial.
I note that there will be an allocation this year for an
upgrade of the kitchen facilities at Parliament. I guess
there is a real tendency for members of Parliament to be
gun-shy of that sort of a project, because in the past
there have been many criticisms suggesting that the
kitchen operates as some sort of a subsidised facility
and that it provides a silver service arrangement for
members of Parliament. The truth is that that was a
terrific catchphrase that was adopted in many ways by
one Labor member in opposition to try to get across a
political point, but it was particularly damaging to this
Parliament. The kitchen here provides an important
service — indeed, most of the dining facility is a
cafeteria service for staff within the parliamentary
precinct rather than a dining room service for members.
It is important for us to look at upgrading many of the
facilities within the Parliament, and the kitchen is
certainly well overdue, particularly in the context of
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occupational health and safety issues. On that basis that
work is certainly warranted.
I commend the staff of Parliament — and the
allocations in the budget before us will enable this work
to be carried on — in the maintenance of facilities in
and around the Parliament. The buildings and gardens
are things we can be very proud of. I again make the
point that I do not see these buildings and gardens as
any sort of sanctuary or preserve of members of
Parliament. Some years ago the Kennett government
proposed extensions to this building. As we know, the
building was never completed. Those extensions were
proposed and some initial work was done. The
Honourable Bill Baxter presided over quite an
extensive examination of how the building might be
upgraded to meet the needs of a modern Parliament.
The project was eventually shelved. I dare say there
were a number of considerations in its shelving. I
suspect that the costs were probably getting a bit higher
than the Premier of the time had anticipated. I also
know the Labor Party in opposition was playing games
in terms of where the sandstone for the project might be
accessed from, because the quarry was within an area
that had become a national park. The Labor Party said,
‘Yes, we want the Parliament built, but we want to
make a bit of a political point on this sandstone’.
Nonetheless, I have to say that when that project was
shelved I was most surprised, because I have probably
never had so many people come to talk to me about a
project that was abandoned as I did about that one. In
other words, ordinary people in the street had identified
this building as their building — not as a preserve of
parliamentarians and not as one of our perks of office in
terms of the facilities that might or might not have been
available to members of Parliament. They saw it as a
significant, historic and important building in Victoria.
They believed that project ought to have been
continued and were disappointed that it was abandoned.
We should recognise that in terms of going forward and
looking at the sorts of facilities that we develop in this
place.
There is absolutely no doubt that most of the members
work here in offices that are totally inadequate for any
sort of activity, let alone the representation of
constituents in a place where they expect a robust,
informed and effective debate. It is a joke to have a
situation where two members are put in, as an office,
what was effectively a document storage area and are
expected to operate from that. The fact is that most
members cannot have a constituent meet with them in
their office in this place. If they do, they had better hope
that only one person turns up for the meeting, because
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there is simply no room for more than one. It is
absolutely ridiculous, and it needs to be addressed.
I suggest to the President that one of the initiatives we
ought to take up as we go forward this year — if
possible, within this appropriation, and if not, then it
certainly ought to be on the agenda for the following
year — is to ensure that we have a sound system
delivered to members’ offices that provides an
opportunity to listen to the debate of not only our own
house but also of the Legislative Assembly. In other
words, in each of the offices we should be able to tune
into either of the houses, because there are occasions
when it would be valuable to listen to debates in the
Legislative Assembly. At this stage we do not have that
opportunity without actually going into the office of a
member of the Assembly or into the other house itself. I
will support the bill, as I have said, but I think we
should look — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
have pleasure in making my contribution to the debate
on the Appropriation (Parliament 2005–06) Bill and
obviously indicating my support for it. I just want to
take up what the Honourable Bruce Atkinson was
saying. As one of the new members of this chamber I
found it interesting to note some of the quaint
surroundings in which we found ourselves. I was asked
many times, ‘What is Parliament like?’. The only thing
I could relate it to was the first time I was at the police
academy in the old days, in the sense of the creaky
wood and the way Parliament operates. The only
difference is, of course, that the police academy has
moved on from that and now has a world-class facility
with the appropriate accommodation and training
environment.
I noted that in his speech Mr Atkinson referred to the
difficulties we as members who represent constituents
have in not having an environment we can feel
comfortable about bringing a number of people into. As
we all know, it is difficult to have a discreet
conversation with somebody when the only opportunity
you really have is the dining area or the strangers
corridor, where everyone walks past. Certainly in the
area of scrutiny of government, where people wish to
come to speak to me on matters of government
accountability, it is difficult to meet with them during
the parliamentary sitting week for those very reasons.
That is an aside. What we are here debating with this
bill is the increase in the amount of money that is
allocated to keep this Parliament in operation. I must
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say that it was quite a startling revelation — taking out
the Auditor-General, of course — to find that the
overall increase was around 5 per cent, or roughly
$3.9 million. That is a substantial increase in terms of
where the money is going, given that in my view we
really have not seen an overall improvement in the
accountability and responsibility of government to the
people of Victoria. Over the last number of years under
this government we have seen that it has become more
and more secretive and more involved in ensuring that
the executive uses Parliament just as a rubber stamp. It
is more involved in avoiding scrutiny than in being —
as it would like to think everyone would believe —
open, honest and accountable. In fact this government
has now become a very secretive government.
It has diminished the Library Committee, as we know,
through a change to the legislation with the
Parliamentary Administration Bill that was rammed
through recently. There we saw quite a substantial
reduction in the accountability and independence of not
only Hansard but also the library. That is interesting in
the context that federally the government has the right
idea in terms of the independence of those particular
authorities. We know from my previous reports of the
frustration of the staff in having to work in such a
strenuous environment, which I have previously
indicated is not only fairly old but where there is also
continual interference with free operation. That only
happens because the government wishes to maintain its
control over the agenda — it wishes to ensure that the
accountability processes and methods of scrutiny are
removed.
I note that in the Honourable Bill Baxter’s contribution
he raised the issue of questions on notice. Forget about
a 30-day rule; that is totally out of it. I looked at one of
the unanswered questions on notice I asked that dates
back to September 2003. That is a lot longer than
30 days ago. It was not a complex question; it is just not
on the government’s agenda to deal with issues of
accountability. When we did raise a lot of questions in
Parliament, what did the government do? It instigated
its guidelines, which it quickly dumped. But the
guidelines are still there if you consider some of the
answers to questions that I receive.
I note a noticeable decrease in funding in the areas of
accountability and scrutiny. Those areas, which are
dealt with in the bill, relate to the Department of the
Legislative Council. Funding for that has dropped by
5 per cent and funding for the Department of the
Legislative Assembly has gone down by around 7.5 per
cent. The government has stripped about $500 000
from those two areas combined. It is interesting that
when it is about looking after the government’s mates,
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the government has increased funding for the
Department of Parliamentary Investigatory
Committees. Most committees do a reasonable job, but
we know that in this term the government has increased
funding because it has to reward its factional mates.
That is on the record.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — Again, we get
interjections when we start to talk about factions.
Mr Viney — Are you reading from a script?
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — Again, we
hear an interjection from Mr Viney, who is the king of
that area. He always jacks up when we start talking
about the factionalised ALP. We need to get to the
motive: what are the underlying reasons for the
legislation before this house? That is what it is about. It
is about the avoidance of scrutiny and the rewarding of
the government’s factional mates.
Ms Mikakos — That is what parliamentary
committees do, you idiot!
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — I take offence
at that and ask the member to withdraw it.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! I ask the member to
withdraw that comment.
Ms Mikakos — I withdraw.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — In relation to
the factionalised ALP, it is interesting to note that when
it comes to accountability it is about the motive. This
bill demonstrates that, because when you look at the
departments of the Legislative Assembly and the
Legislative Council you see that those are the two areas
where there has been a reduction in funding. Look at
how the government wants to have control, because
communists like to control. That is what the
government is trying to do — it is controlling the
Parliament. Time and again we see this Parliament
being used as a rubber stamp for the executive.
There is nothing more stark than what we see on page 8
of the bill: the budget for the Department of
Parliamentary Services has blown out. I will take out
the additions to the net asset base, which only increased
by $50 000. If you look at the provision of outputs you
will see that it has gone from $47.063 million to
$50.847 million. In other words, it has seen a
$3.8 million increase in one year — an increase of
7.5 per cent.
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In recent times we have seen the abolition of the
Library Committee. As the Honourable Bill Forwood
indicated, commitments were made to provide
information after committee meetings, but, of course,
that has not occurred. The government said its One
Parliament business plan for 2003–06 would only
involve an increase of one staff member in the
parliamentary departments, putting in a department
secretary as part of the amalgamation. However, what it
ended up doing was sticking in another six extra staff.
No disrespect to those staff, but it is interesting that
Parliament now has two more deputy clerks and, as part
of the executive within Parliamentary Services, there
are three more directors as well as the Secretary of the
Department of Parliamentary Services.
On the advice and information I have received those
appointments equate to an additional $625 000 a year of
taxpayers money. For what purpose? For the purpose of
ensuring a further level of control. I have raised my
concerns previously, and this is reinforced today
through the bill. In the areas where the government
wants control it has increased funding by around
$3.8 million. In the areas where the government wants
more control it has put in money, but in the areas where
it wants less control it has taken money out. It has taken
money out of areas where there should be open,
accountable and transparent government. It has taken it
out of both chambers and put it into a high level of
bureaucratic red tape. The government has removed the
independence of Hansard and the parliamentary library.
That is disappointing. Not only that, I have raised
before the capacity of the library in terms of its research
staff. If you do not want to be exposed for the activities
the government is up to, research people are removed.
Those issues were covered adequately by the
Honourable Bruce Atkinson in his contribution.
This bill is a stark reminder to the people of Victoria
why this mob needs to be removed. It is a stark
reminder of a government that is hell-bent on
continuing to control, manipulate and to manage the
agenda despite the fact that constituents in the broader
community rely on Parliament to deliver them a solid
base for the future. The government has no vision; it is
bereft of vision. It is a government that looks only
internally and will be held to account in the future for
having delivered absolutely nothing but spin and waste
of taxpayers money.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — On that
slightly discordant note I start my contribution having
intended to say that this is the one bill that we consider
in this place each year in which most, if not all,
members are on song. I note that the previous speaker
made some wide-ranging remarks about the
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performance and accountability of the government. I
have absolutely no doubt that his comments were most
apt.
I want to make a very brief intervention in debate on
this bill. In setting the scene I should say there are
questions as to whether the budget of $77.8 million is a
large amount. We should look at it from the perspective
of the total outlays of the government of over
$30 billion for the first time this year. What is it that the
taxpayers of Victoria get from the Parliament for their
$77.8 million? Amongst those things that are expected
of the Parliament in a contemporary sense are that in
the lower house there is an electoral college from which
the government of the day, the executive, is determined.
The Parliament as a formal institution — both houses
of Parliament — approves the legislative initiatives of
the executive. At another time it might approve
legislative initiatives of independent members, but that
does not seem to be the case now. It is clear that the
current government is not interested in any proposals
that the opposition parties or Independent members of
Parliament might put forward in that sense.
I suggest that one of the primary roles of the Parliament
is to hold the executive to account. I will not belabour
the point that I think has been made by other speakers
today of the opposition’s view about the accountability
of the Minister for Commonwealth Games. It is clear it
is the role of this house and the Legislative Assembly to
hold the executive government to account — that is, on
behalf of the people of Victoria, putting members who
have ministerial responsibility to the test in relation to
challenging their administrative competence and policy
proposals. If it is the case that members of the
opposition parties, or even members of the government,
feel that matters need to be given an airing in the
Parliament, they should be given every courtesy to
ensure that the community has its interests protected by
the forum of Parliament. A further role of Parliament is
to raise and discuss matters of public interest. These are
amongst the principal roles of the Parliament. So do
taxpayers get good value for their $77.8 million? I think
essentially they do, given the size of the total outlay
under the control of the executive government, being
$30 billion.
I indicate that the staff of the Parliament are
professional and dedicated. However, I concur with
comments made by others that there is certainly a much
lower tone in terms of staff morale around the house. I
have now been in this place for 121⁄2 years and I have
never seen a time when the general attitude and morale
of the staff I come in contact with has been lower. I
think it is frankly a leadership issue. There is a lack of
leadership in terms of the way this Parliament is
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operating. I took great interest in the Honourable
Andrea Coote’s comments about standards. It is not
about whether you are a traditionalist, but it is about
professional courtesy and standards of behaviour, and
they are at a pretty low ebb both in the house and
around the Parliament. I am not talking about the
standards of behaviour of staff.
Having said that, the further point I want to comment
on is security. I know this has been alluded to by a
number of speakers, including the Honourable Bill
Baxter. It will be no surprise that Mr Baxter and I have
had similar experiences because it is quite clear that
members of Parliament representing country areas
spend a good deal more time working from their
Parliament House offices than do members from city
electorates. It goes without saying that as Leader of the
Opposition in this house I have an additional demand
on my time to be here working in this place, doing
work which I might choose to do from my electorate
office but which is impractical because of the tyranny
of distance.
I am often here at weekends and after conventional
business hours. I am here at different times of the day
and night over seven days of the week. What I observe
is something that I have spoken about in this place
before, but I must insist upon making the point again. I
direct this matter to the presiding officers, who are
ultimately responsible for the operation of the
Parliament. Albeit that matters of security are delegated
to the Usher of the Black Rod in this place and to the
Serjeant-at-Arms in the other place, these are matters
that are properly the responsibility of the presiding
officers.
I make this point: just as in the 19th century when this
Parliament was constructed and the architectural design
was such as to create a magnificent facade to the
building, so the security here in Parliament House is
nothing more than a 19th century facade. There is no
security. There is no effective security in this
Parliament. We have protective services officers who
coast around the building doing what they are asked to
do, and they do it professionally and diligently within
their brief.
We have security contractors who work from 8.00 a.m.
until 6.00 p.m. on normal working days and otherwise
from 8.00 a.m. until the houses rise when Parliament is
sitting but who are not here after hours — that is, after
6.00 p.m. — on non-sitting days. We have, of course,
Parliamentary attendants who are not security officers
and who are not trained in security, whose job when
they are on duty and the public is at large in the
Parliament is to direct traffic and answer inquiries and
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so forth, as is appropriate, but who are essentially part
of the facade of security. They do not have the security
function at all, and it would not be proper to ask them
to do that task.
What I am concerned about is my own personal
observation and experience that I can be working here
late into the night and I can find that there are people
coming and going from the Parliament at will through
the front doors without any control, inspection,
approval or identification. They may or may not be
associated with a function which is occurring in one of
the rooms of the Parliament. Anybody who is part of
the great unwashed from the streets of Melbourne can
walk up the steps of Parliament unencumbered and
walk through the front doors at any time after hours
when there is a function occurring in Parliament house.
They can bring in with them any device they imagine
may be appropriate to bring with them. They can
secrete themselves if they wish in the vast corridors and
rooms of the Parliament and remain here undetected for
as long as they choose.
It would seem to me that for Parliament to have
invested so extraordinarily in security and for it to be
anything but in practice a facade is a disgrace. It is a
disgrace that the presiding officers should be
embarrassed about. It is a disgrace because the security
arrangements, as Mr Baxter pointed out, are almost
designed to provoke wrath in the minds of country
members of Parliament whose access to and egress
from the Parliament in times when they need to get in
and out of the building after hours is frustrated, yet
when there is a function here and the doors are open
anybody can wander in and out as they choose.
This is not just make believe. It is the case that I have
been working in my office — which all members in
this place would know is on the chamber level of the
building — after hours and what I have experienced is
that I have had people who are, to the best of my
knowledge, either involved or not involved in a
function occurring in Parliament House open my door,
walk into my office and when asked what they are
doing say, ‘Oh, we are just looking around the
building’. I do not know whether, experiencing that, I
should think, ‘What a wonderful place it is in which we
live that the community at large can feel so comfortable
as to walk in off the street, walk up the steps, walk into
Parliament House, walk around the building and walk
into a private office just because it overcomes the desire
to have a look at the Parliament’. What it says to me is
that the security arrangements here are shambolic and a
disgrace. Either the contractors who are employed at
great expense should frankly be sacked and got rid of
and the money saved or that contract should be
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extended so as to put proper security in place at all
times when the doors of the Parliament are open.
If that does not happen it will be on the heads of the
presiding officers if there is a breach of security
arrangements and anybody, or indeed the building as a
whole, comes to any harm in the future. It is entirely
inadequate. I am personally incensed that the approach
that has been taken by those who are responsible for the
administration of the Parliament is to put in place a
scheme that is specifically designed, it would seem to
me, to frustrate members of Parliament’s reasonable
access to the building but to let anybody who is not a
member of Parliament, if they choose, to wander into
the building when they like when the doors are open.
That is a complete farce. It is high time this was
exposed and that the presiding officers and the other
officers of the Parliament who are responsible for this
damn well did something about it, because the prospect
is that taxpayers are not getting any benefit for their
contribution to the security of the Parliament and on the
other hand members and staff are potentially at risk in
the longer term.
In line with what Mr Baxter said, I do not particularly
like the notion of extensive security. I would prefer that
we did not have to have that, but the reality is that it
was a rude awakening to us that as a consequence of
September 11 we have all had to rethink our attitude to
these matters. It is simply a function of the world in
which we live that security is now required, but you
have to have consistency. It is inconsistent to have the
arrangements in place which presently exist, and I urge
that action be taken forthwith to deal with that
conundrum.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I will not take a lot of the
time of the house on the Appropriation (Parliament
2005/2006) Bill, but I shall take the opportunity to
respond to and correct on the record some of the
contributions that were made in this debate by
opposition members. It is important to put on the record
this government’s approach to accountability and
openness. Opposition members have taken the
opportunity through this bill to make undeserved
criticisms of this government in relation to
accountability.
I can agree with Mr Philip Davis on the issue he raised
in his contribution that the important role of the
Parliament is to hold the executive to account. I can see
no example in this chamber where that has been
diminished. There are plenty of examples where the
ability of the opposition to hold the executive to
account in this chamber has been enhanced, such as the
extension of time available for and the flexibility that
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has now been given on the consideration of reports
before the chamber. There has been a full, frank and
continuing openness on the management of question
time, and there are opportunities during the
adjournment debate and members statements, which I
believe were introduced by this government in this
chamber, for opposition members to raise with the
executive questions and matters of concern that they
might have. There are more than adequate
opportunities. This government has also put in place
additional sitting days. It is pathetic for people like
Mr Dalla-Riva and Mr Philip Davis to come in here and
say in some way there has been a diminishing of that
accountability. Their problem is that they are incapable
of prosecuting a case. They have not been able to come
into this Parliament in two terms and prosecute a case
against a minister or against the government in any
area.
I commend the ministers and the executive of this
government for their ability to manage their portfolios
as well as they have. It is interesting that we have been
faced with a very ordinary opposition that cannot
prosecute a case and has taken the easy way out in this
chamber in this debate today by suggesting that that is
because of some diminishing of the opportunities they
have in this Parliament.
It is a spurious and ridiculous argument. If the
opposition cannot mount a case to prosecute either
policy or other areas of ministerial responsibility in this
chamber, then it should accept responsibility for its own
pathetic and abysmal performance in this chamber. The
opposition is not to come in here and suggest that in
some way this government has diminished the
opportunities for the opposition to prosecute those
cases. I wanted also to say that I think it is very
unfortunate that in this debate — —
Hon. David Koch — Acting President, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Mr VINEY — I would like to thank the opposition
for bringing a few more people into the house to hear
what I have to say about the pathetic behaviour of the
opposition. The fact is that in this debate the opposition
has suggested there has been some diminishing of
accountability processes in this Parliament. In actual
fact the opposition is completely incapable of
prosecuting any kind of case against the government on
policy, ministerial accountability or on anything. Not
once — —
Hon. Philip Davis — That is your opinion.
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Mr VINEY — Not once has this lot laid a glove on
this government during the two terms of this
government. When Mr Davis is incapable of
prosecuting a case he should not come in here and say,
‘It is because you have closed down the accountability
processes’. The accountability processes have been
enhanced in this place, not the least through the work
we have done in relation to the Auditor-General, the
more flexible arrangements in relation to the operations
of this house and the resources that are provided to
members of Parliament.
I wanted also to pick up the comments of a couple of
members of the opposition — Mr Forwood and
Mr Davis — in relation to the morale of the staff. I
actually think it is a very disappointing development in
this chamber that the employment climate of the staff in
this Parliament has been used in this way in this debate.
It has been suggested that there has been some kind of
diminishing of the morale of the staff. I do not believe
any member of this Parliament has the authority or
ability to survey the staff or would have done the
surveying — which is a technical and expert
function — that would be necessary to assess the
organisational climate of the staff. I do not believe any
single member of this Parliament has actually been able
to conduct such a survey. I would be very surprised if a
member of this Parliament had actually conducted an
organisational climate survey of the staff here. I would
suggest that it is a very poor development that members
of the opposition have used the issues associated with
the morale of the staff in this place in some sort of
political attempt to attack the presiding officers of this
place. That is a very disappointing development.
The Appropriation (Parliament 2005/06) Bill is an
opportunity for all members of Parliament to recognise
and celebrate the importance of democracy and the
importance of investing in the democracy in this state. I
think that was the intention of the opening comments of
the Leader of the Opposition.
Too frequently the debate today has delved into areas
where people are attempting to score political points
while debating a bill that is about ensuring there is a
proper process of democracy and a proper process of
accountability in Victoria; a process of accountability
and openness that this government is proud to have
enhanced, not the least in the reforms to this place that
will be put in place at the next election in November
2006 when we will see a properly, democratically
elected and representative house of review in this
chamber. The appropriation bill was not an opportunity
for members of the opposition to misrepresent the
organisational climate of the staff in this place. It is
important for the government to put on record that it
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respects and values the contributions of staff in this
place. It does understand that in an organisation such as
Parliament that work can be difficult and it can be
difficult for staff to cope with the stresses and strains of
this place, particularly the late sitting hours and the
pressure-cooker environment of Parliament when
everyone is here. However, it was not appropriate for
the opposition to raise those matters in this debate. I am
disappointed in it and I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank honourable members for their contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

APPROPRIATION (2005/2006) BILL and
BUDGET PAPERS 2005–06
Second reading
Debate resumed from 14 June and 26 May; motion
of Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) and
Mr LENDERS’s motion:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2005–06.

Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — An
article by John Ferguson on the front page of the
Herald Sun of 23 May headed ‘$112 million in hidden
charges’ states:
Masses of fees and charges caught in a $112 million revenue
grab are being hidden by the Bracks government.
…
But the government has no plans to reveal to taxpayers the
full list of charges or their dollar value.

A few paragraphs later the article continued:
Premier Steve Bracks’ spokeswoman, Jane Wilson, said the
government was not bound to make public all the fines, fees
and charges.
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Further down the article reads:
Ms Wilson said the government did not have a complete list
or lists of the fees or charges.
‘There are thousands of fees and fines in place across
government and not all departments maintain consolidated
lists,’ she said.

I found this particularly interesting because the area I
am particularly concerned with is forestry. We have a
new state-owned enterprise in VicForests that is just
finding its feet and there is no doubt in my mind that it
is doing the government’s bidding. It is certainly doing
the government’s bidding at the expense of the timber
industry’s viability.
In a letter to all its clients dated 10 May, VicForests —
an organisation that is still pretty wet behind the ears,
and that is fair enough — said:
Average sawlog prices will increase by between $3 and
$7 per cubic metre based on the percentage increases set out
in —

the table. Of course the table includes ash, mixed
species and specialty timbers and there was a complete
list of the price rises. This cause enormous angst within
the timber community in Victoria, particularly in the
sawmills and the Victorian Association of Forest
Industries (VAFI). Large and small sawmillers rose up
as one against this massive increase. They felt there had
not been enough consultation and that the increases
should have taken the form of smaller ones over two or
three years so that they could be absorbed gradually.
Because it was such a large hike they felt it had the
potential to destroy the industry.
Only a few days later, on Monday, 16 May, VAFI
responded with some spirit to the announcement with a
news release headed ‘VicForests price gouges
industry’. The first paragraph of the press release reads:
VicForests, a state government body, intends to slug
Victoria’s timber industry with price hikes between 12.4 per
cent and 22.4 per cent this year.
Its release of the new timber charge and licence fees without
consultation and on the same day as the federal budget, to
avoid scrutiny, has also angered the industry.

This very detailed press release put out by VAFI went
on to accuse VicForests of abusing its monopoly
position. It also accused VicForests of price gouging
and being out of touch with the market and went on to
request that VicForests withdraw the price hikes and
start discussions with the industry on a way forward. In
the same press release Pat Wilson, VAFI’s well-known
public affairs director, is quoted as saying:
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… the industry was already reeling from a 30 per cent
resource cut, the imminent loss of another 10 per cent, the
removal of property rights by amendment to the state’s
Constitution Act, new owner drivers and forestry contractors’
legislation that will inevitable drive up production costs, the
pending introduction of an untried auction system coupled to
reduced tenure —

and he makes the point that there has been a major
downturn in the market. The press release continues:
‘You cannot just keep hitting the industry from every
direction and then expect it to thrive and prosper’, Mr Wilson
said.

VAFI went on to explain that if the increases stick,
Victoria’s ash timbers will be the most expensive in
Australia — probably 15 per cent higher than in New
South Wales — and it points out that prices in New
South Wales have remained static and may even tend to
fall because of worsening market conditions. The press
release goes on to state that the price hike will drive
successful companies out of business or to the brink of
extinction and it states that a number of sawmills are
looking to exit the industry — and, of course, it
mentions Hallmark Oaks at Cann River. That company,
when it received the letter from VicForests, put its
entire operation on the market.
A well-known identity up that way, Mr Bob
Humphreys, told everyone who would listen that he had
had enough, and I do not blame him.
My take on the increases at the time was that the 20 per
cent hike in charges had exposed the Bracks
government’s secret agenda to destroy the forest
industry. I said at the time that if the Bracks
government had any understanding of business and still
wished to raise royalties, it would have consulted. I
believe it did this without any, or very little,
consultation. It should have raised royalties over a few
years at a rate that business could have absorbed.
Instead, it gave the industry a king hit, and unless that
decision is reviewed I believe we will see the end of
many viable timber operations here in Victoria. There is
no doubt that the industry is reeling from the many
impositions placed on it by the Labor government.
Whittlesea Sawmill Pty Ltd reacted within the week. It
wrote a letter to David Pollard of VicForests which
says:
The directors and staff of Whittlesea Sawmill Pty Ltd are
objecting profoundly to the letter dated 10 May 2005 for the
price increase on sawlogs.
This is not a justifiable increase in a market which is
depressed; the industry has been all but decimated.
…
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How can we even expect to recoup this increase when we
battle every day for a dollar?

The letter goes on to require from VicForests an
explanation of how it can make the decision without
consultation. The letter continues:
… we have been waiting six years for decisions regarding
licences to be made from the so-called learned people; I
would not hold my breath on an answer.
VicForests have treated our industry in a disgusting
manner …

And so it continues. The letter is signed by Pauline
Lord, company director. Mrs Lord wrote a letter on the
same day to the member for Yan Yean in the other
place, Danielle Green. The letter states:
What does the Labor Party think they are doing? Ms Green,
do you care that VicForests has informed us of a massive
increase on our logs to the tune of 22.4 per cent —

and she goes on to talk about the 12 per cent on ash
logs and other increases. She asks Ms Green to justify
them. The letter continues:
As I lay awake and discuss this injustice we have received
with my husband in the early hours of the morning, I can’t
even see how we have the will to go on. It’s just the debt we
carry that drives us to keep going. The Labor Party drained
our industry, but more than anything they have caused such
emotional trauma to us personally and all of our colleagues in
the industry. In real life they would be taken to task.

It continues:
May we remind you, Joan Kirner was the person who
introduced value adding … ’you must invest to stay alive’
and so we did, but she forgot to say the next bunch of Labor
will all but destroy the industry.

So these are very heartfelt and strong words from a
medium-sized sawmiller. The letter continues:
We have written this because we feel as low as we can
possibly go.
And we have the Labor Party to thank for this.
Oh and another tad of information for you to absorb. The
article in the Age that featured my husband Len Lord
regarding the Chinese exporting logs was his article, not the
Liberal Party scaremongering as you stated. The Chinese
people sat in our office at Whittlesea for an hour and a half
trying to arrange the purchasing of logs. Therefore the reply
you sent to Stuart Lord was absolutely incorrect and ill
informed. This proves to me how little you know or care
about our industry.

It is signed, ‘Bitterly disappointed and disgusted,
Pauline Lord, company director’.
Bob Humphreys weighed in. He sent a letter to the
Snowy River Mail and the Bairnsdale Advertiser from
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Hallmark Oaks. He started his letter to the editor by
saying:
It is with absolute amazement I read the advertisement
regarding an auction for 150 000M3 of sawlogs from
VicForests.

And it was about that time that Mr Humphreys put his
entire concern on the market. The union weighed in and
put out a press release expressing its grave concern
about it. It talks about Hallmark Oaks and says:
Hallmark Oaks Timbers is the only remaining sawmill in
Cann River … which employs 50 people, 35 of whom live
and work in the township of Cann River and 20 of whom are
currently accommodated in company housing. This business
is now up for sale and the impacts on affected workers
combined with the flow-on of reduced employment on their
families and the community as a whole will be devastating.
VicForests have imposed a 22.4 per cent increase in the
royalty or timber charge …

And it goes on to talk about the costs. That is the sorry
saga of the price hikes for the timber industry. These
price hikes will put another nail in whatever viability is
left for an embattled industry. It is probably one of the
final blows to the industry, and I do not think it can
recover.
Just quickly I want to finish my contribution to the
debate on the appropriation bill on the promise of
natural gas to three towns in my electorate. Gas was
promised faithfully to Wandong, Alexandra and Yea. It
is not now being delivered and the member for
Seymour in the other place, Mr Ben Hardman, is eating
humble pie. To his credit, he has written a personal
letter to the three newspapers. In a mea culpa letter to
the Kilmore Free Press he says:
In response to Margaret Ashford’s letter … I understand her
anger and frustration over natural gas and expect to receive
criticism over that issue.
As publicly stated last week, I reaffirm my commitment to
continue working on this issue, exploring all possible options
which might deliver natural gas to the Wandong-Heathcote
Junction community.

It is pretty second-hand stuff. The government went out
to Wandong and promised faithfully, and now it cannot
deliver. It has been left to the local member to try to
recoup the situation. Mr Hardman wrote to the
Standard. The heading for the article is ‘No natural gas
for Alexandra, as written by Ben Hardman’. In part he
says:
I have been formally advised by Regional Development
Victoria that no private company has bid to supply Yea and
Alexandra with natural gas.
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I, along with the Yea and Alexandra communities, am very
disappointed and surprised. I understand the frustration the
community feels with the very high price of heating with
LPG and electricity and the difficulty in accessing affordable
wood.
I am fully aware that the community had a high expectation
for natural gas being connected under the government’s
$70 million natural gas extension program.

He wrote virtually the same letter to the Yea Chronicle
under the heading ‘No natural gas for Yea, as written
by Ben Hardman’. He must have had heartburn by the
time he had written all these letters. He went on so say
that he had been formally advised by Regional
Development Victoria and that he, along with the Yea
and Alexandra communities, is very disappointed and
that he understands the frustration of the community.
The point I am making is that the residents of these
towns were promised natural gas with no strings
attached. They were not told at the time that there were
caveats. They were not told that it relied on private
people coming in and forming partnerships. They were
not told that there might be any hitch at all. They were
just told by the government, ‘We think that Wandong is
a very good place to have gas. We think that Yea is
going to get gas’. The implied promise was there for
Alexandra and Yea, and even Bonnie Doon, which is
not in the electorate of Seymour, and I am
concentrating on that electorate today. The implied
promise was that they would get natural gas.
It is quite obvious that the government did this quite
deliberately to win the seat of Seymour in 2002. It will
not be believed in any promise it makes on any issue at
the next election, and it is my take on it that it will
struggle to win Seymour at the next election.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — It is a pleasure to rise in the debate on the
budget papers and express how proud I am to be a
minister in the Bracks government. This is the first
opportunity I have had to talk about the achievements
of the Bracks government and the way we have brought
down financially responsible budgets, but also budgets
that recognise that governments are here to provide
services to their people — not to take them away, but to
ensure that across Victoria adequate services are
provided in health, in education and in police.
I am proud to be part of a government that has restored
to our budgets the balance of being financially
responsible while still providing the services that are
required by Victorians and that their lives are properly
serviced by the governments they elect.
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I am very proud to be part of a government that has
seen the creation of more than 278 000 jobs over its
period in office, and I am proud too that since 1999 we
have helped attract more than $4.3 billion in new
regional investment. Part of the difference between the
Bracks government and our predecessor is that Labor is
governing for all of Victoria and is putting into regional
Victoria, seeing new investment and new businesses in
country Victoria. We are seeing economic growth in
country Victoria. This has been at a time when parts of
Victoria have suffered greatly from the drought, but still
we are seeing growth in areas where it was unexpected
and is unprecedented.
This is now the sixth successive year in which we have
given a commitment to the electorate that we would
maintain a budget surplus in excess of $100 million,
and we are meeting that commitment with an operating
surplus of $365 million for the year 2005–06. We are
anticipating an average surplus of $394 million over the
following three years. It is little wonder we have
maintained our AAA credit rating, given those figures
and the way in which the government has sensibly gone
about restoring the balance in Victoria between
financial responsibility, meeting the needs of the
economy, ensuring that we are promoting economic
growth right across the state and still providing the
services Victorians need. We are putting the teachers
back into our schools to teach our children, putting the
nurses back into the hospitals to look after those who
are ill, putting the police back into police stations,
building the infrastructure to support our communities
in the regions, building the police stations and repairing
the schools, and we are certainly building upon our
health system.
I am proud to be part of a government that saw the
rebuild of the Austin Hospital and retained it in public
hands. We all remember very well that the former
government’s intention was to sell off the Austin
Hospital. We now have a state-of-the-art hospital that
stands there as a beacon for the way in which health
services can and should be provided by government to
Victorians, and I am proud to be part of the government
that has achieved those outcomes.
I also want to talk a little about the supporting
documents that we have announced with previous
budgets. In coming to office we believed that we had to
do more than just deliver budgets from year to year; we
had to look at the long-term gains that we could make if
we had a strategy and a plan for government that was
about how we could help achieve economic growth and
how we could help the private sector build and grow
and develop. We had to look at ways in which we could
better the community and be more innovative in the
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way we did things. Better Business Taxes was the first
of our initiatives in relation to how we would work with
the business community to help grow our economy.
That delivered tax cuts to business of over $1 billion.
We went on in 2002 to deliver Building Tomorrow’s
Businesses Today. Again, it was about delivering for
economic growth, ensuring that we were creating a
future that would be stable for job growth and
economic growth and look to the future, about the kind
of growth we needed in our economy and where best to
drive that growth. In October of that year we also
brought down the Innovation Statement, something I
am very proud of, because it does what governments,
particularly state governments, can do best. It asks:
what are the industry sectors that we can excel in in
Victoria? What are our strengths for the future? What is
it that the state government can do to help promote
that?
We brought down a statement that identified those
sectors where we could support and benefit the
community with future job growth and a greater ability
to play a role in the global marketplace. We identified
areas we wanted to concentrate on. There was one in
my portfolio of information and communication
technology, two in biotechnology and others in
environmental technologies, design, advanced
manufacturing and food — obvious ways in which we
should and can excel and gain access to the global
marketplace. We are seeing the benefits of that
statement now as I, as Minister for Information and
Communication Technology, look at the new
investments we have brought into this state on the back
of that statement and other statements specific to those
industry sectors.
When you look at the investment by Indian information
and communications technology (ICT) companies in
Victoria you see that 8 out of the top 15 NASSCOM
Indian ICT companies have invested in Victoria. They
are growing and employing highly skilled Victorians to
participate in their global operations. I was very
fortunate this week to be able to announce a deal that
was signed up with Satyam, one of the Indian ICT
companies, and Victoria University which will see up
to 20 undergraduate and postgraduate students being
given the opportunity to learn and participate in the way
Satyam operates. Satyam will work with Victoria
University on curriculum development, giving those
undergraduate students an opportunity to have work
experience with a company and have it credited to their
actual degrees.
This will give postgraduate students and those who
have finished their degrees an opportunity to not only
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work with Satyam but to work with Satyam in India
and in China. This will increase their skill base by
allowing them to be part of a truly global company and
learn from that experience. That builds on the IBM
model with Ballarat University which sees a global
development centre on that campus utilising
undergraduates and giving them an earn-as-you-learn
capacity. IBM is involved in the development of the
curriculum to ensure it is practical and meets industry
needs. It also provides an opportunity for students to
gain employment post study.
I am very proud of what we are achieving together with
the ICT industry. At this point in time we are in the
throes of looking at the industry plan and coming up
with the next phase of it. I am thankful to the industry
and those within it — the associations, tertiary
institutions and the businesses themselves — who are
working with us to develop a practical industry plan
that will bring about real outcomes for the sector, real
jobs for young Victorians and an opportunity for the
small and medium-size enterprises (SMEs) in the
Victorian ICT industry to gain access to the global
marketplace.
I am also pleased that we have led some very successful
trade missions overseas which have seen our businesses
gain export opportunities and opportunities to partner
with overseas companies for global work. I have
spoken in this chamber about the recent trade mission
to India and the outcomes of that. I am pleased to be
able to tell the house that when I leave for Aichi in
Japan we will be taking over 30 companies with
50 individuals across to Japan to give them the
opportunity to look to business partnering, to gaining
access to markets in Japan and to learning from the
experience of travelling with people from other SMEs,
tertiary institutions and the like and gain from the
experience and enrich their business opportunities as a
consequence.
I want to take this opportunity to, as unusual as it is in a
budget debate, to pass on my sincere sympathies to the
family of James Murray Gavin, commonly known as
Murray Gavin. He was very influential in encouraging
me politically and taught me that you never get
exhausted in politics, you just keep fighting; that there
is no such word as ‘can’t’; and you always have to be
inventive and prepared to look at new ways of doing
things. I was very saddened by his passing in the past
couple of weeks. He was an icon in the Coburg area. As
a mayor and a councillor he was very influential. As a
matter of fact, as a student and young member of the
Labor Party I was involved in what was probably the
first political polling ever done — before we all started
paying companies to do professional polling for us.
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One of the questions we asked was, ‘Who are your
locally elected representatives?’. Frank Cox and
Murray Gavin were councillors at the time and they
were nominated as the Prime Minister, the local federal
minister, the Premier, the state representatives and local
councillors. Murray Gavin was certainly everything
Coburg needed, wanted and was prepared to have as its
representative. I learnt a lot from Murray Gavin about
the need to always be prepared to represent the people
who elected you, to never give up the fight and to
always hold on to what you really believe in — and I
will take that with me forever. To Amy, Peter, Phillip
and Paul and their families, I pass on my sincere
sympathies. I know he will be really missed.
In closing I want to say that this budget delivers what
we as the Bracks Labor government believe is
important. We have delivered on our social policy
through A Fairer Victoria. We have demonstrated a
commitment to ensuring not only that Victoria grows
generally but that everyone is given an opportunity to
share in that growth. We are delivering growth through
our economic statements and through our balanced
budgets. We will continue to work with everyone in the
community to ensure that we are delivering the
appropriate services, the appropriate record investment
in infrastructure — $10 billion over the past five years
and $10 billion over the next four years. We are putting
in place the very things that are needed to ensure that
Victoria will always be a great place to raise a family.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — It is an
absolute delight to follow that contribution from the
Minister for Consumer Affairs. I want to observe that
the minister has been waxing lyrical about how much
the government has been spending, but she has not
talked at all about results. That is what I want to talk
about. I want to contrast the previous coalition
government and the results it achieved in rectifying the
budget sector and putting Victoria back onto a
financially prudent base with the underlying threat to
the Victorian budget from the actions of the Bracks
government.
I would like to point out that Victorians today are
paying $740 more per head of population in tax after
allowing for GST than they were before the Bracks
government came to office. Since 1998–99 taxes have
gone up 52.6 per cent, fines and regulatory fees are up
120.2 per cent, total revenue is up 46.6 per cent and
total spending is up 58.7 per cent, including employee
benefits, which have risen 60.4 per cent. In this budget
the government has introduced new taxes on parking,
water and gaming machines. It has extended payroll tax
coverage. Businesses with significant land-holdings are
being hit for extra stamp duty. There is a land tax crisis
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with small and medium-size businesses being dudded
by a lack of effective land tax relief for the second year
in a row.
I want to talk about the credibility of the government,
particularly the Treasurer and his capacity to deal with
the issue of his responsibilities in his broad portfolio of
being the Premier for Regional Victoria. John Brumby,
the Minister for State and Regional Development and
Treasurer in another place, is clearly performing a
Herculean task to make up in country Victoria for the
inadequacies of the rest of the government. I have a
great deal of sympathy for Mr Brumby. Let us set the
record straight: Steve Bracks did not win the 1999
election. If indeed a member of the Labor Party should
be given that accolade it should be John Brumby. John
Brumby is today the only minister who is still trying to
represent the Labor Party and the government in
country Victoria. In my view most other ministers have
virtually abandoned the country. The phantom Minister
for Agriculture in another place, Bob Cameron, is
nowhere to be seen.
I was surprised when Robert Doyle, the Leader of the
Opposition in the other place, and I went to
Warracknabeal a couple of weeks ago — only to be
followed hot on our heels by the Premier and the
Minister for State and Regional Development, John
Brumby, who turned up the following week trying to
put a bit of a spin on the government’s thus far lack of
interest in the drought in north-western Victoria — to
find that the Minister for Agriculture has gone
completely missing on the issue.
I want to go back to the central issue — that is, that
John Brumby is responsible, with Steve Bracks, for the
vision for fast rail in country Victoria. In an article in
today’s Weekly Times I note that John Brumby in
defending the government’s performance from a
vicious attack by the shadow Minister for Agriculture
in last week’s edition is quoted as saying:
… we are rolling out the biggest upgrade of regional rail in
120 years.

For those who have not seen the article I point out that
the photograph of the so-called fast train is larger than
the opinion piece, which is symbolically — no, I will
not use that word. I might leave that there, but it is
symbolic of the inadequacy of the performance of the
Treasurer, because there is no fast rail program. Let me
remind the house that it was on the election of the
Bracks government in 1999 that a promise was made to
country Victoria — Ballarat, Bendigo, Geelong and
Traralgon as regional centres — that fast rail would be
connected. Not only that, but it would be done at the
once-only economical price of $80 million. Where are
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we today five and a half years later? It is just a
complete farce, a fiasco, because there is no fast rail in
sight. Indeed most people in the country have
absolutely given up any prospect of seeing any benefit
arising for them from this project and most think that
the government is totally inadequate in its performance
on the project.
But it is not just country Victoria that sees it that way
now. For the record I would like to refer to today’s Age
editorial The heading is ‘Fast train budget runs off the
rails’ and the subheading is ‘Who is accountable for the
huge costs of what now looks like small benefits?’. The
article says:
If Jeff Kennett had overseen the fiasco that is the fast rail
project, Labor MPs would have been demanding ministerial
scalps and a royal commission. But as this debacle happened
on Labor’s watch, the Bracks government has resorted to spin
and blame shifting to explain away the staggering amount of
taxpayers money being consumed by the project. Include the
$535 million bill for new trains, and the cost has grown from
an always unrealistic $80 million to an extraordinary
$1.3 billion.

But further the article says:
In defending the project, Labor has shifted the goalposts,
talking less about fast services and more about upgraded
infrastructure and extra services.

I remind members of what I just quoted from the
Treasurer, John Brumby — the exalted Treasurer — —
Mr Smith — Don’t you hate him!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The interjection from the
Mr Smith is misguided, because I just spent 2 minutes
giving the Treasurer an accolade and pointing out that
he is frankly the only member of the entire Labor Party
in either house who has actually got a genuine interest
in country Victoria. The reality is that he is not up to
it — on his own he is not up to it and individually he is
not up to it because what he said is confirmed in the
Weekly Times today. It is:
… we are rolling out the biggest upgrade of regional rail in
120 years.

This is exactly the spin that the Age is criticising. Forget
about rolling out an upgrade, the truth is the Age has
sprung Mr Smith and Mr Brumby. The reality is that
the Age has pointed out that they are shifting the
goalposts. This editorial in the Age — which I think is
very timely given the discussion about accountability
that has occurred in this place today — concludes by
saying:
… it is time for Victorian Auditor-General Wayne Cameron
to conduct a thorough investigation. Voters need this to make
a considered judgment on an increasingly contentious project,
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and Labor’s frenzied spin, before they return to the ballot box
in November 2006.

It is evident to me that the Labor Party is
administratively incompetent. It is profligate with
taxpayers money and has no intention of delivering on
any of the significant commitments it made to country
Victoria in 1999 or 2002. It is now so city-centric that
there is only one minister in the government — the
Treasurer — who is demonstrating any commitment to
fulfilling any of those challenges. But I might point out
that even he has now been seduced by his lack of
capacity in relation to this.
I would like to take the view that this Parliament would
hold the ministers of the Crown to account. I would like
to believe that the government’s own backbench would
like there to be public exposure of the administrative
incompetence of the ministers who are responsible for
various projects. Nobody believes anymore that natural
gas, as my friend and colleague the Honourable
Graeme Stoney referred to in respect of his own
electorate in particular, is going to be delivered, but I
point out that there were 23 country towns at least
where individual candidates, members of Parliament
and ministers of the Bracks government turned up
during the 2002 election campaign and made promises
that gas would be reticulated. What have we seen?
More than two and a half years on there has not been
one single new connection to natural gas in country
Victoria, and I predict that that will remain the case for
the balance of this year and probably next year.
The reality is that Labor has failed dismally. It is a
profligate government. It has no sense of
accountability. Every time questions of accountability
are raised in this place ministers resort to abusing the
opposition and referring to previous governments and
take no responsibility for themselves. The day is
coming when the Victorian community will hold this
government to account. Just as the Age says today, it
will hold it to account for the wasted expenditure as a
result of its incapacity to deliver on its election
promises that is so evident to country Victorians.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — Thank you for the
opportunity to make a contribution to the debate on the
budget papers 2005-06. I think I am the lucky last to
speak in the chamber, so Mr Smith will no doubt be
listening to me with eagerness.
Mr Smith — What about with bated breath?
Ms HADDEN — With bated breath too. The
Treasurer, Mr Brumby, is probably known in my
electorate as a number of things, but I cannot repeat
them in this chamber. He is called the $30 billion man
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and the Premier is called the $500 million mirror man
for his spending of half a billion dollars on
consultancies to prop up his image. It is a terrible
shame. He should have stayed in Ballarat instead of
moving to Williamstown in 1990.
The glossy brochures delivered to each of us by the
Treasurer when he handed down the budget last month
are filled with gloss and spin and rhetoric about
delivering opportunity and prosperity to all Victorians.
What I say to that is that I have not seen evidence of
that in the budget papers and that if the intent is to
deliver opportunity and prosperity, it is only for those
latte sippers who live within the immediate vicinity of
the city of Melbourne and within the ministers’ seats,
because it certainly delivers nothing of any substance to
rural and regional Victoria.
An amount of $227 million has been allocated to the
water industry for water conservation projects over four
years. That is just a rehash of the white paper and is in
fact a new water tax. It comes from the environmental
levy which the water ratepayers pay to the water
authority and which it hands over to the government.
An amount of $1.5 million was handed over last
October by the Central Highlands Water Authority to
Mr Brumby. There is no new money for water
conservation projects. It is not a new commitment; it is
actually a con on country Victoria. This is a city-centric
budget. It benefits mostly those in Melbourne and in the
eastern suburbs because of the disgraceful broken
promise of the Premier at the last election, when all the
voters on the eastern corridor were conned into
believing Mr Bracks when he said there would be a
freeway — he said it would be a freeway; never, never,
never a tollway — and within three months had to say
to the community of Victoria, ‘I have broken my
promise’. But he forgot to say ‘Sorry’.
The government is heavily reliant now — more than
the former Premier, Mr Jeff Kennett, ever was — on
gaming revenue. What a sad, sad thing for Victoria that
this government has to rely so heavily on gaming
revenue, on breaking and destroying families for a few
extra bucks to prop up its budget. The gaming tax
revenue has doubled. It has gone from $1500 to $3000
per machine, which I think is approximately an extra
$90 million for the government coffers, and no doubt
the government will spread that around as an election
sweetener come the 2006 election. I say shame on this
Bracks Labor government for now relying totally on
gaming revenue to prop up its figures.
In an article in the Herald Sun of 4 May, Peter
Mickelburough says:
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Mr Brumby, of course, denies this is a budget that builds a
war chest for next year’s election.
But if his economic forecasts prove correct, the Treasurer will
have a significant honey pot to provide even more sweeteners
in next year’s pre-election budget.

But people don’t forget broken promises, certainly not
in country Victoria.
Recently there was another glossy document, called A
Fairer Victoria — Creating Opportunity and
Addressing Disadvantage. It is a whole lot of spin. It
has messages from the Premier and the Deputy Premier
talking about giving all Victorians a fair go and creating
a better Victoria for everyone. That is okay if you are
able bodied, if you have a job and if you have your own
home, but it certainly discounts those with mental
illnesses and acquired brain injury (ABI) — those
young, disabled adults who are languishing in aged care
nursing facilities. Certainly Chris Nolan, whose family
has a farm at Meredith in my electorate, and Vicky
Smith, who has been languishing in a nursing home in
Ballarat since the age of 16 when she was severely
injured in a car accident 18 years ago, do not think this
is a fair budget and do not think they are getting a fair
deal. No new money has been allocated to build
specific accommodation places in Ballarat to cater for
the nearly 50 young, disabled adults who are
languishing in nursing homes. It is an absolute disgrace
for this government to even suggest it is giving people a
fair go, because it is simply not. I think it is hoping that
if it says it often enough people will believe it, but
people do not believe it because it is simply not true. It
is not delivering to disabled Victorians.
On the drought I think I heard Mr Philip Davis refer
briefly to the agriculture minister. I am not sure I know
who it is. They have certainly not seen him in the
Wimmera and the Mallee. We certainly do not see him
in Ballarat either. I can assure members that for the
drought-affected parts of the state, Bob Cameron, the
Minister for Agriculture in the other place — so he
says — is missing in action. I expected much more
from Minister Cameron. He is also missing in action in
relation to the toxic waste trucks that will roar up the
Calder Highway through Bendigo. He is missing in
action and he ought to be ashamed of himself. There
was a little trickle given in the budget — $4 million —
for drought-affected communities in north-west
Victoria, but it was made up of community
infrastructure projects in towns — streetscapes. I have
seen the one at Warracknabeal. That does not help
farmers, who want the farm support package
reintroduced.
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As I said, this budget is not about opportunity and it is
not about prosperity. The budget is about spin. More
than 35 000 people are waiting on the Department of
Human Services (DHS) public housing list for the
Grampians region. All this government can do is
provide $50 million over five years to build new homes
for families on low incomes, but it will only be
constructing 100 new homes over the next two years.
At that rate it will take about 100 years to house the
35 000 who were on the public housing waiting list last
December.
Minister Lenders was the Minister for Consumer
Affairs in 2003, when he promised the Ballarat child
and family services tenancy and consumer service,
which had been operating for about 20 years and which
serviced Ballarat, Bacchus Marsh, Daylesford and
Ballarat, that it would be funded. On 22 April 2005 the
service closed its doors, with a notice that any tenancy
and consumer referrals and inquiries could no longer be
taken at the child and family services at Ballarat due to
the cessation of funding. Mr Brumby, where are you?
He is missing in action. The notice then states:
After Friday 22 April 2005 all inquiries about residential
tenancy and consumer matters should be directed to
Consumer Affairs Victoria.

And guess what? It is a 1300 number. This government
ought to be ashamed of itself. It has done nothing for
the poor in my electorate. Ballarat has the fourth
poorest people in the state. There are 1 in 10 people
living in poverty in Ballarat alone. The UnitingCare
Ballarat executive director has said he has to turn away
up to 20 people a day who are seeking welfare. The
Salvation Army in Ballarat has to turn away something
like 59 people a week. They are all looking for help
with the payment of gas and electricity charges —
where is Mr Theophanous? — petrol and
non-prescription medicines. I appreciate the latter is a
federal issue, but what is the basis of and reasons for
this poverty? They are gambling, the housing boom and
insufficient skills training. Where is Minister Kosky,
the Minister for Education and Training in the other
place? She is missing in action. In Ballarat, which has
the fourth poorest people in the state, where is the
opportunity for the poor to better themselves? It is not
there in this budget.
Paul Weller, the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF)
president, said to Mr Bracks and this government about
country Victoria in the Weekly Times of 20 April:
Ignore us at your peril

He referred to me quitting the Bracks government and
said:
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Politicians have learnt following the 1999 election that
country people do not like feeling ignored.

They certainly do not like feeling ignored.
A Tony Parkinson article in the Age of 14 June had the
headline ‘Bracks: the Premier who can’t deliver’ and
was subheaded ‘It’s the story of the very fast train that
thought it could but couldn’t’. The fast train is actually
a farce train — if it happens! Its cost has blown out to
10 times the cost of the original 1999 promise. The
government keeps changing the boundaries and
blaming everyone else. It is now blaming Kennett —
that is right, I recall that from the Courier. The Minister
for Transport in the other place, Peter Batchelor, is
blaming Kennett for what has happened with the fast
train.
An honourable member — It’s on the cheat sheet.
Ms HADDEN — Yes, that is on the cheat sheet.
Other constituents in my electorate say, ‘Steve Bracks
has stabbed in the back residents living along the
Scoresby corridor. He has broken his promise. The fast
train network is a shambles, the Spencer Street railway
station redevelopment is a joke and Brumby is
Brumby — with the synchrotron white elephant or Taj
Mahal. The Commonwealth Games village, the
Melbourne Cricket Ground, the national gallery, the
state library, the Austin Hospital, the showgrounds
redevelopment and the Queens Wharf project are all not
on time, not on budget and not on cost’.
An honourable member — It’s a disgrace.
Ms HADDEN — It is a disgrace. The Premier is
called the half a billion dollar mirror man because of
what he pays his Labor mate consultants to tell him
how to run the state. What a sad state of affairs.
What about police? This budget failed dismally on that
issue. The Minister for Police and Emergency Services
in the other place, Tim Holding, told my electorate,
‘We will build you 54 police stations’. That is over five
years, but where are the police to man them? There
ain’t any. There was no funding for more police
officers on the ground in this state. Perhaps the minister
will put social workers in the police stations, as he is
going to do with the Police in Schools support program.
That will go down really well; that will really achieve
the purpose of helping young people to improve
themselves, understand the law and respect police,
looking at them as their friends and not their enemies.
The government promised to deliver an extra
600 police officers during this term; I think it has only
delivered 100 or 200. It has failed dismally.
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The government has broken its promise in regard to
regional fast rail. There is no fast rail to Ballarat,
Geelong, Bendigo and Traralgon, although the
government managed to rip up the second line to
Bendigo — that was really good progress! As for
natural gas, forget that, because the Creswick
community was promised it by the winter of 2003. That
promise was made by the Premier, standing on the
stage of the Creswick town hall. I know; I was there,
and I actually had to prepare the town hall for him and
the morning tea for the 350 locals. That promise has
clearly been broken. The Creswick community is being
slugged $3 a gigajoule, consumer price indexed for
20 years. Calculated out, that is over $5 million the
Creswick community will pay for the natural gas
extension, but it will not go to the whole of the town. It
will not go to the industry, it is only going to go to less
than 60 per cent of domestic households in the centre of
town. Commercial businesses in the centre of town are
not included either. If they want to be connected to
natural gas, they will have to negotiate separately with
TXU. It is not TXU’s fault; the government has not
given enough — $70 million was never going to be
enough to connect 100 000 households. Minister
Theophanous had the audacity to say in this house that
he would connect another 28 towns out of that
$70 million. There ain’t no money; there is no money
there. TXU has said it will not connect Creswick unless
it gets a $24 million down payment.
This budget is absolutely awful. It does not provide for
the real people in country Victoria. As I have said, this
government is all about lies and jest; it hears what it
wants to hear and it disregards the rest. It has failed
country Victoria. I was ashamed to be a member of the
party for 25 years. Another thing this government has
done is close three country schools in two years. Where
is Minister Kosky, the Minister for Education and
Training in the other place? Missing in action. Three
country communities — Dean, Kingston and Coghills
Creek — have been rendered ghost towns because of
the Bracks Labor government. Shame on the Bracks
Labor government!
The other issue is wind farms. What an absolute
disgrace! The government is quite happy to divide
communities. What is that old phrase — divide and
conquer? Minister Hulls and Minister Theophanous
stand condemned. The people of country Victoria will
not forget the part-time Attorney-General who is also
the part-time industrial relations minister and the
part-time planning minister, because he does not give
his full attention to his major portfolio of
Attorney-General. But of course he does not want to
listen. This government listens to the communities with
earmuffs and then bulldozes over us. It is not concerned
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with truth, democracy, transparency and accountability;
it is not concerned with the democratic operations of
this chamber; and it is not concerned with the integrity
of public life. Whilst this budget brings in the dollars
for the Treasurer’s war chest for the next state election,
it does nothing for country Victoria.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — It is becoming a rare privilege and pleasure for
me to join my colleagues on the government benches to
talk about the 2005–06 budget, which has the potential
to make an ongoing positive contribution to the quality
of the daily lives of members of the Victorian
community, so much so that government members and
members of the community understand that we are
united in our endeavours to make Victoria a great place
to raise a family and to enhance the quality of life for all
Victorian citizens regardless of their age, family
structure and where they live.
Despite the contributions of members of the opposition
parties to this debate on the budget, I have to say that
from the very time we were elected our government
recognised the significant contribution and role played
by members of the Victorian community who live
outside the Melbourne metropolitan area. We have
been determined from day one to ensure that the
priorities, programs, support and encouragement
provided by our government knows no bounds within
the state of Victoria. We recognise the importance of
playing an important role of supporting those members
of the Victorian community who live in country areas.
Hon. Philip Davis — Why do you hate the country?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I was in the chamber
during Mr Davis’s contribution, and I know he chose to
deny that I was in the chamber at the time. I know that
he was in a blissful state of denial about the ongoing
role of a number of ministers, including me, and the
ongoing contribution of our programs to support the
quality of life of members of the Victorian community
who live in country Victoria. During his contribution I
wrote down off the top of my head the number of aged
care facilities in regional areas of Victoria that I have
opened during the course of my tenure as Minister for
Aged Care. Those services are in Natimuk, Red Cliffs,
Maryborough, Avoca, Rainbow, Bendigo, Sale,
Bairnsdale, Wonthaggi, Eildon, Geelong and Warrigal.
Hon. Philip Davis — That is your job!
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — That is my job,
absolutely, Mr Davis. It is my job to support members
of the community who require that degree of care. In
fact there was not a single list during the period that
Mr Davis was part of the government, not one facility
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that he would have opened during his tenure in
government. Despite his proposition that the opposition
is the party that cares for regional Victoria and people
who live in regional Victoria, where is the
demonstrated effort that he wants to measure us by?
They are the facilities that I have actually opened
during my tenure in office as commitments of the
Bracks government.
There are a number of projects that are currently under
way in my portfolio area in Yarrawonga, Numurkah,
Trafalgar, Geelong at Barwon Health’s Grace McKellar
Centre and Seymour. Continuing the trend in this
budget, $61 million was allocated within my portfolio
area to open new facilities in Ararat, Colac, Portland,
Castlemaine and Wangaratta. That is hardly a
demonstration of a minister who is not committed to
delivering quality residential aged care throughout the
breadth of Victoria. Mr Baxter does not join in the
hysterics to deny the legitimacy of the Bracks
government’s commitment to residential aged care
because he was at an opening of a facility, and neither
does Mr Bishop, who was present at the opening of the
Red Cliffs facility. They know the bone fides of our
commitment to residential aged care. They know the
bone fides of our government in ensuring quality
services throughout the breadth of Victoria.
When I was in Beechworth last week to open an event I
made a commitment for community buses to be funded
through the home and community care program, and 33
of the 56 buses in that commitment were allocated to
regional Victoria. There is ongoing recognition of me
as one minister of many within the government who
recognise their obligations to provide quality services to
regional Victoria. A recognition of the need to invest in
community infrastructure and programs and provide
quality support to people throughout the breadth of
Victoria is a clear hallmark of our government. I am
pleased to say that we are a government that can make
those commitments we have delivered to the
community and at the same time maintain a sound
financial base for the ongoing viability of the finances
of the state of Victoria. Indeed the 2005–06 budget
maintains our track record and credibility by
forecasting a $365 million operating surplus, and over
the period of the forward estimates an ongoing average
surplus of $394 million. That does not mean we shirk
from our responsibility of providing the appropriate
infrastructure and support that is necessary in our
community. Unlike the commonwealth government,
which has allocated basically nothing for essential
infrastructure in this nation, our government has a
record of investing $10 billion during our first term
until this budget for such infrastructure throughout the
breadth of Victoria. We have continued that through the
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forward estimates in this budget, allocating $3 billion of
new infrastructure investment alone, averaging
$2.6 billion over the life of the forward estimates.
We recognise there is an appropriate need to balance
infrastructure spending and the establishment of new
facilities with a program of responses. There are a
number of indications of that balance and level of
investment in a number of key portfolio areas. In health
and community services we have invested in this
budget $473 million as new total investment for
community facilities and added to that undertaking with
$578 million worth of recurrent expenditure for new
programs. In health in particular we will see an
additional 40 000 hospital patients and 61 000 people
presenting at emergency departments, resulting in
reduced waiting lists and dealing with the health needs
of the Victorian community. In education we have
allocated $323 million in this budget in new
investments in schools and support services and added
to the recurrent budget of the education portfolio by
$553 million up until 2008–09. In transport we have
made significant commitments in this budget of
$660 million of new investment in transport
infrastructure. We recognise our obligations to support
the sustainability of the Victorian environment. We
have allocated an additional $323 million over four
years to ensure better protection of our environment
and the sustainability of Victoria’s precious resources.
We are a government that recognises a balanced
approach to a budget. We recognised there was a need
for us to adjust the land tax burden on property owners
in Victoria and reduce significantly the tax liability of
property owners in the $750 000 to $2.7 million
category, which was where the major burden of land
tax payments fell and where Victoria was not
competitive with other states. Significant relief was
provided to property owners. I am very pleased to say
that the Treasurer accepted that it was appropriate to
reduce the land tax that applied to aged care facilities
and supported residential services throughout Victoria,
and those facilities in the hands of private providers are
now exempt from land tax. In taking a balanced
approach the government understands the need to
balance the investment in physical infrastructure
throughout the breadth of Victoria with the need to
provide the appropriate level of growth in programs and
to recognise where tax relief is appropriate. That will be
an ongoing agenda of the government that will be
pursued with vigour, as we have already demonstrated
with the $3 billion of tax relief that has occurred during
the life of the Bracks government.
One element of the budget that I am particularly
pleased to be associated with is the A Fairer Victoria
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package that was associated with the delivery of the
budget. In its own right $788 million worth of
initiatives are designed to meet the most dire and
ongoing needs of members of our Victorian community
who experience disadvantage. That disadvantage may
be on the basis of place, where people live, or on the
basis of community of interest or some community
characteristic that unites people in ongoing degrees of
disadvantage.
Our government recognised, that despite the
reinvestment that has occurred during the life of our
government, that we needed to take some further action
in that regard, so the A Fairer Victoria policy, which
was announced in conjunction with the budget, outlines
85 actions designed to address the ongoing
disadvantage experienced by members of our
community. Those actions are designed to improve
access to universal services, to reduce barriers to
opportunities experienced by members of our
community and to strengthen assistance for particular
groups of disadvantaged people and places. We want to
make sure that we develop new programs and new
responses that are undertaken in ways that will make it
easier to work with government departments — we
reduce red tape, we reduce the bureaucratic overload,
we reduce the duplication of effort and we enter into
partnerships with communities and with business and
we develop a real change that will occur in a strategic
fashion.
We are designing programs that try to ensure that there
is early intervention and prevention in the lives of
disadvantaged people rather than trying to deal with the
consequence of ongoing disadvantage. What do I mean
by that? We have invested $101 million in trying to
ensure that children get a better start to life by providing
new kindergarten relief programs and new child
protection measures and trying to ensure that we
provide funding for students with disabilities. As I said,
we are providing kindergarten relief for low-income
families who may not otherwise send their children to
kindergarten.
We want to try to ensure that troubled teenagers get
back on track so we are providing a better range of
support services particularly for young people who
come into contact with the juvenile justice system. We
are allocating $35 million to try to prevent the
prevalence of family violence in Victoria and to
provide better accommodation options for victims of
family violence and a range of appropriate counselling
support services to deal with the needs of people who
endure the ongoing rigours of family violence.
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Within the package significant support is provided to
older Victorians, such as additional support for home
and community care and other programs to try to assist
people being independent and to lead a happier and
healthier lifestyle that they can maintain within their
own homes. Some $50 million was allocated for that
endeavour. We want to ensure that we increase access
to community justice through neighbourhood justice
centres and new innovative approaches to justice
services. Similarly in terms of disability and mental
health we have made a significant investment of
$119 million to support people in our community who
provide a range of services to meet the needs of people
with disabilities, including respite and other forms of
care. With the mental health programs some
$180 million is being provided to ensure that there is a
lower incidence of people being admitted to emergency
situations in hospitals and that there are more
appropriate forms of care.
Members of the house will be acutely aware of the
significant investment and support we are providing to
indigenous members of our community. On many
occasions I have spoken in this house of the
determination of our government to ensure the
appropriate level of support to Aboriginal communities
throughout Victoria, and $45 million has been allocated
to support a range of Aboriginal programs.
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That the bill be now read a first time.

House divided on motion:
Ayes, 23
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr

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

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

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

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

Hon. Bill Forwood — I hope you believe this.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — Mr Forwood, you
know I believe this, because on many occasions I have
come into this place and clearly been totally
accountable for everything I am responsible for and
determined to deliver better results and better outcomes
for Aboriginal people in the state. I am pleased that the
Bracks government as a major priority in the A Fairer
Victoria package provided that degree of support to
Aboriginal people now and into the future.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms BROAD
(Minister for Local Government).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC).
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Much
of the Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill that
is before the house is unexceptional. We do not oppose
it. In fact we support quite substantial hunks of it. There
are some bits of it with which we have some difficulties
and I will deal with them in more detail. However, let
me deal with the easy bits first.
Part 5 on page 46 of the bill deals with the Transport
Accident Act. Division 4 of part 2 on page 26 deals
with the same matter in the Accident Compensation
Act 1985, also known as the WorkCover scheme.
Those provisions abolish the use of the common seals
of the Transport Accident Commission and the
Victorian WorkCover Authority and substitute a regime
of two signatures. New section 10(3), which will be
substituted in the Transport Accident Act, says:
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(a) 2 Directors of the Board of Management of the
Commission; or
(b) 1 Director of the Board of Management of the
Commission and the person who is designated by the
Board of Management of the Commission to be the
Secretary to the Board …

There is a two signature system being brought into
place rather than the use of the common seal. I think
this is a modernising of the now rather archaic use of
the common seals. We will see more of it. Of course we
all know the history of common seals. As I said, this is
unexceptional. We believe this is an important part of
the modernisation of both of these schemes. We
support wholeheartedly those particular provisions.
Part 3 amends the Accident Compensation (WorkCover
Insurance) Act. Again, this particular part of the
legislation before the house is sensible. This, I think
Mr Baxter would agree, solves the cross-border
anomalies in better ways and more closely marries the
responsibility for the premium where people work. We
have had a number of cracks at this over the years and,
on my reading of the bill, I believe this is a sensible
amendment and one, again, which should be supported.
I put on record my thanks to the minister and his staff
for arranging for me to work with half of the Victorian
WorkCover who visited me to explain the various bits
of legislation we are dealing with today, tomorrow or
the next day because, as everybody knows, a session
never goes by without some bit of legislation coming
from the VWA or the Transport Accident Commission
(TAC), or sometimes both. I thank the minister, his
staff and the VWA staff for their assistance in helping
me to come to grips with some of the issues.
Division 3 of part 2 on page 22 of the bill deals with the
secrecy provisions. It ensures that there are some
people who are able to get information from the VWA.
This brings this particular clause into line with the
structure that was put into place when we dealt with the
Occupational Health and Safety Act last year. It is my
belief — and I know it is the belief of the government
and many others — that we should as closely as
possible align bits of legislation so that people who
have to deal with it, particularly bits of legislation like
the Accident Compensation Act and the Occupational
Health and Safety Act, can do so on the basis that there
is as much similarity as possible between the two pieces
of legislation. This is a very sensible amendment that
makes sure that the provisions applying to the
Occupational Health and Safety Act also apply in the
Accident Compensation Act.
Division 2 of part 2 binds the Crown. Honourable
members who listened to the committee stage of the

1453

Occupational Health and Safety Bill — a very long but
somewhat truncated committee stage last year — —
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, it was; I agree.
What I am alerting the minister to now is that another
piece of legislation is rapidly heading this way — that
is, the dangerous goods legislation. My recollection is
that there is a whole bunch of provisions in there that
are pretty near identical with what we had.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I suspect we might get
an opportunity to go into them in the sort of depth that
the Minister for Finance and I would have done had we
had the opportunity last time.
During that particular committee stage we had a
discussion about what obligations the Crown had and
whether it was possible for a minister with particular
knowledge to be prosecuted under the Occupational
Health and Safety Act. There have been some doubts
about whether or not the Accident Compensation Act
criminal provisions did bind the Crown so new
section 14A is being inserted into that act. The
explanatory memorandum tells us that this act:
… binds the Crown in right of the state of Victoria and, to the
extent that the legislative power of the Parliament permits, in
all its other capacities.

It goes on to say that to avoid doubt — if you need it to
be any clearer than it is — ‘the Crown is a body
corporate for the purposes of this bill and the
regulations. I think we can now take it as read that
members of the Crown, even if they are bodies
corporate, are subject to the provisions of the Accident
Compensation Act, and we wholeheartedly agree with
that particular amendment to the act.
I should deal also with division 6 of part 2 of the bill,
‘Amendments relating to weekly payments’. This
comes out of the Balogh case — and I have the
particular judgment in front of me. It is worth spending
a fair amount of time going into detail about the Balogh
case which is a fascinating one. It deals with an issue
that occurred, my memory tells me, in the Shire of
Yarra Ranges. My understanding of the case is that this
particular person’s injury got better and he went back to
work and as is the practice he stopped receiving weekly
payments. But at the time the particular letter telling
him that his weekly payments had ceased was not sent.
Subsequently it was argued, and agreed, that if the letter
saying, ‘Your weekly payments — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The minister is
shaking his head as though I am wrong. I think I am
right, am I not. No? I had better go back and read it
again.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — That is right, he had
not gone back to work; 104 weeks had expired, but he
had not received the notice. Because the notice had not
been received he was entitled to continue to receive
weekly payments. Our very strong view is that this
needs to be made clear immediately and we are happy
to support this amendment. I think everybody who has
analysed this particular situation believes this
amendment is sensible. It returns to the position that we
all thought applied under the original legislation. There
are another couple of very minor amendments. There is
a statute law revision amendment to replace ‘Transport
Act 1983’ with ‘Transport Accident Act 1986’, which
is so minor it is hardly worth talking about.
Then there are two parts of the bill that are worth
discussing in some detail. The first relates to the Del
Borgo case. I have been on the record in this place for a
very long time as opposing wholeheartedly what we all
know as the hearing loss scams. I received a phone call
some years ago from a person saying, ‘If you have ever
worked in a factory I can get you some money out of
the Victorian WorkCover Authority’. I pointed out that
my current job was as a member of Parliament and they
rang off very quickly. But we know that the scams
exist, and I have no time for the scams at all.
I fully support efforts to ensure that we get these things
right. We have had a number of cracks at it. I was
interested to read the judgment from the Court of
Appeal in relation to hearing loss, where Mr Justice
Winneke said:
As with many other amendments which have been made to
this legislation, the 1997 amendments (insofar as they relate
to industrial deafness) pay little regard to the contextual
setting into which they were introduced, and have added to
the difficulties which have been faced by the courts of this
state generally in interpreting this constantly changing
legislative scheme, and now, particularly, in seeking to
discern the legislative intent as to the manner in which
workers afflicted with industrial deafness are to be
compensated for the cumulations to their ‘injury’ which
inevitably accrue with continued employment in the same
environment. I agree with Eames, J. A., that the well
presented arguments mounted on each side of the dispute
reveal inelegancies of drafting. However, it seems to me, as it
did to the trial judge, and as it does to Eames, J. A., that the
merits favour the construction put upon the legislation by the
respondent worker; and that it is not necessary to call in aid
the well established principle that, where two constructions of
a compensation statute are possible, that which is favourable
to the worker should be preferred.
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What that in some senses means is that, although we
have had a few cracks at this, it is pretty difficult to
understand what our intention was and whether in fact
that intention was achieved in the drafting. Last year the
government had another crack, and I looked at the bill
report that I wrote for my own party at the time. In
reporting this to my party room in December last year, I
wrote, ‘The bill has another crack at the hearing loss
scam’. Of course we supported the bill when we came
in here, as we always will. That part of the bill was
complex last time, and I invite honourable members to
go to the Accident Compensation Legislation
(Amendment) Act 2004, particularly clause 15 on
page 23, which is the amendment of section 89 headed
‘Further hearing loss’ and then follow it through to the
amendment of section 16, which is the amendment of
section 91 and the consequential amendments, and
particularly section 18, which states:
… after “psychiatric impairment” insert “and industrial
deafness in respect of a further injury”.

It then goes into the system, which we believed at the
time would solve this problem, and I think I should put
it on the record. Section 98C(3A) of the Accident
Compensation Act states:
Despite sub-section (1), the amount of non-economic loss in
respect of industrial deafness in respect of a further injury is
to be calculated as at the date of the relevant injury as
follows —
(a) If T is not less than 10% and not more than 30% and
T-P is less than 10% — the amount of the non-economic
loss is to be determined in accordance with the
formula —
[(T-10) x $2220] + [(10 - (T - P)) x $1481] —

and that is just paragraph (a). I could go on and read
paragraphs (b), (c), (d) and (e), all of which are very
similar. I could then get to where T is the percentage
referred to in section 89(3)(a) rounded up to the next
whole number, P is the percentage referred to in
section 89(3) as being the difference between T and the
total percentage referred to in section 89(3)(b) rounded
up to the next whole number et cetera. We supported
those amendments when the government brought them
in here last year, but I make the point that the
government got them wrong, and I think it is very slack
of the government to get them wrong. I tried to work
out the error in the legislation, and I must admit that I
had difficulty.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Somebody out there was
smart enough to do it!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — They were, and
someone did work it out. I tried and I could not, but I
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am happy to accept the word of the Victorian
WorkCover Authority that this did not solve its
problem.
So we are back here having another crack at it. I have
made the point on more than one occasion recently that
we seem to be getting too many bills coming round a
second time too quickly, although I understand and
accept that this is a situation that has been going on for
a long time. But the consequence of this is that the
government has decided that, despite the fact that it was
its error in not fixing it up, it wants the policy intention
to start from the time — that is, 18 November last
year — when the other section, which was wrong,
should have started.
While we on this side of the house will always support
attempts to stamp it out, we take exception to the
retrospective nature of this amendment. We do not
think it is fair. If people act according to the law as it
is — no matter whether we wanted to change it and
have not done it properly — they should not be
penalised in this way. I am aware that in the debate in
the Legislative Assembly yesterday there was some
discussion during consideration in detail of the number
of people this may or may not affect. I was advised that
we did not believe it was going to be a large number. In
fact my expectation was that few existing claimants
would be impacted by the changes. I understand the
minister in the other place said he believed that since
18 November 2004 there had been around 260 further
hearing loss claims, and of them 30 to 40 had been
resolved. He believed something in the order of 20
people would be captured by the legislation as drafted.
Our view is that it is better that those 20 people be
treated according to the law as it is, rather than be
treated according to the law as it might have been if we
had got it right last year. For that reason I foreshadow
that we will move an amendment in the committee
stage of the bill, the effect of which is to make this
clause come into effect on proclamation rather than
being backdated to 18 November last year.
I want to be clear on this. We do not support people
who abuse the hearing loss system. We do not support
mechanisms that are used artificially against this
scheme, but frankly we think people are entitled to
apply the law as it stands at the time rather than suffer
through backdating, and for that reason, although we
are very clear on our stance on the policy position, we
will be moving the amendment in the committee stage
of the bill.
Having dealt with those minor matters, I am left with
the major reason that I suspect we are here with this
legislation before us. While the government does not
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mention the word ‘Optus’ in the second-reading speech,
let us not put too fine a point on it. We are here today
because the government is very scared that Optus going
to the federal Comcare scheme is about to start a
landslide — a flood — of self-insurers exiting the
Victorian scheme, putting the scheme in jeopardy and
undermining its viability. You can read all the words in
the second-reading speech and in some of the
statements that have been made by the minister and the
previous minister about these matters in recent times.
It is important at this time to test that particular
proposition. What we know is that the Victorian
WorkCover scheme made $1 billion profit last year,
and the minister advised me today, in answer to a
question on notice, that not only did it make $1 billion
profit but it paid $16 million tax last year — and it has
paid $48 million this year. As it is only halfway through
the year it is going to pay a bit more tax before it is
through.
This is an organisation that is in quite sound financial
health. What we know is that last year it took nearly
$2 billion in premiums — $1.92 billion — in premiums
from Victorian employers. We have had a very strong
economy here because of the fine policies of the
Howard government, and as a result of that we have
had a continuing growth in employment and the lowest
unemployment Australia has seen in a very long time.
We now have a strong scheme and the government
does not wish to put it at risk. I say, ‘Good on ‘em’. Our
view is that the Victorian scheme is a very good
scheme. We put it in place and we made it work. The
government has modified it and has mucked around
with it, but overall we have a scheme that works in the
interest of Victorians at work — the employers, the
employees and the people who unfortunately get
injured in the workplace. We often applaud many of the
attempts to make it better, but sometimes we think it is
a bit weird and a bit over the top. Basically we have a
good scheme, and we do not believe it is in Victoria’s
interests or in the interests of Victoria’s employers and
employees for there to be an overall weakening of the
scheme.
However, the Optus case is somewhat unique. Optus, a
large organisation operating in all jurisdictions in
Australia, is in competition with Telstra. Telstra came
out of the federal government, is still 51 per cent owned
by the federal government — what an odd
circumstance — and is fully insured through the
Comcare scheme. Its main competitor in this country is
Optus, and Optus is competing according to eight
state-based jurisdictions against a company that is
operating in one jurisdiction. Frankly I fully support
Optus’s right to go to the federal scheme. Optus has put
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on the record that it thinks it will save $186 000 a
month, or around $2.4 million a year, by doing that. My
understanding is that the competitive advantage that
Telstra enjoys because it operates under a single
workers compensation and occupational health and
safety regime is estimated at around $10 million a year.
In those circumstances, I have to tell you I do not have
a problem about Optus going to the Comcare scheme.
My understanding is that it makes very little difference
to the benefits that will be received by Optus employees
if unfortunately they are injured. What we do know is
that it will make life a lot easier not just for the
management of Optus but in many cases for the
employees as well. This would allow Optus to compete
on a level playing field with Telstra, allowing it to
achieve the same competitive advantage by being
subject to the same more efficient workers
compensation arrangements.
I do not have a problem with that, but the government
seems to think this is the thin end of the wedge. When
you say to the government, ‘Tell us what the big fear
is’, we are told that 18 per cent of our premiums are at
risk. That is 20 per cent of $2 billion. A fifth of
$2 billion is $400 million, and that is a lot of bickies.
That is the figure that we have been advised of — that
18 per cent of our premiums would be at risk. You ask
yourself how that can be, because if you look at the
definitions of the commonwealth Safety, Rehabilitation
and Compensation Act you will see that section 100,
which governs who can go to the federal government
scheme, says:
100. Minister may declare a corporation eligible to be granted
a licence under this Part
If the minister is satisfied that it would be desirable for
this Act to apply to employees of a corporation that:
(a) is, but is about to cease to be, a Commonwealth
authority, or
(b) was previously a Commonwealth authority, or
(c) is carrying on business in competition with a
Commonwealth authority or with another
corporation that was previously a Commonwealth
authority, the minister may, by a notice in writing,
declare the corporation to be eligible to be granted
a licence under this Part.

The guts of that is that Optus-Telstra case, the
competition with someone that once was a federal
government scheme or corporation, so we are talking
about competitive neutrality. We are talking about
competition.
Mr Lenders — What about a retailer with a finance
wing?
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let us have a look at
it.
Mr Lenders — Kevin Andrews is adventurous.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We will see how
adventurous he is. What I am advised is that there is a
set of guiding principles to assist the minister in
deciding whether to grant an application to be eligible
under section 100 of the Safety, Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act. These are: likely impact on the
employees of the applicant, likely impact on the
applicant, likely impact on the integrity of the
commonwealth workers compensation scheme and
likely impact on the operation of the state and territory
schemes.
As I said, we were advised that the government
believes that 18 per cent of its premiums are at risk, and
the advice states:
Companies eligible to exist — As a general rule the
employers who would be likely to swap over would come
from amongst those employers who self-insure under state
arrangements already, and some others who insure but fit the
profile that would be likely to clear the entrance hurdles —
that is, those larger employers who can demonstrate that they
compete with a current or previous commonwealth enterprise
and have a presence in more than a few states. There are
currently about 40 employers who self-insure under the
VWA, generally industries like banking, manufacturers and
transport/airline companies.

I guess Virgin airlines might come along and say,
‘Qantas is a federal government organisation, therefore
we want to go out of this scheme into other schemes’. I
would be surprised if the banks came along and said
they wanted to go there. The Commonwealth Bank,
which came out of the federal government, is not part
of Comcare.
Mr Lenders — It could be.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It could be, but it is
unlikely to be.
Mr Lenders — It depends on what Kevin Andrews
wants to do.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — You think Kevin
Andrews — —
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, I am genuinely
asking the minister. We do not want to see a diminution
of the system. We do want to see it made easier for
companies to operate across boundaries. I think we all
agree with that and I am sure the minister would as
well. We would look for there to be some energy and
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effort put into making complementarity for those sorts
of organisations across states far easier and far better.
We are not in favour of a wholesale exodus from the
Victorian scheme to the commonwealth scheme. Nor,
as long as I am in the Parliament, are we in favour of
there being one national scheme. Why should we
subsidise a lot of the people who cannot run their
schemes properly? Why should we dumb down our
scheme?
Mr Lenders — Name them.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — South Australia, New
South Wales — how many more do you want?
Mr Lenders — I was going to name them for you.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you, Minister. I
believe there is a fair amount of tilting at windmills in
the government’s response to this. I am not sure that
this is not a jump too far. I would have preferred to wait
until the High Court case had been dealt with. Then we
could have dealt with these matters as they came
through in that particular manner.
I am slightly uneasy about the way this is being done. It
seems to me to be an overreaction and a touch
heavy-handed. I think there is some validity in ensuring
that people who do leave are responsible for whatever
may be left behind. I do not particularly have a problem
with some sort of system like the one the government
has put in place to deal with the tail claims. My
understanding at the moment is actuarial assessments
indicate that there will not be a large up-front payment
in the case of Optus, but it is possible that if there was
that may deter some persons who did achieve eligibility
to transfer from doing it. On balance I do not
particularly mind about that.
On the section 85 provision, we had a long discussion
this morning in this place about hypocrisy. If ever there
was a bunch of hypocrites it is the Labor members who
complained about our use of section 85s but now seem
to use them infinitum. I would have thought that there
needed to be some better mechanism than the one in the
legislation to enable the settlement of a dispute with
Optus, for example, which will now be caught by this
because of the government’s house amendment in the
other place which deems this bill to have started on
19 May rather than 1 July. I would have thought there
should be some better mechanism that at the end of six
years would have enabled Optus to make sure that it
had not been dudded by this scheme.
The final bit I want to touch on deals with the
occupational health and safety side of this. We are
ensuring not only that self-insurers and people like this
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deal with the tail claims, but that they pay a
contribution towards the occupational health and safety
regime. I do not think anyone can particularly object to
that. My understanding is the federal government is
moving in the direction of bringing in its own
occupational health and safety regulations. If that is the
case, it will be interesting to see if we get into a
jurisdictional war over it and whether that war extends
to the capacity of the state to require an organisation
such as Optus or someone who has moved schemes to
pay a contribution towards occupational health and
safety compliance organisations in two jurisdictions —
that is, through the commonwealth and through a state.
I guess we will discover that at a later date.
The government has been a bit heavy-handed in the
way it has gone about this. We support national
consistency for occupational health and safety and for
workers compensation and we hope the Victorian
government is working closely with the federal
government and other governments on the Australian
Safety and Compensation Council. We look forward to
seeing the work that comes out of that. However, I
think there needs to be a greater focus on getting
consistency and uniformity among the state and
territory schemes. A lot of this work came out the work
of the Productivity Commission recently.
What I am interested to think about, though, is there
must be people who are moving their operations out of
Victoria all the time. I can think of a number of textile
companies which have gone elsewhere and nobody
required them to leave their tails behind, as I understand
it. I also refer to abattoir companies. I can think of a
number of abattoir companies that have gone out of
business. No-one is looking after their injured workers,
and yet the whole of the industry that is left behind is
dealing with that. We all know how much the
premiums in the meat industry are going up. Even the
good industries which have impeccable records of
safety are being slugged because of this long tail that
remains after the failure of these firms. I am not sure
that the government is being highly consistent in its
attempts to just deal with this in relation to firms that
are leaving to go to the federal government scheme.
In the couple of minutes left to me before I wind up for
dinner — as I said, I look forward to being back in
committee some time soon — I want to comment on
the Victorian WorkCover Authority’s desire for
third-party recoveries. This matter is everywhere at the
moment. Although this bit was not used, I said in a
television interview on Saturday night that everybody
knows that in 2002 third-party recoveries were
$30 million. In 2003 they were $35 million — in other
words, there was a slight increase. In 2004 they were
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$65 million — they jumped by $30 million as a result
of a deliberate policy of the Victorian WorkCover
Authority to chase third-party recoveries. We anticipate
this year they will be over $100 million because the
VWA has decided, in the interests of the viability of the
scheme — the very reason we are debating the
legislation before the house today — that it will screw
the most vulnerable people in our society. They are
partly after the labour hire industry, but they are after
anyone where they reckon they can get a buck back.
Now they have done people like the Krupjaks and we
have a circumstance where there is grave concern
among the 65 000 families in Victoria which receive
some sort of in-house, in-home care, be it through home
and community care (HACC), be it through aged care,
be it through disability services. These people are now
at risk of being sued by WorkCover for a third-party
recovery for any incident that takes place in their home.
The VWA has decided that a home is a workplace if a
carer goes in there. I do not believe people should be
bitten by dogs as they go to work, nor do I believe that
there is not some obligation on people to provide safe
workplaces, but I believe above all else that this
government needs to be clear in its application of
third-party recoveries so it does not attack the 65 000
families in Victoria who find themselves in the
circumstances of needing to receive through local
government, through the HACC services, through
disability services or through aged care, in-home care.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Now is an appropriate time — —
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I have 22 minutes to
go and I am winding up. Give me 30 seconds and we
will go to dinner.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! If the member is winding up, that is an
appropriate request.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I had three words to
go. I look forward to the Minister for WorkCover and
the TAC very quickly coming to a resolution of this
problem and putting it out into the wider arena so
people can take some comfort about this situation. I
commend the bill to the house.
Sitting suspended 6.31 p.m. until 8.07 p.m.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
acknowledge the speech made by the Honourable Bill
Forwood before dinner. I think Mr Forwood gave the
house a thorough run-through of the provisions of this
legislation, and I indicate that, similarly to the
opposition, The Nationals are supporting the legislation,
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although we will be supporting the amendment
Mr Forwood intends to propose during the committee
stage which deals with an aspect of retrospectivity in
the bill. Retrospectivity in any legislation is almost
invariably repugnant. I think the Parliament should only
accept and agree to retrospective provisions in cases of
the most dire necessity and where a very convincing
case can be made out.
I do not think that is the circumstance on this occasion.
It is true that some people who have been making
hearing claims have undoubtedly been engaging in
fraudulent activities and that should be stamped out.
The Nationals certainly support that, as does
Mr Forwood. But on the other hand it does seem to us
to be unreasonable and unfair that, if there was a
deficiency in the legislation or the government got it
wrong and some people have taken advantage of that,
they should be denied that opportunity. They were
sufficiently assiduous to work within the law as it was
passed, even if that was not entirely what the
government intended at the time. I indicate that The
Nationals will support Mr Forwood’s amendment in the
committee stage.
Of the other provisions in the bill I particularly look
forward to that which addresses cross-border situations
involving workers compensation. I know my colleague
Mr Bishop and others who have electorates that border
the Murray River have on numerous occasions had
cause to have very lengthy discussions with officers of
the WorkCover authority, with New South Wales
bureaucrats, with constituents and with injured workers,
and I am not at all certain that these amendments are
going to entirely rectify the problems we have had. I
certainly hope they do, and I have no reason to believe
they will not, but I think the proof of the pudding is
going to be in the eating. I certainly look forward to a
quieter life than perhaps we have had on occasions.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — Mr Baxter will get fewer
phone calls from me.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, and that will be a
relief. Following the Balogh case and the question of
whether benefits can continue beyond 104 weeks, I do
not think there is any doubt on either side of the
argument, whether you are the defendant or the
plaintiff, that it was always the intention that benefits
would cease after 104 weeks. It seems to me that the
Court of Appeal decision was made on a technicality —
the court felt that it had to so rule. But I see this as
simply returning to what everyone believed it to be and
everyone I think intended it to be, so there can be no
objection to that matter.
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I suppose the most important provision in the bill goes
to the issue of large employers who are exiting the
Victorian scheme to take up the offer of the
commonwealth to be insured under the commonwealth
legislation. I think I can understand the concern of
WorkCover about significant numbers of employers
making this transition. I acknowledge that it is not open
to everyone; you have to meet certain criteria before
you can in fact transfer. There seemed to be a little bit
of argy-bargy across the chamber between Mr Forwood
and the minister as to how wide that definition was
going to be made over time. Time will tell in that
respect as well, but it seems to me that there is an issue
of critical mass in terms of the Victorian scheme, and if
large employers were to transfer that would weaken
that critical mass. The scheme itself would be
undermined if there were tail claims left over which
ended up costing the Victorian scheme far more money
to run out than had been calculated when the injury was
first sustained.
I support the notion that there has to be some means of
dealing with that situation so that the Victorian scheme
is not undermined by tail claims costing more than was
anticipated, while the employers whose employees
incurred those claims have already left and gone off
under the commonwealth scheme. Despite the very
complex formula that is in the bill — and I certainly do
not profess to understand it at all; it is not my job to
understand it and I do not get paid to do that; expensive
actuaries get paid to do it — I think it is a reasonable
provision that ought to be included in the bill.
I want to also note at this point that it is fair that there
be some means of collecting from firms that exit to go
to the commonwealth scheme some sort of
compensation for the occupational health and safety
aspects and regulatory systems that WorkCover has in
Victoria, because clearly those companies will still be
under the umbrella of the Victorian Occupational
Health and Safety Act, which is administered by
inspectors employed by the Victorian WorkCover
Authority. Clearly there is a cost involved there and
there ought to be a fair recompense; otherwise other
employers have costs imposed upon them inequitably
and unreasonably. So I have no objection to that at all.
I want to make a comment or two, though, on
premiums. We have often heard it said that we now
have the second-lowest WorkCover premium in
Australia, and I think that is true. There have been a
couple of reductions in premium over the last two
budgets, and that is very welcome. It is also noted that
the scheme had a surplus of some $1 billion this year,
that it has already paid $48 million to the Treasury, and
I understand it is anticipated that it will pay at least that
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again. So it is becoming somewhat of a cash cow for
the Treasury, I think you could say.
Premiums ought to be declining, because so much
emphasis is now being placed upon occupational health
and safety, and rightly so, that surely injuries must be
reducing. That is a matter of logic if we have safer
workplaces — and I believe we have because there is a
much better culture in the community now, both among
employers and employees about the necessity of
conducting themselves in a safe manner and
workplaces needing to be safe places of operation. So
clearly if claims are not reducing, all this work that is
being done is being counterproductive. I do not think
that is the case. If you look at the statistics you will see
that back claims are down something like 6.5 per cent
over the last four years and that claims for fractures are
declining as well. That is to be expected if the
campaign that the government has been waging is
having the desired effect. I am very pleased to see that.
That has clearly enabled the reduction in premiums and
I hope it will enable further reductions in premiums in
subsequent years.
What I am concerned about, though, is the startling rise
in claims for stress-related complaints. Last year there
were 2912 Victorians who came within that category,
compared with less than 2500 four years ago. So we are
seeing a reasonably steep incline in the number of
claims for stress. It seems to me that stress is a
complaint that is very hard to diagnose. I have always
thought that back injuries and back pain and soft tissue
injuries are always very hard to quantify and to
diagnose as well, and there is an opportunity for rorting.
I do not think there is any doubt that there has been a
degree of that over all the years that I have been
involved as an employer. But I am especially concerned
that stress is becoming the new repetitive strain injury
(RSI).
We all remember the circumstances of repetitive strain
injuries about 10 or 15 years ago, where they became
very fashionable. Many people were going off on
claims on the basis of RSI, and eventually it was found,
and proved, that many of those claims could not be
sustained. I have to say that I fear that stress is the new
RSI. I think it will need very careful attention by the
authority to make sure that this does not get out of
hand. There is no doubt that fashion is a funny thing. If
people discover that others are getting away with
claims on this basis, they will think they can have a go
at it as well, and a percentage will get through the gate
in an unwarranted fashion. It is the employer who will
bear the burden, but eventually it will be the
community at large because costs go up, businesses
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struggle and jobs are lost — and the community pays in
the end.
Even if stress were acknowledged to be a valid
complaint, of course it is very difficult to identify the
cause of the stress. I do not concede for one moment
that it is necessarily because of the workplace
environment. While getting a broken arm by falling off
a ladder might well be obviously sustained in the
workplace, stress, if it does exist — and I am one of
those who often wonders what the definition of stress
is — can presumably be caused by family situations,
family break-ups, the pressures of a mortgage, living
beyond your means, or other illnesses that are not
related to work. I expect there can be a whole range of
things that might generate stress. What I am saying is
that if we are not very careful indeed, stress will
become a sort of catch-all provision and for anyone
who is sick of work and thinks they can organise a few
weeks off, stress will be the claim they will make. I was
somewhat alarmed to see in recent publications that of
the nearly 3000 stress-related claims last year, the
average payout or cost to the authority was something
like $40 000. That is a staggering amount of money. It
is an indication of how this sort of claim, if it got out of
hand, could quickly undermine the financial viability of
the scheme.
I indicate that The Nationals are happy with the
legislation. We commend the Victorian WorkCover
Authority and its board and senior staff. I think they are
doing a very, very good job in reducing workplace
injuries, in changing the culture in our workplace, and
in administering a pretty tight ship. I certainly wish
them well, but I repeat my concern that stress is an
issue that needs to be watched very closely in the
immediate future.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I rise to support the bill
before the house which amends the Accident
Compensation Act with three important provisions. The
first, of course, is to protect the WorkCover scheme
from the impacts of employers who choose to exit the
Victorian WorkCover scheme to join the
commonwealth Comcare scheme; the second is to
remove retrospectively the financial risk to the scheme
posed by the Court of Appeal’s decision on weekly
payments in the Balogh case; and the third is to ensure
that the Crown is subject to the criminal liability
provisions of the Accident Compensation Act.
Protecting the WorkCover scheme is vital not only for
the government but for every employer and for all
workers in this state. It has been this government that
has been able to bring down the costs of the scheme to
employers at the same time as maintaining and
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improving the benefits paid to injured workers and
ensuring that they are fairly compensated. It is this
government’s determination to defend the position of
the Victorian WorkCover scheme. We intend to do that
and to not allow the scheme to be undermined by some
of the perhaps more ad hoc innovations of the federal
Comcare scheme which could in fact undermine the
viability of Victoria’s WorkCover system.
The Victorian WorkCover scheme is Australia’s
best-managed scheme and the best-performing workers
compensation scheme. The reforms we are putting in
place will make sure that employers who go to
Comcare will contribute to the costs of keeping their
workplaces safe and looking after their injured workers.
A rapid expansion of the Comcare scheme to include
higher risk industries than its current white-collar
industry base could place new pressures on the scheme,
causing even more uncertainty around its medium-term
outlook.
While we have put downward pressure on premium
rates, the commonwealth scheme is another matter. We
have the second-lowest average premiums in the
country at 1.8 per cent while at the same time we are
delivering an equitable regime for workers. By
managing our scheme in a responsible way we are
providing the first-class system that Victorian workers
and businesses deserve. It is important that we put in
place some of the provisions in this bill to protect the
Victorian WorkCover scheme. Specifically these
provisions include making exiting employers liable for
up to six years for any increase in the claims costs
relating to pre-exit injuries. It also provides a benefit to
employers who exit the scheme if their costs fall. The
bill enables the Victorian WorkCover Authority to
charge Comcare self-insurers a fee for occupational
health and safety regulation by the VWA and ensures
that the authority can continue to collect occupational
health and safety data from Comcare self-insurers.
In relation to the Balogh v. Shire of Yarra Ranges case,
the Court of Appeal determined that without a formal
104-week notice it had no jurisdiction to consider a
worker’s entitlements and that therefore the worker was
entitled to continuing weekly payments. This decision
overturned what had been common practice and the
understanding of the provisions in the scheme. The
amendments proposed in this legislation will make sure
that the provisions put in place retrospectively with this
legislation are consistent with what has been
understood across the whole sector of employers and
employees to be common practice. It will ensure that
the scheme complies with what has been commonly
accepted practice. If we did not do this it is possible that
back payments totalling up to $100 million could be
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future liabilities, imposing an enormous financial
burden on the Victorian WorkCover Authority. It
would also give unintended windfalls to many
claimants.
The third set of changes I refer to this evening relate to
the Crown immunity provisions. These changes bind
the Crown to the criminal liability provisions of the
Accident Compensation Act 1985. They ensure that
obligations under workers compensation legislation
will apply to all employers in the state of Victoria,
whether in the private sector or the public sector.
Workplace safety is of vital importance for everyone,
and it is something that this government will work to
protect.
As Mr Baxter mentioned there are also provisions in
relation to cross-border matters that remove the
inconsistency between the cross-border treatment of
claims and the liability for premiums. Employers
located in regions near borders will benefit in that they
will no longer be liable for multiple payments to cover
these workers. By simplifying compliance for
employers and employees working in other
jurisdictions we are providing greater certainty for
business, which will help to continue to drive down
costs.
I acknowledge the support of The Nationals for the
legislation. I think there was support from the Liberal
Party, and we appreciate the facilitation of this
legislation through the house. It is important legislation
that will continue to protect workers in their workplaces
and ensure at the same time that employers are able to
provide that protection to their workers in conjunction
with the scheme run by the government on their behalf
in a very efficient manner. That will help them to
continue to compete efficiently and effectively, not only
in Victoria but in national and international markets. I
commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 agreed to.
Clause 2
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I
move:
1.

Clause 2, line 30, after “4” and insert “5,”.
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The second amendment deletes subclause (3). The
effect of the amendment is to take out the backdating of
the hearing loss provisions, which I covered in some
detail in my second-reading contribution. I do not
intend to go over that again. The opposition does not
object at all to attempts to ensure that the legislation
dealing with hearing loss is sound and robust. The
opposition is concerned that if we made a mistake as a
Parliament, and I think we did last year, we do not have
the right because of our error to take away the rights of
people who have acted in accordance with the law as it
currently exists. We have been advised by the
government there are approximately 20 people in this
circumstance who will have their rights taken away.
We do not believe that these 20 people will put this
scheme at risk.
I make the point again that the premiums last year were
$1.92 billion and the scheme made a profit of over
$1 billion. I do not think that 20 people with hearing
loss claims will bankrupt the system. My strong belief
is that the government should say that the interests of
natural justice and fairness are paramount over and
above the almighty dollar, which this government
seems to worship, and that in those circumstances it
should accept the amendment brought in good faith by
the opposition so that these 20 people, whoever they
may be, will at least have the law apply to them as it
was and not backdated as a last attempt by the
government to get this issue right. I look forward to the
wholehearted support of all members of the
government in this chamber.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Workcover and the
TAC) — I certainly appreciate where Mr Forwood is
coming from, I appreciate the cooperation of both the
Liberal Party and The Nationals in addressing the
provisions in this bill and I appreciate the focus being
on this single clause in the committee stage, where
Mr Forwood has an issue. As has been identified, there
were 60 people in the original group, of which 40 have
been settled or dealt with and approximately 20 are
outstanding. There are a couple of issues that arise.
Mr Forwood made a submission about the state of the
fund and a range of other things. While we could have a
debate on that at another time, which I would be
delighted to do, the material issue here is how we deal
with the situation where there has been a need to
remedy legislation and we identify approximately
20 people who are outstanding.
The response from the Victorian WorkCover Authority
and the government is that, firstly, we want to look at
those individual 20 cases and see where claims have
been made and proceedings have been issued. My
understanding is that the Victorian WorkCover
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Authority will look at bearing the workers’ costs in
those proceedings. We would want to look at them case
by case obviously. The second issue is: how many of
those 20 have commenced proceedings? It is a material
issue if people have commenced proceedings, going to
Mr Forwood’s point on natural justice, and you would
obviously look at them differently had they not
commenced proceedings. Although we understand
where Mr Forwood is coming from and what he is
seeking to do, and although we appreciate his assistance
in this area, the government will not be supporting the
amendment because we believe the 20 people will be
adequately dealt with by the number of tests that I have
referred to that would address the natural justice issues
Mr Forwood raises and will address them adequately.
For those reasons, while appreciating the good spirit in
which the amendment was moved, the government will
not support it.

The PRESIDENT — Order! So that I may
ascertain whether the required majority has been
obtained, I ask members who are in favour of the
question to stand where they are.

Committee divided on amendment:

Required number of members having risen:

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

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

Noes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms (Teller)
Eren, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 3 to 32 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.

In so doing I thank the house for its support on this and
particularly thank all members for their cooperation in
getting a considered and speedy response to this
legislation.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am of the opinion
that the third reading of the bill requires to be passed by
an absolute majority. In order that I may ascertain
whether the required majority has been obtained, I ask
the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

COURTS LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).

DANGEROUS GOODS AND EQUIPMENT
(PUBLIC SAFETY) ACTS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Minister for WorkCover and the TAC).

Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.
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APPROPRIATION (2005/2006) BILL and
BUDGET PAPERS 2005–06
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) and
Mr LENDERS’s motion:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2005-06.

Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — It
gives me great pleasure to rise and join this debate in
support of the state budget of 2005–06. It is a great
privilege to have this rare opportunity as a minister to
join in the budget debate and speak in support of this
budget which is all about delivering prosperity and
opportunity to Victorians including regional Victorians.
This budget is also about making Victoria a better place
to live and raise a family. I am very pleased to have the
opportunity to outline those aspects of the state budget
which particularly pertain to my responsibilities for the
housing and local government portfolios.
In commencing with the housing portfolio, I would like
to draw attention to a number of initiatives in the
budget which are particularly about making Victoria a
better place to live and raise a family. In the area of
affordable housing there are a number of initiatives in
the state budget which are about expanding the supply
of affordable housing for low-income Victorians. A
total of almost $165 million will be allocated for
2005–06 for the acquisition of public community and
affordable housing units. In 2005–06 over 790 new
homes will be delivered in areas of strategic importance
under the Melbourne 2030 government strategy as well
as in regional Victoria. Stock growth in 2005–06 will
be funded through new budget provisions as well as
though the ongoing commonwealth-state housing
agreement funding. This government is also committed
to improving the quality of public housing. As a result a
further $151.5 million has been allocated to improve
the quality of public housing and to provide more
opportunities for Victorians with a disability.
In the area of growing social housing, new funds of
almost $40 million over four years have been allocated,
with an additional $9.9 million in 2005–06 to expand
the supply of affordable housing. This will be combined
with $10 million of new funds made available in the
2004–05 year, to construct modern, new apartments
and family homes focusing on areas where housing
affordability is low, especially in the inner areas of
Melbourne.
In addition, $50 million over two years has been
allocated to increase Victoria’s social housing stock.
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This has been announced, and some $20 million will be
used to pursue a new housing initiative to create more
low-income housing for Victorians. This initiative is
called Building More Homes Together. The
government believes that by working with the private
and the non-government sectors this project can deliver
additional social housing units in the metropolitan areas
of Melbourne, as well as in regional Victoria.
Some $70 million has been allocated and announced
for the strategy for growth in housing for low-income
Victorians. Of that, $47 million has been allocated for
the 2005–06 budget. This is about boosting the capacity
of housing associations. It is a Bracks government
initiative which we believe will further expand the
supply of affordable housing. In 2005–06 the
$47 million that has been allocated will be provided in
the form of grants to not-for-profit housing associations
to assist them to acquire additional stock. Building on
the very successful experience of the government
through the social housing innovations program, which
involved partnerships between the government and the
not-for-profit sector, the government believes that by
furthering these partnerships with the inclusion of the
private sector it will be able to provide more affordable
housing options and, importantly, more choices for
low-income Victorians.
The quality of public housing is a very important issue
and it is a commitment this government has made.
Under the Bracks government there has been a 50 per
cent increase in spending on improving the quality of
public housing compared with the previous
government.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — Nonsense. Tell us about the
Scotts.
Ms BROAD — I repeat for the benefit of Mr Davis
that there has been a 50 per cent increase when you
compare the last five years of the former Kennett
government with the first five years of the Bracks
government in terms of expenditure on improving the
quality of public housing, and that speaks for itself. A
further $148.5 million will be used to make tenants in
metropolitan Melbourne and regional Victoria safer and
more comfortable, as well as ensuring that very
valuable housing stock is well maintained so that the
very substantial investment made not only by the
Bracks government but by former governments is
protected. This is about good financial management.
In addition to those initiatives I draw attention to the
expansion and extension of the neighbourhood renewal
program, another very significant initiative of the
Bracks government. In the 2005–06 budget some
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$3.25 million has been allocated, and taking into
account the forward estimates some $29.78 million has
been allocated over the next four years. This expansion
and extension of neighbourhood renewal will benefit
not only metropolitan Melbourne, it will also benefit
regional Victoria because in addition to the 15 existing
neighbourhood renewal projects in regional Victoria
and metropolitan Melbourne a further four
neighbourhood renewal areas will be supported, and
some of those projects will be in regional Victoria.
In 2005–06, $1.67 million will be invested to expand
neighbourhood renewal projects in additional
communities across Victoria, and some $1.58 million
will be allocated in 2005–06 to extend funding for the
existing 15 neighbourhood renewal projects. That will
ensure that neighbourhood renewal projects which have
been progressively commenced over the first two terms
of the Bracks government can be extended so that they
can continue for a total of eight years. We believe that
period of time will ensure that the very substantial
benefits enjoyed by communities which are the
recipients of neighbourhood renewal programs can be
sustained into the longer term. This is what
neighbourhood renewal is all about — ensuring that
very disadvantaged communities are able to receive the
benefits of not only the very substantial investment in
physical infrastructure but also the opportunities that
come with it in the form of jobs and services in health,
education and transport.
In addition to those initiatives I also wish to draw
attention to the new approach to family violence which
has been funded through the 2005–06 budget and
which was announced as a part of the A Fairer Victoria
package in the lead-up to this year’s budget. As a result
of this initiative, which is being funded through a
package of just over $35 million, we will see a new
way of thinking and working in relation to addressing
family violence. For the first time women and families
escaping from family violence will get access to a
24-hour, 7-day-a-week support system right across
Victoria, because presently these services are not
available in parts of Victoria. We think it is very
important for the communities that need access to these
services. In addition to the extension of services across
Victoria, we will also see improvements in case
management to ensure that the most difficult cases, and
the families in greatest need, will receive the most help
through the direction of resources to meet their
particular needs. There will also be a range of other
initiatives through this package, including ones to
support young men exhibiting violent behaviour to
assist them to change that behaviour and to break the
cycle of violence.
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Importantly, there will also be new choices open to
women and women with children escaping from family
violence in terms of accommodation to ensure that
women are able to make the choice of staying in their
own home and having the perpetrator being required to
leave, through to the option of secure refuges when it is
necessary for women to take up that option for safety
reasons. But in those cases where it is a safe and viable
option for women to remain in the family home with all
of the support that is open to them in their communities,
we think having that option will be a very important
addition to the current choices.
In addition I would also like to draw attention to some
initiatives which will be of benefit to local government.
It will include some support being provided to councils
through the 2005–06 budget in order to assist them in
their very important planning role. This will mean that
councils will be supported to undertake their
responsibilities in the area of social planning. It will be
a partnership with the state government. In the short
amount of time remaining I would also like to draw
attention to another important initiative in my portfolio:
a new area of responsibility in relation to
neighbourhood houses which is in the process of being
transferred to the Department for Victorian
Communities. This initiative will see new
neighbourhood houses established, and it will also see
existing neighbourhood houses given additional support
for coordination and support — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! The minister’s
time has expired!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — It is a pleasure to rise to
speak on the budget because it delivers to the people of
Victoria in so many ways. I am not going to spend the
time that I have talking about the budget in the broad,
although I must say that as a budget it delivers in that
Victoria has again retained its AAA credit rating while
at the same time delivering in health, education,
transport, community services, police and a range of
other portfolio areas. However, I want to talk about the
way in which the budget has allowed some
groundbreaking initiatives in my own portfolio area,
and in particular I want to talk about the major
investment which the state is making in a vote of
confidence in the government’s capacity to find
answers to our energy needs in an environmentally
appropriate way while still finding a way to use our
brown coal reserves.
In Victoria it is estimated that we are in the fortunate
position of having in the order of 500 years worth of
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brown coal reserves in the Latrobe Valley. In energy
terms it is actually greater than the North West Shelf.
So this massive resource is available to the people of
Victoria, and contrary to what people might think,
brown coal is not a dirty fuel in so many important
ways. It has low levels of ash; it has low levels of
sulphur content; it has very few of what you might call
‘the nasties’ that might appear in some other forms of
fossil fuel that are around. However, it has one
significant drawback: it has a very high water content
and as a consequence, when we burn brown coal in
order to produce electricity, we also create a significant
amount of CO2 which goes into the atmosphere. Of
course CO2 is one of the six greenhouse gases identified
in the protocols in relation to Kyoto, and one which we
should be aiming to reduce. As I have indicated, it is
not the worst of the gases that is being monitored under
the Kyoto protocols, but it is certainly one of the six
greenhouse gases.
So the challenge which we faced as a state, and which I
took to cabinet and to the expenditure review
committee, was a very simple one. It was a challenge to
us as a government to see how we could use this huge
reserve of brown coal in the Latrobe Valley in a way
which would open up this resource for the future of our
children without compromising the environment. As a
result the government decided — and I want to
congratulate the Treasurer for having made this
decision in the context of what is always a range of
priorities that governments have to deal with for
spending in so many other areas — to commit
$103.5 million to try and work out ways in which we
can use brown coal in a more environmentally
appropriate way. I think that is a brave thing for a
government to have done. In fact we are the only state
government that has made this level of investment
towards trying to find the solutions from a technology
point of view.
I have said before in this house — and I am certainly
happy to repeat it — that there are effectively two
routes along which we have to go to address the
greenhouse or environmental issues from the point of
view of the state. One of those routes involves
technology and the use of technology in order to reduce
emissions or to find other more environmentally
friendly ways of producing energy, whether it be
through wind farms, through other forms of renewable
energy or by reducing emissions in brown coal or other
types of power stations. There is what is called the
technology solution. The second part of the solution is
to have commercial drivers, market drivers, which will
encourage companies to set about reducing those
emissions and making those investments that are
necessary in order to reduce them. From the point of
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view of this government, we have decided to pursue
both those tracks.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — When did you last make a
budget speech? What year was it?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — In that regard we
differ from the commonwealth government, because
the commonwealth government has said that it was
interested in looking at technology-related solutions but
that it was not interested in market-related or
commercial-related solutions, so it was not prepared to
contemplate the use of an emissions trading scheme.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — Your last budget speech
was in 1999, I think.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It was a very
good one too, as I recall.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — I remember quite a few of
them.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I am sure you do.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! Through the
Chair!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Of course we
know this current state opposition has also wimped it
when it comes to emissions trading schemes. It is not
prepared to stand up and say, ‘Yes, it is a good idea for
us to sign on to an emissions trading scheme’, which is
really in the end the only mechanism that will work in
terms of having a market mechanism that will get the
players in the field, the big generating companies, the
retailers and others to make the investments that are
necessary in order to reduce their emissions. The
federal government — John Howard — has said no to
emissions trading. John Howard has said no to Kyoto,
and he has said no to one other aspect which is even
more concerning — that is, renewable energy.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — No, he did not.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — That just shows
how little Mr Davis knows about it, because what
happened was that the federal government
commissioned a report on the mandatory renewable
energy target (MRET) scheme. The report came down
and it said the MRET scheme should be expanded so
that we can get more renewable energy in this country.
The federal government rejected the recommendations
of its own committee and decided, instead of pursuing
those recommendations, to effectively curtail the
MRET scheme, which will mean a reduction in the
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available renewable energy that will be produced in this
country. It has said no to renewable energy, to Kyoto
and to an emissions trading scheme — and we disagree
with it on all three of those counts. However, it has put
up a proposition for a $500 million fund which we as a
state government want to access to develop technology
that will reduce emissions in the future. One of the
reasons we decided to put in the budget expenditure of
$103.5 million was to try to access these funds from the
federal government and to get the federal government
to support large-scale demonstration plants in the
Latrobe Valley.
Of the funds we have made available $83.5 million is
specifically earmarked for large-scale demonstration
plants. Why do we need these large-scale
demonstration plants? At the moment what you get
with new developments in technology — and there is a
lot of promising technology to reduce emissions in
brown coal power stations — is that promising
technology tends to be at the pilot stage. You might get
a very small pilot scheme which seeks to prove the
technology, but there is a big gap between having a
pilot scheme that tests a particular type of technology
and having a full-scale, operational power plant that
does the same thing. To cite one example, the
government has put a significant amount of funds into a
cooperative research centre (CRC) that has been
looking at mechanical thermal expression, which is one
technique for removing the water from the brown coal
before it goes into the power station, thereby reducing
the emissions. The problem is that the pilots that have
been conducted have been very small scale, and it is
very difficult to go from that to a full-scale, mechanical
thermal expression project. What you need is
something in between, a demonstration plant, but there
is a great deal of difficulty in attracting funds for a
medium-size demonstration plant. We want to try to
prove our technology in coal drying, whether it be in
mechanical thermal expression, coal bed drying or
other forms of technology that we are interested in
trying to prove up in respect of drying the coal before it
goes into the power station.
We are interested in gasification technology whereby
we transform the coal into gas and then use it in a gas
turbine and reduce emissions by about 40 per cent in
the process. So in all of these technologies there is a
gap because funds are not available for these
medium-range demonstration plants to effectively
prove up the technology in order to get the full-scale
plants built and constructed.
If you ask anybody in the investment community they
will tell you that they will not invest in new technology
unless it has been demonstrated in medium-sized
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demonstration plants as an interim step to making that
full-scale investment. We have allocated $83.5 million
for that project. However, it is not the only thing we are
doing. We are also interested in smaller scale
investment, so we have allocated $16 million for
research and development of smaller scale projects to
try to find ways of using energy more efficiently.
We have allocated $4 million in an emerging
technology called geosequestration, a technology
whereby we take the emissions from the power stations
and put them underground in secure storage for
potentially thousands and thousands of years. These
kinds of emerging technologies may provide the answer
to the future and show how we can use this massive
resource in the Latrobe Valley in a more efficient way.
This is not just a visionary idea about how we use this
coal; it not only helps with the reduction of emissions,
but it means you use less coal for every megawatt of
electricity that you produce, so there is a conservation
element to it. Efficiencies are gained in the mining of
the coal and so forth, and therefore prices can be kept
low.
This is a fascinating time in the energy sector, not only
because of the initiatives I have had the chance to
briefly outline to the house but also because of the
exciting developments in the wind energy area as
outlined in earlier statements I have made to the house.
It is with great pleasure that I make this speech in
support of this year’s budget: it is a great budget for the
people of Victoria.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — It is a great pleasure and privilege to be
able to speak on the 2005–06 Victorian budget. It is
particularly enlightening to be able to speak to the
opposition on many of our portfolio initiatives. A lot
has happened over the past five years in relation to a
whole array of budget initiatives, but tonight I want to
speak on two areas. The first relates to the sport and
recreation portfolio initiatives in the budget. If I have
time I would then like to speak on A Fairer Victoria, a
tremendous initiative announced in the lead-up to the
budget and specifically funded in this year’s budget.
We are very pleased to be able to invest $20.4 million
in sport and recreation infrastructure in this year’s
budget. That builds on the community-based initiatives
we have funded over many years and program areas
that support state sporting associations, sporting
academies across the community and the Victorian
Institute of Sport. What we are seeing now is demand
for more infrastructure and heavy demand for existing
infrastructure. Demand for existing infrastructure is
growing. That reflects positively on our program
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investment and on the investment we are making in the
Go for Your Life campaign. We have made that
investment because we have to get more people out
there, we have to get them to be more physically active
and to participate in their own communities. It has been
a very successful program. The recognition rate is very
high and people appreciate that they have to make the
move to get off the couch and get themselves involved.
However, we are seeing a great deal of pressure being
placed on a number of key facilities as a result of that.
Therefore we have announced the allocation of
$6.7 million in the budget to assist the Albert Park
precinct. There is an enormous amount of demand
because of what we do so well in Victoria. We
participate well and we are involved in high
numbers — I understand we have the highest rate of
increase in physical participation of any state in
Australia and have had for some years while this
government has been in power.
In addition to the demand for community use of the
likes of Albert Park, we are seeing added pressure
being placed on the Melbourne Sports and Aquatic
Centre, given that we have the Commonwealth Games
next year. We have the continued demand of holding
the grand prix in the precinct. The 2007 World
Swimming Championships will be held — if not
entirely, then partially — in that precinct. There will be
additional pressures on those facilities over the next few
years. When the previous government established the
grand prix and the grand prix corporation it made a
significant investment in the Albert Park facility to
upgrade it for the community; however, some elements
that needed to be completed were not completed. An
example is the infrastructure that goes with the
sprinkler system. Over the years we have seen that not
making that simple investment at the time has come
home to roost because of the increased demand. With
the increased demand and increased pressure on the
facilities we are seeing the facilities wear down a bit
under the extra stress, which will be heightened by the
additional use over the next few years.
That $6.7 million will see a $3.7 million upgrade of the
Albert Park sporting and community facilities, and
$3 million being spent on improvements to the sports
and aquatic centre. The upgrades at the Melbourne
Sports and Aquatic Centre will see new fitness
equipment, new wave and toddlers’ pools and a
refurbished reception area to assist with the increased
demand expected with the completion of the new
Commonwealth Games pool. In addition we will see
the development that goes hand in hand with the
Melbourne Sports and Aquatic Centre redevelopment
for the Commonwealth Games come to completion.
We will also see the Sports House development come
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together as probably one of the finest elite sports venues
in Australia. That will combine with a fantastic
community facility for use by what you would not
necessarily describe as competitive sportspeople, but
people who actively engage in walking, cycling,
running or rowing around those areas. As part and
parcel of that we are seeing huge demand, but strategic
investment will see the facilities well used and also
enhanced at a time when there will potentially be
disruption. We are using that potential disruption as a
great chance to do some of the redevelopment work
that is needed in the precinct.
We will also see $3 million being contributed to the
redevelopment of Whitten Oval as a community sport
and recreation hub for the western suburbs. It is worth
appreciating that some of the old Australian Football
League (AFL) venues are being diminished because of
the rationalisation of ground use. We are seeing
fantastic usage of the Melbourne Cricket Ground,
which allows for its redevelopment, and fantastic usage
of Telstra Dome, but we are seeing the outer suburban
venues and some of the inner suburban venues being
diminished.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — What about Waverley?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — However, we are seeing
some tremendous outcomes where the clubs and the
AFL are appreciating that they cannot be exclusive but
have to be inclusive. Hawthorn is out there at what was
Waverley Park, and we have been able to assist the
Hawthorn Football Club and the AFL in maintaining
their presence out there, although it is probably not to
the liking of some members on the opposite side of the
chamber. We will have the opportunity to redevelop
those facilities for more adaptive community use and
improved community outcomes.
That investment out at Whitten Oval is quite a strategic
one. The handy thing is that along with the Western
Bulldogs Football Club, the federal government and the
City of Maribyrnong we have been able to have a
partnership. If, say, the federal government contributed
$10 million a sceptic might think that was a
contribution by that government at election time to
ensure that it got a couple of additional votes out in the
western suburbs or that it might also have been a bit of
a smokescreen for some of the similar contributions
that it made to other venues of that size in some of the
strategic marginal seats it needed at election time. That
would be a sceptic’s point of view, but what I can say is
that we will see a tremendous outcome out at Whitten
Oval with this redevelopment, which will certainly
assist in community building and provide an
opportunity for neighbourhood renewal.
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The other aspect of the budget contribution is the
$10.7 million for stage 1 of the redevelopment of
Melbourne and Olympic parks, which will include a
new rectangular sports stadium. This is a contribution
to seal what has been a gap in the state’s infrastructure
for some time. I know that when the previous
government was in power it did some initial work on a
rectangular-pitch stadium. Whilst that progressed to
some point, the stadium ended up not taking on a
rectangular-pitch format but ended up being Telstra
Dome at Docklands. That is not to lament the fact that
we have got such a fantastic stadium in the city — a
privately owned stadium on what was public land —
but it says that we have had a glaring gap in the
infrastructure for codes such as soccer, Rugby League
and Rugby Union, which need a rectangular-pitch
stadium. We have been very keen to get that facility
started, and it would have been particularly important if
we had been able to acquire the Super 14 team here in
Melbourne. We will see that the planning work is done
for this across the precinct to ensure that when at some
stage after the Commonwealth Games we do launch
into the building process for this facility the strategic
work will have been done. The previous government
built the Vodafone Arena, but it did not do strategic
work right across one of the hallmark precincts for
Melbourne, and hence we have seen the need for that to
come about through this funding.
We are a government that is about inclusion in many
ways, whether it be through sport and recreation,
through community building, through our budget
allocation or through the delivery of the
Commonwealth Games. Whilst I would like to speak in
a little bit more detail about the Commonwealth
Games, they do not feature predominantly in this year’s
budget allocation because those allocations were made
in other years. What I can say is what has given me
great heart as a member of the Bracks Labor
government — that is, not only that we are doing a
tremendous job in making Victoria a great place to live
for all Victorians and in particular to raise a
family — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — That is such spin!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — What gives me great
pride, and Mr Forwood will take heart in this, is the
release of A Fairer Victoria, creating opportunity and
addressing disadvantage. I know that Mr Forwood
would like to take a pot shot at us. Even when one
considers the stakeholders’ endorsement, the
contribution they made by way of their endorsement
reflects greatly on and is a significant point of
difference between a Labor government and a
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conservative government such as the Tories on the
other side of the house — —
Hon. D. McL. Davis — Who says we are
conservative? We are Liberals.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I know Mr Davis does
not think he is conservative, but I suggest he has a good
look in the mirror from time to time. The initiatives in A
Fairer Victoria will deliver $788.2 million over the
next four years to tackle disadvantage and give all
Victorians the best possible chance to achieve their
potential and share in the many benefits our state has to
offer. We have been through a period of enormous
growth, and it is time to make that strategic investment
to assist many of these people in Victoria who are
subject to disadvantage. Not only is it a strategic time to
do that, it is also iconic in the sense that it represents a
point of difference between a conservative government
and a Labor government. It also signals to the
community that this is the start of making Victoria not
only a greater and fairer place to be but also a much
greater and fairer place to live.
I draw attention to a couple of pages in A Fairer
Victoria. Page 64 deals with funding contributions. I
will not go into great detail, but I refer to the
breakdown of those figures across the 14 different
strategy areas. Anybody who has read this document —
I suggest opposition members read it in a bit more
detail — would appreciate that this adds significant
weight to what we are doing and is a point of great
difference between this government and the previous
government’s conservative rule. In the section entitled
‘Providing fairer access to services’ it is good to see at
page 31 the subheading ‘Participation and inclusion at
the Commonwealth Games’, which is a point of
difference between us in terms of delivery of the
Commonwealth Games. It says:
Melbourne’s 2006 Commonwealth Games will promote
values such as embracing diversity, respect for indigenous
communities and participation by disadvantaged groups.

And there are four major elements highlighted. I could
speak at great length on those but I will not because I
have got limited time. They are issues that I have raised
in the house before:
Getting involved …
Equal first …
Respecting indigenous communities …
Cultural Festival …

It then goes on to mention the fact that in terms of the
games delivery it will allow for not only ticket prices to
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start at $15 — and more than 54 per cent of those
tickets are priced at $60 or less — but 11 events will be
free to the public and ticket-holders will have free
public transport within Melbourne on the day of the
event. It does not matter whether it is
whole-of-government budget announcements, A Fairer
Victoria, sport and recreation or the Commonwealth
Games, I can say it gives me great pride to be a member
of the Bracks Labor government delivering in this
budget year.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. C. D. HIRSH
(Silvan).
Debate adjourned until next day.

ELECTORAL LEGISLATION (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 18 May; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — It gives me
much pleasure to speak on the Electoral Legislation
(Further Amendment) Bill, because in truth you could
not have a more important piece of legislation for the
carriage and implementation of democracy and
freedom as we know it than legislation that sets out to
deal with the way democratic governments are elected.
In considering democratic governments, which brings
us to the functioning of this Parliament, it is very
interesting to reflect on what we have seen this evening
where the Minister for Local Government and the
Minister for Sport and Recreation have both made
contributions on the budget debate. My colleague the
Honourable David Davis has informed me that this has
not happened since 1905 — it is quite a unique
situation. In terms of the electoral legislation, which
sets out the democratic framework of how we are
governed, one questions why — —
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much about the role of Parliament, about transparency
and about good government, and yet it does not come
into this Parliament to partake of debate. I was rudely
interrupted simply because there was not a quorum of
members in this house, and it is up to the government to
ensure that there is a quorum. There were virtually no
government members on the opposite benches. These
people who purport to believe in democracy, the rule of
law, transparency and the supremacy of Parliament
cannot even be bothered to come into Parliament to
hear about it. I must say that I am very pleased that
there are now government members in the chamber to
partake of the very important process of Parliament is.
As I was saying, we have seen in Parliament this
evening a quite unique situation where two ministers of
the Crown got up and talked on the budget. I think
everybody knows it is the responsibility of the
Treasurer in the other house to basically outline the
budget and to put it out there in public view to be
judged. It is his job as a member of the executive of
government to explain the budget and to make it clear. I
am asking myself why five members of the government
have been forced to come into this house and
essentially defend the budget. Why is that? Have they
not got confidence in their Treasurer to do it? Do they
see that it is going down not well enough that they have
to come in here and spruik it? And who is listening to
it? Every other Treasurer for the last 70-odd years has
had the confidence to get up and sell his budget in the
house where the budget is delivered; every Treasurer
for the last 70 years has had the confidence to get up
there and let the budget speak for itself. Uniquely the
Treasurer we now have in this government needs the
support of his members in this house to get up and help
him sell the budget.
Hon. J. G. Hilton — On a point of order, Acting
President, I believe Mr Strong’s comments are totally
irrelevant to the bill before the house. I ask that he
speak on the bill.

Quorum formed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! Mr Strong is the
lead speaker, and as such he has a fair amount of
latitude in what he has to say. But I ask him to keep that
in mind and to speak on the bill. I rule the point of order
not in order.

Hon. C. A. STRONG — I was saying before I was
interrupted how important the electoral legislation is, as
it defines our democratic processes and it defines
Parliament and how it will operate. Of course
Parliament is virtually the outcome of the electoral
legislation which we are discussing tonight. It is a great
travesty that the current Labor government talks so

Hon. C. A. STRONG — It is absolutely amazing
that a member of the government, when we are here
debating electoral legislation — the legislation that
defines our democratic system, of which this
Parliament is an essential element — thinks it is out of
order to talk about how ministers deport themselves.
We are talking about electoral legislation; we are

Hon. David Koch — Acting President, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
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talking about how this house, this whole system, is run.
I am talking about that, and the member says it is out of
order. I think that shows a breathtaking ignorance of
how the democratic process and parliamentary
democracy works. As I said, it is absolutely an
indictment of this government and an indictment of this
Treasurer, and it shows great nervousness and a lack of
confidence in the whole budget, that ministers have to
come into this place and defend and bolster the budget
of their Treasurer — a situation that has not happened
within living memory.
I think it is very sad. I must say that if I were the
Treasurer, Mr Brumby, I would feel quite nervous and
concerned that the selling of the budget that I had done
and that the budget that I had laid down had gone over
so badly and was in such dire straits that it needed
ministers in another house to come in and try to sell it.
It is quite an amazing situation. I do not think it should
go without notice that the poor Treasurer needs the
support of the members in this house to bolster and sell
his budget. I think it is very sad, and if I were him I
would feel quite embarrassed and nervous. It cannot
possibly go without remark.
As I said initially, you could not get a more important
piece of legislation than the Electoral Legislation Bill,
which sets out how members are elected to this and the
other house and how this process is managed. When
you reflect on the record of Victoria and Australia in
being leaders in setting out electoral legislation you
realise we have a very proud record. It needs to be said
that Victoria was the first jurisdiction — the first in the
world, I think — to introduce the secret ballot. For
many years the secret ballot was known as the
Victorian ballot. That is a very proud and important
record. Australia and Victoria were among the first
jurisdictions in the world to embrace universal
manhood suffrage and to extend the vote to women.
We have an enormously proud record in framing
groundbreaking electoral legislation which is good and
which protects and fosters effective democracy.
We were one of the first, and are still one of the major,
jurisdictions to have non-voluntary voting. Today there
is quite a bit of discussion about whether voting should
be compulsory or not. I must put my position on the
record: I am very much in favour of the system we now
have. On several occasions I have lived and worked in a
jurisdiction with voluntary voting — that is, the United
Kingdom. As someone who has always been interested
in politics, I found it amazing to talk to work colleagues
and friends in the UK. When I was in the UK I joined
the Conservative Party — —
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Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What are you talking
about?
Hon. C. A. STRONG — If you listen, I will tell
you. It was at the time of Margaret Thatcher, that great
Prime Minister who made very significant changes to
the economy of the UK, something which it is still a
great beneficiary of. One of the most interesting things
is that you would say to them, ‘How could you possibly
vote for the Labour Party; they are a rabble?’. Your
friend would say, ‘Yes, yes, yes’. You would ask, ‘Do
you vote Conservative?’, and they would reply, ‘No, I
could never vote for Margaret Thatcher’. You would
then say, ‘You would not vote for the Social
Democrats, that mob of idiots in the middle’, and they
would say, ‘No, I would never vote for them either’. In
essence they would say, ‘They are all idiots. I would
not vote for any of them’.
That was an interesting lesson for me because I thought
that was such a cop-out of the democratic process.
Whatever your view is, it is an essential obligation of
living in a democracy to make a choice. I do not believe
no choice is an effective choice. I am happy to go on
the record as saying that compulsory voting is the way
to go. I am a very strong supporter of compulsory
voting. Having lived, worked and been a member of a
political party in an area where they have voluntary
voting has certainly convinced me of the wisdom of
compulsory voting.
In essence I have tried to outline that Australia and
Victoria has taken a lead over generations in framing
groundbreaking and forward-thinking electoral
legislation. It is a great pity that this government has
failed that tradition. It has come into this house with a
piece of electoral legislation which Liberal Party
members, when we first saw and were briefed on it,
saw no reason to oppose. We may have had some
queries at the boundaries, but we saw it as consistent
and logical legislation following the long chain of
tradition of electoral legislation that Victoria has
brought in. At the end of the day members opposite
failed at the final hurdle by pure self-interest, by
grovelling to a few people for whatever reason and
changing it to suit themselves and suit people on whom
they are dependent.
I refer to amendments that were introduced in the lower
house to change the number of people required to sign a
form for a candidate from the 50 signatures that were
required in the legislation to nominate for this house.
The minister said in his second-reading speech that the
government has moved from the existing 6 signatures
required for nomination to 50 signatures to be
consistent with federal legislation. Yes, you can see the
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logic of that because the population today is much
bigger so one can understand the logic of 50 as distinct
from 6 in the old days. But at the last minute for what
must be the most cynical, low reason, presumably —
and I do not know this — because of pressure from the
Independents in the other house, the government
changed from the 50 required to 6 for the Legislative
Assembly but left it the same for this house. Could you
get a more cynical example of toying with important
electoral legislation than that!
The minister’s second-reading speech says that we are
changing it to make it better and consistent with federal
legislation, yet at the last minute the government
introduced a house amendment to make it different in
the Assembly from the upper house. Why do you do
this when you do it in the context of a government that
was clearly beholden to Independents in its last term
and still owes these Independents a large amount? This
whole bill is discredited by that disgraceful piece of
pragmatism where the government has undermined a
rich heritage we have had in Victoria of bringing
forward good electoral legislation that both sides of
Parliament have agreed with; in essence both sides have
to live with it because it is how we are elected and
judged. It is a sorry stage in our history.
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over 70 years to be put on the list to automatically get a
postal vote at each election without applying. There are
many people who are 70 years and over who still like to
vote and have an interest in the political system but are
unable to get to polling booths for various reasons and
are daunted by the constant requirement, whether it be
for state or federal elections, to apply for a postal vote
and go through the process of filling in forms, which as
we all know as one gets older is more of a trauma —
posting it, getting it back, putting it in double
envelopes, signing it, getting it witnessed. It is a major
process to apply for and make a postal vote. To allow
someone to be on a general postal vote list when over
70 years is appropriate. In terms of finetuning the bill
makes significant changes to pre-poll voting.
We all know that pre-poll voting is an increasing trend.
At the moment if one wants to pre-poll vote one has to
provide a whole set of reasons.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
question is:

The Liberal Party does not intend to oppose this bill.
We understand an amendment will be moved to return
to the situation where there is consistency with the
number of nominations required for the upper and
lower houses to unwind this grubby deal with the
Independents of the last-minute change, presumably at
their behest, which perverted the whole system of
relative purity and transparency that we have had over
many generations of electoral legislation. We will be
supporting the amendment that we believe will be put. I
admit that I cannot wait to hear the logic of the
amendment that will put back the symmetry of the
number of people required to nominate members for
both houses. As I say, it was one of the most grubby,
self-serving pay-off provisions that we have seen in
many years.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I wish
to raise a matter with the Minister for Aged Care for
referral to the Minister for Consumer Affairs as the
minister responsible for the Associations Incorporation
Act. I seek her assistance in setting up an inquiry under
part VIIIA of that act into the management of the
Westvale Community Centre, which was recently
sacked by the Brimbank City Council. It was sacked
because of child pornography. This matter is already
being investigated by the police, but that is not the
matter I wish to bring to the attention of the minister or
the house tonight.

One of the reasons the Liberal Party would not oppose
the bill normally is that it makes some incremental
changes to the electoral legislation that are
fundamentally worthwhile. One of those deals with
people over 70 years of age. We all know that people
over 70 have the option of taking themselves off the
electoral roll or applying for a postal vote. The bill
allows people over 70 years to apply to be put on a
permanent postal vote list. We know there is a list of
people who do not have to apply for a postal vote at
each election. They are on a schedule and are
automatically sent a postal vote. This bill allows people

There is an old proverb that goes back to the
16th century: a man shall be known by the company
that he keeps. The head of the centre is Rob Mamarella,
who is the chief of staff of Bob Sercombe, and one Jeff
O’Donnell is also a member of the committee. Some of
the actions of the Westvale Community Centre need to
be looked at. In particular there seems to be no doubt
that loans were made to staff and there is no evidence
of them ever being repaid. The organisation grew from
30 members to 390 members in a matter of just three
weeks, and that was to gain control of the centre. Once
control was gained, there seems to be no doubt that

That the house do now adjourn.

Westvale Community Centre: management
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funds were transferred from the centre to branch stack
the ALP. This is a very serious allegation and is a
matter that needs to be inspected under the Associations
Incorporation Act. If there were police checks, which
are required for organisations that work with children, I
am confident that they would show that Jeff O’Donnell
had been convicted of deception and using forged
documents in 1999. Of course he was also a member of
the Deer Park branch of the Labor Party.
Another matter that needs to be the subject of the
inquiry that should be set up by the minister under the
Associations Incorporation Act goes to the behaviour of
Mr Mamarella himself. We know that Mr Mamarella is
the chief of staff of Bob Sercombe. As I said, people
are known by the company that they keep. I find it
extraordinary that Mr Mamarella would have time to
attend the funerals of Jason and Mark Moran, hit men
from the other side of town, part of the really grubby
tactics that the Ombudsman is now looking at. We have
circumstance where the chief of staff of a Labor
member of Parliament is now known as being an
associate of criminals, and in those circumstances I do
not think there is any doubt that there needs to be a
quick and speedy inspection of the activities of the
Westvale Community Centre, and in particular — —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Deputy
President, I have been listening very carefully to what
Mr Forwood has been saying, and he is engaging in one
of his typical defamatory sprays. The matters he is
referring to would not appear to be within the portfolio
responsibility of the Minister for Consumer Affairs. He
is making a lot of defamatory comments which relate to
alleged policing issues, and I think the member’s
adjournment debate contribution would be considered
to be out of order for that reason.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — On the point of order,
Deputy President, the substance of the issues I have
raised goes to the Associations Incorporation Act, in
particular the behaviour of then members of the
committee, Bob Mamarella and another gentleman
whose name is Jeff O’Donnell. By way of illustration I
outlined some of their activities, but the activities I
particularly want to have investigated go to the issue of
funds that have been loaned and never repaid. They go
to the issue — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! That is not
a point of order. Mr Forwood has made the point about
the behaviour of members of the committee, and that is
as far as he needs to go.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am not debating the
point of order.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Forwood is debating the point of order. He does not
need to go any further. I need the opportunity to rule on
the point of order. In regard to Ms Mikakos’s point of
order, I have been listening very carefully to what
Mr Forwood has had to say. He is calling on the
Minister for Consumer Affairs under the Associations
Incorporation Act to look into the behaviour of certain
members of a committee in the Brimbank area. That is
within the purview of the adjournment debate, and I do
not uphold the point of order.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The issue goes in
particular to the misuse of funds and the use of those
funds to stack ALP branches in the federal electorate of
Gorton.

Rosebud Secondary College: performing arts
centre
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
adjournment issue this evening is for the Minister for
Education Services in the other place, the Honourable
Jacinta Allan. It relates to an application which
Rosebud Secondary College has made for a grant under
the Community Facilities Fund. Members would be
aware of the Bracks government’s $30 million
Community Facilities Fund, which provides
opportunities for Victorian government schools to form
strategic partnerships with their local municipal
councils to build or modernise facilities in schools that
can be accessed and used by the broader community.
Rosebud Secondary College has submitted a business
case for a grant to establish a joint use multipurpose
performing arts facility for the community on the
Mornington Peninsula. The Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council has formally approved a contribution of
$200 000 towards the cost of this facility, and it is
proposed that the community performing arts centre be
a facility that is suited to dance, drama, music,
exhibitions, multimedia seminars and lectures which
can be accessed by the southern part of the Mornington
Peninsula; able to seat 300 people in a flexible,
multipurpose space; provided with professional quality
acoustics and lighting; and jointly managed by
representatives from the college, the Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council and the community.
Independent consultants have previously recognised the
fact that there is no other facility on the Mornington
Peninsula which is able to satisfy the needs of the local
community. This project has local community and
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council support and would
fill a significant gap in the cultural community facilities
available on the peninsula. The college grant

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 15 June 2005

COUNCIL

application is now with the minister, and I ask her to
give it favourable consideration.

Monash Primary School: future
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
wish to raise another issue with the Minister for
Education Services in the other place. It concerns
Monash Primary School. Since I last raised the issue of
this school in the adjournment debate the school
council has voted to close the school at the end of this
year. Yesterday I tabled a petition which was signed, I
think, by 43 members of the school community. They
call for a moratorium to be placed on the closing of the
school until a full investigation can be made of what
has been done in the past to save the school, what is
needed and whether that can be achieved utilising
existing and community resources.
In addition to the petition signed by those
43 signatories, I had a non-conforming petition that was
signed by a further 30 members of the school
community who reside in Notting Hill. These
petitioners are parents, neighbours and friends of the
school community. They are somewhat angry that the
school council voted against the majority desire of the
community to keep the school open. I am requesting
that the minister place a moratorium on the closure of
the school and investigate and review the actions of the
current school council.
A review is necessary for four reasons. The school is
still needed. The most serious reason for a drop in
enrolments — a drop in the number of primary-age
children in the city of Monash — is not apparent from
the census data. The low school enrolments and its
potential closure appear to be related to past
management and leadership. These are not legitimate
reasons to close a school, and they are easily remedied.
The school is in a special activity zone for education
and health under the Melbourne 2030 plan which has
been developed by the Office of School Education.
However, while it is adjacent to Monash University, no
action has been taken to affiliate it with that university
and service staff and students even though Monash
University has indicated its willingness to provide
resources, including teacher and student access, free
lessons, training, the use of swimming pools and other
sporting facilities, which are only a short walk away
from the school. Monash Primary School has
tremendous community support which has not been
utilised. Indeed the community has been provided with
no feedback and allowed little input on the school’s
future even though the parents and friends in the
community are willing to put in many hours of
voluntary work.
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Again I request that the minister immediately put in
place the moratorium and conduct a review into why
the school ought to be kept open.

Geelong: world road cycling championships
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I wish to raise a
matter for the Minister for Sport and Recreation, the
Honourable Justin Madden, concerning the UCI World
Road Cycling Championships. I understand that
Victorian Major Events Company is currently bidding
for Victoria to hold this prestigious road cycling event
in 2010. I have received a letter from the mayor of
Geelong, Cr Shane Dowling. He is very keen to
position Geelong as a potential venue should Victoria
win the bid to host the 2010 UCI World Road Cycling
Championships. I will quote from Cr Dowling’s letter:
Geelong has built an outstanding industry reputation as a host
venue for international cycling events due to tis challenging
and picturesque road courses, and council is very supportive
of the proposed 2010 event … The championships would
offer the Geelong region an outstanding global sports event
with major international television coverage, and an
unprecedented economic benefit worth more than
$120 million …

He has asked me, and urged me as a member for
Geelong Province, to:
… champion the Geelong cause where possible on this issue
at the highest level.

As a member for Geelong Province, I am delighted to
assist the City of Greater Geelong in its desire to hold
the 2010 UCI World Road Cycling Championships in
Geelong.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms CARBINES — For those opposite who are
ignorant of what ‘UCI’ stands for, it is Union Cycliste
Internationale. Should Victoria win that bid and be
successful in securing the right to host the event, I ask
Minister Madden to advise me of the current status of
the bid and of any opportunities available to me as a
member for Geelong Province to promote my home
town of Geelong as the preferred location.

Water: diversion metering
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I raise a
matter for the Minister for Water in the other place
going to the issue of the metering of small diversions to
our rivers and streams. The water white paper released
last year by the government contained a policy decision
that all existing diversions of 5 megalitres or more
would need to be metered. Let me hasten to assure the
house that most diversions are already metered and
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certainly those of any significant volume are metered.
But there are a large number of small diversion licences
issued throughout the state, many of which are seldom
used and are not currently metered. It looks like costing
something in the order of $2000 for a meter to be
installed. The government has offered assistance of up
to $400, which is only a very small proportion of the
cost involved. In addition, there is an ongoing cost
because the meters will have to be read at least
annually. It is my contention that the costs of installing,
maintaining and reading the meters is out of all
proportion to what water might be saved.
I ask the minister to review this policy with a view to
doubling the minimum diversion from 5 to
10 megalitres before a meter needs to be installed,
lifting the subsidy available to cover the full cost of
installation, or introducing some sort of declaration
where people can certify whether or not they are regular
users of a significant volume of water so that we do not
impose costs on small land-holders who have very tiny
diversions which, particularly in the high rainfall areas
of north-eastern Victoria, are very seldom used and, if
so, are only used to a very small degree. The
investment required is out of all proportion to the
benefit to be gained. I ask the minister to review the
policy with a view to getting a more realistic outcome.

Police: western suburbs
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I raise
a matter for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services in the other place, the Honourable Tim
Holding. It concerns the police drug operation,
Operation POUND, which focused on Nicholson,
Leeds, Hopkins and Paisley streets in Footscray and
resulted in the arrest of 72 people and 120 charges
being laid. The operation was very successful in
arresting drug dealers operating in Footscray. It was
supported by the local traders and the community in the
city of Maribyrnong. A lot of people have been saying
that this sort of activity has been going on for a long
time and should have been dealt with a long time ago,
but there is a lack of police to do the job. The
community, especially traders, want to see more
uniformed police patrolling Footscray during business
hours so that when drug dealers see the uniforms they
are scared and run away.
Operation POUND was initiated to stop all the drug
dealing in Footscray and according to newspaper
reports most of the people who were arrested were not
residents of Footscray; they came from elsewhere. I ask
the minister to bring this matter to the attention of the
Chief Commissioner of Police, Christine Nixon, and
ask her to increase the number of police in the western
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suburbs, especially in Footscray, so that we can keep an
eye on drug dealers and the police can work with local
community organisations such as the Footscray Asian
Business Association, the Maribyrnong Chamber of
Commerce and the City of Maribyrnong to improve —
—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

Local government: fire services levy
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I raise an issue
for the Minister for Local Government, Ms Broad. It
concerns the cost of the metropolitan fire services levy
which is used to fund the Metropolitan Fire and
Emergency Services Board (MFESB), in particular as it
pertains to local government. Three distinct groups
contribute to this levy which this year raised
$217 million. Contributions by insurance companies
are set at 75 per cent, which brought in $163 million.
Metropolitan councils contribute 12.5 percent, or
$27 million; and the state government contributes, in
theory, 12.5 per cent, which would also be $27 million.
However, the Bracks government receives back stamp
duty and goods and services tax on insurance premiums
so in fact it only contributes a very small percentage of
the levy. I would not be surprised if it contributed nil,
once stamp duty and GST returns are taken into
consideration. Under the current model of funding the
Bracks government is effectively shielded from the
need to exercise discipline in setting the MFESB
budget.
The action I seek from the minister is to investigate and
provide to metropolitan councils, which now contribute
$27 million of this levy, the growth amount in the fire
services levy since 1999 and the proportions paid by the
state government, councils and insurance companies,
including the revenue received by the state government
from stamp duty and GST imposed on the insurance
component of this levy. There is a real concern,
particularly in metropolitan councils because they are
the ones paying it, that there is disjuncture between the
real financial contribution of the state government to
the fire services levy and the lack of influence that local
government has in its budget. I ask the minister to find
out what contributions were made by the state and how
much the fire services levy has increased each year
since 1999 and pass that on to local governments so
that they can benefit. Local government should have
representation on the board of the MFESB that is
spending all this money. It is my understanding — and
that is why I would like to find out — that the fire
services levy has increased by approximately 80 per
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cent. This is an enormous amount, but nobody seems to
know the real figure, so I ask the minister to investigate.

Geelong in pursuing that potentially great event for the
Geelong region in the future.

Responses

The Honourable Bill Baxter raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Water in the other place
seeking the minister’s review of the metering
arrangements and the cost structure that relates to
metering for small diversions of 5 megalitres or more
and suggesting that that review should lead to either a
different cost structure being provided by the
government to support the installation of metering or in
fact that the regime of determining when those meters
should apply to create, in Mr Baxter’s view, a lesser
burden on cost structures of the impact of metering
those small diversions.

Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — The Honourable Bill Forwood raised a matter
for the Minister for Consumer Affairs, asking that she
investigate under section 8A of the Associations
Incorporation Act the prevailing circumstances at the
Westvale Community Centre.
The Honourable Geoff Hilton raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Education Services in the
other place, seeking the minister’s respectful and
supportive response to a submission being made by the
Rosebud Community Centre to enable it to continue to
play an important role in providing support to the
Rosebud community.
The Honourable Andrew Mr Brideson raised a matter
for the Minister for Education and Training in the other
place — it reminded me of the moratorium days at
Monash — calling upon the minister to invoke a
moratorium about the proposed closure of the Monash
Primary School. A determination has been made by the
local school council, and Mr Brideson suggested that
the Minister for Education and Training undertake a
review effectively to question the validity of that
decision in the light of prevailing circumstances and
demographic data in the Monash region.
In relation to Monash, I am a bit concerned because
under normal circumstances Mr Bowden would have
raised the matter — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — He is ill.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I thought he might
have been stuck on the Monash again! I am sorry that
he is ill.
Ms Carbines raised a magnificent issue — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — In French!
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — In French — exactly! I
am extremely limited in my vocabulary, but it was très
bien. She was seeking the support of the Minister for
Sport and Recreation in relation to a very exciting
international cycling event — with a French inspiration
rather than a unicycle inspiration — that could
potentially be held in Geelong in 2010. She was
seeking advice, which is an interesting proposition,
about the role she can play in supporting the important
submission that has been made by the City of Greater

The Honourable Sang Nguyen raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services in the other place seeking his intervention, in
an appropriate way under the separation of powers, by
having a conversation with the police commissioner
and reminding her of some of the pressures on the
streets of the west, and in Footscray in particular.
Mr Vogels raised a matter with the Minister for Local
Government that I thought could have been raised with
the Treasurer seeking the minister to ascertain the cost
structure and the rate of increase within the fire services
levy and the distribution of state payments and local
government payments, and provide that information to
local government within Victoria.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The house
stands adjourned.
House adjourned 10.26 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

STATE TAXATION ACTS (GENERAL
AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Minister for Finance).

PETITIONS
Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland), Hon. DAVID
KOCH (Western), Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North
Eastern), Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands)
and Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) presented
petitions from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the Legislative Council abandon the proposal to
place a toxic waste facility in the Mildura region
(327, 327, 329, 300 and 325 signatures respectively).
Laid on table.

NATIONAL CLASSIFICATION CODE
Publications, films and computer games
For Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation), Mr Lenders, by leave, presented copy
of code.
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Victorian Farmers Federation: government
consultation
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I would like
to draw the attention of the house to something which
has been a well-known secret in the rural community
for some time but has been exposed today on the front
page of the Stock & Land newspaper — that is, that the
Victorian government so hates country Victorians that
it will not deal with the president of the Victorian
Farmers Federation.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Listen to the hyenas on
the other side. Listen to the hyenas! That reflects
exactly the problem. Why do you hate country
Victoria?
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The problem here is that
on every occasion country Victorians want to put a
position to the Victorian government it turns its
earpiece off, shuts down and refuses to meet. Victorian
government ministers will not meet with the president
of the peak farming organisation in this state. The
interjections and attitude of the members of the Labor
Party on the other side of this house show exactly why
that is the case. They hate country Victoria, and we will
see evidence of that today in this chamber.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Mount Beauty neighbourhood centre:
commendation
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — I
raise something more positive. I congratulate the Mount
Beauty neighbourhood centre — —

Laid on table.

PAPER
Laid on table by Clerk:
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Variations notified between 1 October 2004 and
15 June 2005.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Mitchell to
sit down. I ask honourable members to pull their heads
in. This is ridiculous. The tone of the language in this
house is deplorable. We had a debate in this house
yesterday when members on my left indicated concern
about the demeanour of the house. I have members on
my right yelling at the other side. I ask members on
both sides of the house to show respect, desist from
interjecting and allow members the courtesy of raising
matters in reasonable silence. Mr Mitchell, to continue.
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Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I would like to
congratulate the Mount Beauty neighbourhood centre
on the special commendation it received at the 2005
Community Idol awards. The Mount Beauty
community is very proud of its neighbourhood house,
as it is a pillar of a community that has gone through
some very tough times with bushfires and with the
timber industry because it is a community that faces
high unemployment. Some very intelligent,
hardworking people such as Yvonne Evans, Casey
Gordon, Alex McCulloch and Michael Lacy have
constantly worked hard in the face of some adversity
over the years. The community is very proud of the
work these people do. I encourage members from the
other side to get out of the city and to see for
themselves what a special place it is and what a
fantastic bunch of people they are.

Angliss Hospital: coronary and critical care
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My concern
today is the Angliss Hospital and the desperate situation
facing the coronary and critical care unit at the hospital.
It is important to note that the Bracks government
sought to close the unit in 2003, and it was only through
a massive community campaign that the heart unit at
the Angliss Hospital was saved. The Liberal Party was
proud to support that campaign strongly. I note that the
Australian Nursing Federation and the nurses at the
hospital have placed industrial bans on the hospital.
They indicated they would go out yesterday if they did
not get satisfaction.
I commend the ANF for stepping back from the brink
of that industrial action, but I support it on many of the
factors it is taking up with the government, because it is
true that Eastern Health and the Bracks government are
up to their old tricks with the cardiac unit at the Angliss
Hospital. They are trying to wind it back and close it by
stealth. We know what they are up to and what their
intentions are. We know they hate the Angliss Hospital
and will wind back support for it. I commend the ANF
for standing up to the government and Eastern Health
on this issue. The minister must intervene and resolve
the dispute before any lives are placed at risk.

George Lekakis and Phong Nguyen
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
want to inform the Parliament how delighted I was to
attend the 25th Federation of Ethnic Communities
Council of Australia congress dinner on 26 May in
Wollongong and present FECCA awards to Mr George
Lekakis and Mr Phong Nguyen. Both gentlemen are
prominent Victorians who have made a very significant
contribution to the community, particularly our
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multicultural communities. It was a great pleasure to
have the opportunity to attend the congress and present
FECCA awards, recognising and acknowledging the
contribution to multiculturalism that they both have
made.
George Lekakis is the chairperson of the Victorian
Multicultural Commission (VMC) and Phong Nguyen
is the chairperson of the Ethnic Communities Council
of Victoria (ECCV). Both George and Phong are
passionately dedicated to social justice, human rights,
harmony and multiculturalism at local, state and
national levels. They are both very strong and
experienced advocates for culturally and linguistically
diverse communities, whether it be the new and
emergency communities or the older, more established
ethnic communities. They have many years of
voluntary and honorary membership of so many
organisations that are so numerous that it is difficult to
mention all of them, but I shall mention a few so that
members have some understanding of the extent and
variety of involvement.
George Lekakis, as I said, is the current chairperson of
the VMC; co-chairman of the Police and Community
Multicultural Advisory Committee; former chair and
deputy chair of the ECCV; former director of South
Central Region Migrant Resource Centre and the New
Hope Foundation; and he has served on many
important government and community boards and
committees of management. Phong Nguyen is currently
the chairperson of the Ethnic Communities Council of
Victoria; a member of the Premier’s Drug Prevention
Council of Victoria; founding member of the ethnic
communities council in southern Victoria; chairperson
of the Vietnamese Cultural Heritage Centre; and he has
also served on many boards and advisory bodies.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The Minister for Commonwealth Games and the
government just do not get it. They claim to be open,
accountable and transparent, yet yesterday when the
house debated a motion calling on the minister to
explain his statement about the Auditor-General, his
only response was a puerile five-minute attack on the
opposition. This open and accountable government then
used its numbers to defeat a motion which simply
called on the minister to explain his statement. The
government has leaned on the Auditor-General to issue
a statement to help the minister out of a hole. The
statement raises more questions than it answered, yet
yesterday the minister refused to answer questions
about where this document mysteriously appeared
from. The minister can accuse the opposition of being
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petty until he is blue in the face, but the pursuit of
public accountability is never petty. This issue will not
go away.

Doncaster Secondary School: classrooms
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — On Friday,
10 June, I had the pleasure of representing the Minister
for Education and Training in the other place, Lynn
Kosky, at the official opening of seven classrooms at
the Doncaster Secondary School. These new
classrooms will provide two food technology
classrooms, a commercial kitchen for the teaching of
vocational education and training hospitality, three
science laboratories, preparation area, and staff and
student amenities. The Bracks government’s total
investment in education since it came to power in 1999
is $5.23 billion. We have seen 5200 new teachers and
other staff employed in schools. The Doncaster project
was a joint venture between the state government, the
federal government and the school community, a
demonstration of a partnership that will provide an
excellent facility for the school. This is what education
is all about — working together to make a real
difference to the lives of all Victorians. I would like to
praise the human infrastructure at the school, the
teachers, other staff and students. Skilled, caring and
compassionate educators are the most valuable resource
in our public education system, and Victorian teachers
are among the best in the world. I wish the Doncaster
Secondary College community a productive and
creative future.

Liquor: code of practice
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
raise the issue of an outstanding matter of business by
the government, which is the liquor code of practice.
The current minister responsible for liquor laws will
have a great recall of this, because she made assurances
to the liquor industry that a liquor code of practice
would be introduced to protect small retailers in the
interim period before Coles and Woolworths achieved a
total deregulation of the liquor industry. That is to
happen in January next year, but the liquor code of
practice still has not surfaced. The purpose that retailers
were assured of has now basically gone. The retailers
and the independent liquor stores are most concerned
that this liquor code of practice has now become a
noose around their necks insomuch as the whole
emphasis of this code has shifted from a device that
would have protected them against unfair and
unconscionable practices potentially by Coles and
Woolworths in the purchase of liquor stores ahead of
that deregulation process, to a code that is now trying to
change the way they do business. It is trying to
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implement provisions, for instance, on advertising
signage and home deliveries that go well beyond the
existing provisions of the act and existing planning
laws. This government has got to attend to the liquor
code of practice, which is well over 12 months late.
Interestingly enough, members will recall the
appointment of a new liquor commissioner to replace
Brian Kearney has been over 12 months in the offing.
We now need the minister to take — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Cystic Fibrosis Victoria: football match
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Last Saturday I had
the pleasure to attend a cocktail party at Elsternwick
Park prior to a football match between the Victorian
Amateur Football Association (VAFA) and the
Southern Football League combined sides. The football
teams were playing for the Cystic Fibrosis Community
Cup. I was a neutral supporter, as I have nine clubs
from both competitions in my electorate. The chief
executive officer of Cystic Fibrosis Victoria, Jenny
Reece, told the gathering about cystic fibrosis, which
was a real eye-opener to all. Cystic fibrosis (CF) is the
most common genetic disease affecting the lungs and
digestive system and over 3000 Australians suffer from
it. Each child and young adult with CF has to perform
hours of chest physiotherapy each day to help clear
their lungs and consume large numbers of enzyme
replacement tablets with every meal to help digestion.
Few people with the disease live past 30 years of age.
Jenny thanked the clubs that had supported the
fundraiser for Cystic Fibrosis Victoria, the Bangers and
Cash Challenge, which has raised $5000 to date. The
VAFA side defeated Southern for the fourth year
running, 20 goals 17 to 12 goals 7. The best players for
the VAFA were Steve Buckle, Mark Patterson and
Kane Batzloff. The top players for Southern were Peter
Poelsma, Peter Thompson and Ryan Flack.

Drought: north-west Victoria
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — My
90 second statement is to push the issue of how dire the
position of our water storages in central Victoria is.
Even though we had some 60 to 70 millimetres of rain
last weekend, there has been very little run-off and that
rain has done nothing more than dampen the ground.
The uncertainty of having sufficient water in the
storages and the stage 4 restrictions we have faced over
the last few years have created, firstly, a loss of jobs,
and secondly, a distinct lack of business confidence for
new investment in rural areas. The lack of water has
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dire consequences for jobs, but another consequence of
the drought is the sheer magnitude of the hardship that
exists in regional Victoria. That has at least opened
people’s minds to the prospect of change. There are
many possibilities that need to be discussed in central
Victoria. Certainly the piping of the rural allocations
around Bendigo’s many hobby farms and rural
allotments needs to be discussed. The better use and
reuse of recycled water could create significant
amounts of additional water. The piping of water from
the Rochester and Elmore areas to help and back up the
surrounding irrigation areas could also help with
storages such as Lake Eppalock, which would not need
to be pumped out. We must push forward with these
initiatives while it is still fresh in people’s minds as to
how dire the situation is in central Victoria. We must
make sure that we do not let any rains that happen now,
any infill into our storages, take away people’s need
and understanding of the fact that what we have to do at
the moment is to push forward with Coliban Water —
—
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Tibetan art and culture exhibition
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — This week the
Victorian MPs for Tibet have been delighted to host an
exhibition of Tibetan art and culture in Queen’s Hall.
On display is the beautiful and thought-provoking
artwork of both Karma Phuntsok and John Westmore,
plus many drawings from Tibetan children whose
simple yet stark message is clear. We have also been
honoured to have in attendance all week the Venerable
Lobsang Tendar who has amazed all who have taken
the time to stop and watch him craft his exquisitely
delicate butter sculptures. The launch of the Tibetan art
and culture exhibition on Tuesday evening by Greg
Champion was attended by over 100 people, many of
whom had travelled from across the state. The
significance of hosting an exhibition to celebrate
Tibetan art and culture in the Victorian Parliament was
appreciated by all in attendance. We were thankful for
the Tibetan blessing bestowed upon our Parliament by
the Venerable Lobsang Tendar and Kunchok Rinzin.
Victorian MPs for Tibet have been pleased to be able to
facilitate this exhibition. It is an opportunity to celebrate
the art and culture of Tibet, and importantly a small step
in helping to keep the art and culture alive.

Electricity: Hazelwood power station
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Recently the Minister for Environment said, ‘If you ask
what environmental sustainability means in practice, it
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means never having to say sorry to our grandchildren’.
I say that in relation to an article headed, ‘Bracks’s final
chance: stop Hazelwood’, which is the lead story in this
month’s EV News. The article says:
If the government grants Hazelwood new coal they will be
acting in blatant contradiction of their policies, undermining
all positive initiatives to reduce Victoria’s greenhouse
pollution. It would be policy schizophrenia.

The article starts by saying:
Our two-year campaign to stop Hazelwood power station
from accessing more brown coal is now in its final weeks.
Soon the government will make its final decision.

Policy schizophrenia! If the environment movement
and the gutless government opposite decides that they
want to stop Hazelwood from expanding into the
future, it will mean that 20 per cent of Victoria’s power
will go offline. I will tell members what the effect of
that will be: a massive increase in the price of electricity
and certainly a massive loss of jobs throughout the
manufacturing sector. So the government has a choice;
it can kowtow to its greenie mates in relation to
greenhouse, or it can make a sound and sensible
commercial decision in the interests of all Victorians
and allow Hazelwood access — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired!

Australian Synchrotron: funding
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — Last
Friday I visited the Australian Synchrotron, with other
members of the Education and Training Committee, as
part of our current inquiry into the teaching of maths
and science. The Victorian government has committed
$157 million to construct the synchrotron machine and
building and it is money very well spent, as the
synchrotron will be an essential new tool for
groundbreaking scientific and industrial research.
Physics was not my strongest subject at school, but
after our briefing I now understand that a synchrotron is
a large machine that accelerates electrons to almost the
speed of light. As the electrons are deflected through
magnetic fields they create extremely bright light. This
light is channelled down beam lines to experimental
workstations where it is used for research — medical
research, forensics, minerals exploration, engineering
and environmental sciences, to name a few of its many
applications. I was particularly interested to hear that in
Italy these beams are being used to perform
mammography that can detect extremely small and
early cancers. The synchrotron and its applications have
been introduced as an optional part of the year 12
Victorian certificate of education physics curriculum.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Thursday, 16 June 2005

COUNCIL

This is an amazing piece of technology. Our
synchrotron will be one of the top 10 synchrotrons in
the world when it comes online in 2007, strengthening
Victoria’s position as Australia’s leading centre for
biotechnology and scientific research.
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Community legal centres do a wonderful job in the
areas of wills, general case work, neighbourhood
disputes et cetera, so I congratulate the government and
Kate Hammond on their work.

Gwen Abikair and Dr Max Lay
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
congratulate all citizens whose services were
recognised in the Queen’s birthday awards last
Monday, but I particularly want to refer to two.
Mrs Gwen Abikair of Albury was awarded the Order of
Australia medal for her work for Riding for the
Disabled Association of Victoria. Gwen Abikair has
been a long-time president of that organisation and she
has fundraised incessantly and built an indoor arena so
that disabled persons are able to enjoy this activity even
in wet weather. As Gwen has noted, getting people out
of wheelchairs onto horseback not only gives them
great pleasure and delight but it is good for their health
in terms of strengthening their back and other muscles.

Environment and Natural Resources
Committee: sustainable communities

I also congratulate Dr Max Lay, a long-time senior
officer of VicRoads, a former president of the Royal
Automobile Club of Victoria and the person who was
appointed as reviewer of the CityLink project. Max Lay
has written many books about the history of roads
around the world. He is a man of tremendous capacity
and a delight to work with. When I was a minister I
relied on his advice regularly and with the greatest of
confidence. I am very pleased indeed that Dr Max Lay
has been awarded the Order of Australia in the Queen’s
Birthday honours.

Community legal centres: outer east
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I am very pleased
when I see a community campaign succeed, and I want
to speak today about the campaign that was started by
Kate Hammond a couple of years ago to get an outer
east community legal centre. Kate organised a group of
local people who were interested to get together and
lobby the government for an expansion of the Eastern
Community Legal Centre to the outer east.
At the moment the Eastern Community Legal Centre
covers many suburbs in the municipalities of
Boroondara, Whitehorse, Maroondah, Knox and Yarra
Ranges. There is too much work, so when the new
outer east community legal centre opens — and it was
funded in this year’s budget, which was a very good
response by the government to a community
campaign — it will cover Knox, Yarra Ranges and
Maroondah, taking much of the work away from the
Eastern Community Legal Centre and easing the load.

Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — It gives me
enormous pleasure to speak on the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee’s report on the inquiry
into sustainable communities dated June 2005 and to
say that I was a member of this committee, as were
other members in this chamber including the
Honourable Jeff Hilton, the Honourable Wendy Lovell
and the Honourable Damian Drum. The committee was
ably chaired by Jenny Lindell, the member for Carrum
in another place, and I commend her for the excellent
way in which she conducted this inquiry. It was done
with professionalism, collaboration and cooperation. It
was a pleasure to serve on this committee and work so
closely as a cohesive unit to come up with what I think
is a very good and credible report. I also put on record
my thanks to Dr Caroline Williams, who, as the
executive officer, helped to put the report together in a
very professional way.
This is a document that can be used by governments
into the future — it is very comprehensive. The title of
the inquiry itself, ‘Inquiry into sustainable
communities’, reflects the enormous range of the issue.
Where did we go to and how did we start on this
report? We came from what were initially very widely
differing views to a point where we had a
comprehensive document that could be shared by
Victorians and used as a blueprint for sustainability into
the future.
The report has many chapters, nine in all, and I
encourage everyone here to read it. The part I was
particularly interested in concerns behavioural change.
We grappled with whether behavioural change was
something that was done voluntarily or whether it
needed to be regulated. It was quite a concern to the
committee as we went through our deliberations to
know how to deal with this. We came to the conclusion
that behavioural change is extremely complex. It is
multifaceted. There is not one theory that encompasses
all aspects of behavioural change. We found we needed
empirical data and research to show us what makes a
difference, how to make that difference and how to
build upon that knowledge to encourage people to
change their behaviour positively and in a sustainable

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
1482

COUNCIL

way. We found that better understanding leads to better
education, more concise regulation and price
incentives, all of which influence behavioural change.
The report says that behavioural change programs
should also be underpinned by sound social research in
order to effectively target different sectors of the
community, and this is something we experienced in
talking to the very many people that were interviewed
for this report. However, there are some barriers to
consumer behaviour and consumer behavioural
change— for example, the cost of environmental
products. As education and knowledge become more
prevalent there will be greater market testing of
products, and I believe we will see some of the prices
come down. One of the issues we looked at was the low
prices of our resources, particularly in light of
international studies. Some members of the committee
travelled overseas. We must not lose sight of how lucky
we are with the resources in this country, and we must
learn to appreciate the resources that we have,
particularly water.
Inbuilt technology and infrastructure also impact upon
behavioural change and make it very difficult. One of
the things that was interesting to observe come through
on behavioural change was the scepticism of the
community, wondering whether their small amount of
change can make a difference. We looked at the new
light globes and whether they can make a difference;
there seems to be polarised opinion as to whether they
do or do not. We looked at green power and found there
was an enormous amount of confusion and scepticism
about whether green power could make a difference
and whether by engaging with green power a normal
consumer could actually make any difference at all. So
we believe careful advertising has a part to play. Some
areas need to be looked at as far as costs are concerned,
but we came to the conclusion that there needs to be a
mixture of regulation, education and research, which
will make a difference into the future. I commend this
report, I enjoyed working on it and I look forward to the
contribution of my colleagues.

Environment and Natural Resources
Committee: sustainable communities
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I am also
going to make a contribution on the inquiry into
sustainable communities. First of all, I am very pleased
to endorse everything my colleague the Honourable
Andrea Coote said about the workings of the
committee. It was a very harmonious group of people. I
think we were all motivated to produce a quality report
which will be of value not just to ourselves but to all the
people who are interested in this important issue. There

Thursday, 16 June 2005

was no political point scoring. From what I have heard
from other committees, which seem to be somewhat
dysfunctional, I am very pleased that we approached
our task with a purpose to work together cooperatively.
The report is based on a reference that was given to the
committee in April 2004. I will read one of the terms of
reference:
Examine what practical low-cost initiatives state or local
governments can encourage that will:
promote efficiency of water use and supply and use of
energy;
reduce greenhouse gas emissions;
increase the rate of recycling;
foster renewable energy use; and
improve energy efficiency.

It is hard to image a broader frame of reference, and in
some ways that is what caused the committee most
difficulty. How can you cover such a reference in a
restricted period of time? However, we did, and I
believe we have come up with a commendable
document.
As the Honourable Andrea Coote said, there are nine
chapters covering all the areas we were asked to
comment on. In Australia we are increasingly aware
that we have a very fragile environment. We live on the
driest continent on earth, apart from Antarctica, and yet
our use of water per head is higher than any other
country in the world, apart from the United States of
America. Our use of energy is very high by world
standards and our production of waste is also much
higher than many of the other industrialised countries
with which we normally compare ourselves. The
committee was fortunate in being able to go overseas.
We visited Denmark, Germany, France and Belgium. I
think it is fair to say from the evidence we received that
the European countries are far more aggressive in their
approach to the issues of water and energy conservation
and waste management.
The committee has made 72 recommendations, which it
believes would make a very significant contribution to
our goal of achieving a sustainable community. The
Honourable Andrea Coote mentioned that the key issue
the committee grappled with is how you change
people’s behaviour — how can you convince people
that they have to use less water, use less energy and
produce less waste? There are various ways of doing
this. You can have educational programs, you can have
regulations or you can use economic instruments. The
conclusion we came to is that none of these in isolation
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will be effective. It has to be a combination of things:
increasing public awareness that there is a problem so
the population is more likely to accept a regulation
which restricts its use. I think stage 2 water restrictions,
which were very well accepted by the community, are a
case in point. The community realised that we had to do
something and was quite happy to have its behaviour
regulated.
In summary I would like to compliment the executive
officer of the committee, Dr Caroline Williams. She
and her team gave fantastic support to the committee
and contributed to the committee’s final document in a
very significant way. As an aside, I would like to
commend to members the science briefings which the
Speaker organises. Coincidentally today’s briefing is
headed ‘Life without rain: Victoria in 2020?’. I find
these briefings very interesting. The climate change we
are obviously going through is an important issue. I
commend these briefings and our report to the house.

Auditor-General: financial statement audits
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) —
Today I wish to make a statement on an
Auditor-General’s report which was tabled in this
chamber on 25 May. There are several reports by the
Auditor-General in this document, but I essentially
want to focus on section 5 of the report which relates to
a Community Support Fund grant to Bayside
Employment Skills Training, which in my area is
known as BEST. In May 2003 BEST was awarded a
$500 000 Community Support Fund grant by the
Department for Victorian Communities to redevelop a
property formerly used as the Oakleigh courthouse and
convert it into an arts and cultural centre. As at March
2005, $150 000 had been paid to BEST.
The Auditor-General conducted this audit directly as a
result of correspondence from me to him on
20 December 2004. More indirectly it was a result of a
couple of emails I received from some concerned
members of the Labor Party in that area.
At first I was a little reluctant to ask the
Auditor-General to conduct an audit into this
organisation, because I knew very little about it. The
first I heard about the financial situation at BEST was
when I received a telephone call from two local
journalists who had obviously been given some
information about the financial viability of the
organisation and this project to develop the Oakleigh
courthouse and sought my comment.
I said, ‘Well, really I know nothing about it; I cannot
make any comment about it at this stage. I will do some
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investigation’. My only comment was, ‘If there are
some funny-money dealings, then perhaps the
Auditor-General should have a look at it’.
Strangely the next day I received an email. It said that
there had been no ongoing funding or program secured
for BEST, that BEST had not developed any business
or strategic plans and that it was likely to go under, and
that the money that had been awarded to BEST had
actually been a promise in the 2002 election campaign
made by the members for Oakleigh and Carrum and the
now member for Mordialloc in the other place. I started
to smell a bit of a rat, and the next day I received
another email signed by ALP Truth. I was somewhat
concerned when it alleged that the directors of BEST,
who are all volunteers and community-minded
individuals, were potentially personally liable for any
financial debts if this organisation went under. It
advised me that staff had lost the majority of their
entitlements of around $260 000 and would be left
destitute for the federal government to ultimately assist
them through the general employee entitlements and
redundancy scheme. The email I received from ALP
Truth says further that the three members that I have
mentioned:
… swan around like the Tea Ladies, but their false hopes,
shallow promises, commercial incompetence and
buck-passing has proved they are not competent enough to
run a fairy floss stall at the kids fete.

This somewhat alarmed me. It further states:
Staff were now unemployed with their dues, students two
weeks away from finishing courses, can’t complete their
courses, the Court House flopped, marginalised young people
‘at risk’ left without support and many creditors left with a
bad debt.

After I received that I believed it was essential that the
Auditor-General conduct a thorough investigation.
The Auditor-General found:
that the terms and conditions established for the project
funding were not sufficiently robust to ensure that the funds
allocated were applied appropriately for the approved
purposes of the grant.

Further, the Auditor-General said that in his opinion:
for funded projects such as this, an analysis designed to
safeguard the state against any adverse risks that may flow
from providing funding to —

such projects —
should have been undertaken and documented.

It is interesting reading. It is certainly an indictment of
the Department for Victorian Communities on the way

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
1484

COUNCIL

grants were implemented, and the whole thing to me
smacks of political interference by local members of
Parliament.

Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
violence associated with motor vehicle use
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — Last weekend the
ABC and the Age reported a serious attack on a group
of party-goers in Reservoir. They reported that a young
woman sustained serious injuries as a result of being
run over by a four-wheel drive. The driver of the
vehicle swerved into the group, turned and came at the
pedestrians again. This type of incident is the subject of
the recent Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee
inquiry into violence associated with motor vehicle use.
The committee considered terminology and rejected
‘road rage’ as imprecise and confusing. The expression
was coined by the media and used to a point where it is
now used to describe ‘any calamity on concrete’.
The Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee examined
media reporting of road violence in Australia, the
United Kingdom, Canada and the United States of
America and undertook its own analysis of the Herald
Sun and the Age to verify the extent of road violence
reporting in Victoria. The committee found that
overwhelmingly the reports did not describe road
violence — that is, violent driving-related acts — that
are specifically targeted at an individual. The Age
headlined last weekend’s story ‘Hit-and-run victim to
undergo surgery’ and the ABC, ‘Woman hurt in
suspected road rage incident’. Because ‘road rage’ is
used in a range of contexts to describe highly variable
behaviours and because it exacerbated the problem by
placing undue emphasis on such conduct, the
committee recommended that journalists should
familiarise themselves with the terms ‘road violence’,
‘road hostility’ and ‘selfish driving’. This would help
community understanding. The committee also
encouraged journalists to report incidents rather than
simply provide commentary on various degrees of
aggressive and selfish driving.
So how well do these articles in the Age and the ABC
deal with this incident involving the four-wheel drive
vehicle swerving into pedestrians? The Age avoids the
term ‘road rage’ and sticks to the events; the ABC on
the other hand in its first line offers road rage as the
possible motive behind the attack. Using the expression
‘road rage’ is not useful because it paints a picture of a
nebulous but potent fury that rises up unaccountably in
some road users, causing them to perpetrate acts of
irrational violence against innocent law-abiding road
users. The real picture is, of course, far more complex
but explainable.
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The committee found that perpetrators of road violence
are motivated by a range of factors, but they share the
characteristics of people who commit other acts of
violence, even though the violence is connected to road
use and aggressive driving that can result in both road
crashes and acts of road violence. The committee is
very keen for journalists to have a look at the report and
to carefully consider those recommendations that relate
to reporting road violence, aggressive driving and
selfish driving.

Rural and Regional Services and Development
Committee: country football
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
comment on the inquiry into country football that was
reported to this house and in fact was discussed by this
house on a number of occasions. I note that the
government has now made a statement on the country
football inquiry which was conducted by an all-party
parliamentary committee and has given an indication of
some additional funding for country football.
I would have to say I find that its response was pathetic
in the circumstances. I am concerned that right from the
outset this inquiry was targeted exclusively on country
football when in fact it ought to have had a broader
focus on community sport generally — particularly
sports such as netball, tennis, cricket, soccer and
basketball, which are all crucial in country
communities. We are not just looking at a football
focus in those communities. Unfortunately the terms of
reference did not allow, in my view, a significant
examination of those other sports. I note that the
committee did try to look beyond just country football
and considered relationships between other sporting
groups within communities, particularly in regard to the
sharing of facilities and so forth which is becoming
very important, especially between the sports of netball
and football. As I said, the terms of reference did not
allow the committee to explore those opportunities
sufficiently.
What concerns me though was that it is my perception
that the committee as a whole had a view that a
substantial amount of money ought to be allocated
towards supporting sport in country communities and
particularly country football. Government members, I
understand, were reluctant to put a figure on that, and in
that circumstance I guess they would be fairly pleased
with the government’s response on this occasion.
However, there was a minority report to that particular
inquiry and the minority report was under no illusion
about the sort of funding that was required for country
football given that the government had initiated that
inquiry. The minority report saw that some $20 million
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was required to respond to the needs of country
football. Against that we have the government
announcing last week that it would simply put in
$2 million for a new facilities funding program,
$215 000 for recruiting, educating and supporting
football umpires, coaches and officials — in other
words, the volunteers being developed in the game —
and $90 000 for a study into sports grounds conditions
and the relationship to sports injuries.
Two of those items were actually contingent upon the
Australian Football League (AFL) providing matching
funding, so the government was not prepared to backup
the findings of its own initiated inquiry and the good
work that was done by the all-party parliamentary
committee. It was not prepared to put its money where
its mouth is and to actually provide sufficient support. It
is interesting to note that football is not reliant on the
government’s purse strings. Football right around the
state effectively manages its affairs pretty much by
itself. The AFL does not receive funding from the
government in any sort of supportive-program way as
much as other sports, although I acknowledge that there
are some initiatives aimed at, for instance, projects such
as trying to reduce violence involving women and to
improve attitudes to women where the government
does look at trying to perhaps stimulate some activity in
the sports associations. Again, the major part of funding
in that area and in areas such as racism and so forth are
in fact being funded by the sport itself.
On this occasion, having conducted an inquiry, having
established the need in the community, it is most
unfortunate to see that the government’s response was
so low and that in fact it was, as I said, contingent upon
additional funding from the AFL in particular, and local
government, to try to achieve some sort of result
towards the government’s rhetoric or filling in that
rhetoric. I guess it was poetic from my point of view
that the government should have chosen to announce
what I regard as a pitiful package at Waverley Park
which was another one of its broken promises.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Victorian Environmental Assessment Council:
Angahook-Otway investigation
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am delighted this
morning to make a statement in relation to the
government’s response to the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council’s Angahook-Otway investigation
final report. As a member for Geelong Province and
Parliamentary Secretary for Environment I am
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absolutely delighted with the outcome of VEAC’s
inquiry and recommendations into the reference that the
Minister for Environment in the other place,
Mr Thwaites, gave VEAC at the beginning of 2003 to
help and advise the government on the establishment of
the boundaries for the new Great Otway National Park.
We made a commitment to the Victorian people at the
2002 election campaign and I was very pleased to be
able to attend Triplet Falls with the Premier Steve
Bracks when we made the election commitment that we
would end logging in the Otways by 2008 and we
would create a new national park from Anglesea to
Cape Otway. In giving the reference to VEAC,
Minister Thwaites was confident that VEAC would
thoroughly investigate all issues to do with the
establishment of a new national park in relation to its
boundaries. The reference inspired a great response
from people across Victoria and particularly from
people in my own region of Geelong. More than 1800
submissions were received by VEAC over a two-year
period in relation to its inquiry regarding the boundaries
for the new national park. It was a very comprehensive
and consultative process and I would like to
acknowledge the work of VEAC under its chair
Duncan Malcolm and the work it has done to assist and
advise the government in relation to the creation of this
park.
I was therefore proud last Friday to attend an event at
Moggs Creek on the Great Ocean Road with the
Premier and the Minister for Environment to announce
the government’s response to the inquiry by the
Victorian Environment Assessment Council. The
Premier announced that the new national park would be
called the Great Otway National Park and would
comprise over 100 000 hectares of national park plus
about 40 000 hectares of new forest park. This national
park will be the largest coastal park in this state. Its
establishment heralds a new era of protection for the
unique flora and fauna of the Otways.
The park’s establishment also heralds a new era of
economic prosperity and the potential for economic
prosperity, based on tourism in the Otways and the
hinterland to the Great Ocean Road. The Great Ocean
Road generates some $10.6 billion into the Victorian
economy and over 2.5 million visitors visit it each year.
We are confident that the new era of protection for the
Otways through the establishment of the Great Otway
National Park will allow the hinterland communities of
Colac, Forrest, Gellibrand and Camperdown to benefit
from the prosperity that the Great Ocean Road brings to
our state. They will benefit from the prosperity that the
great national asset that the Bracks government has
moved to protect will bring to their region.
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As part of our recent budget we have allocated some
$13 million to the management of the new Great Otway
National Park. This is very important. We have listened
very carefully to criticism of the management of our
public land over the years, and we are seeing there is
plenty of money available over the next four years to
make sure the new Great Otway National Park will be
managed properly. We will be appointing 17 new
additional staff to manage the park. The forest park
concept is a new one that VEAC has put before the
government. The government has accepted VEAC’s
recommendations, and we appreciate the balance that it
has struck in relation to activities in such a park. The
forest park will allow a range of activities to occur. I
know that this was a real dilemma that confronted
VEAC. As a member of the Bracks government I am
proud that we have listened carefully to many groups
and individuals, including local councils in our region.
We are bringing their vision — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
Auditor-General — services for people with
intellectual disability
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I wish to
make a statement on the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s report on the Auditor-General’s
performance audit report on services for people with an
intellectual disability. I also wish to comment on the
government’s response to that review of that report.
Whilst the issues I am talking about are quite complex,
I would like to briefly touch on a number of issues. In
his report the Auditor-General commented that the
Department of Human Services should take into
account the extent to which the cost of delivering
services in particular regions is affected by the mix of
government and non-government service provision. He
also makes the point that there is a need to provide
culturally sensitive and appropriate services whether a
region is rural or metropolitan.
The Auditor-General’s report also says there is a
problem in relation to the equity share of the disability
dollar across the various regions. In some regions,
predominantly those in rural and remote areas, it will
take a greater share of funding resources to deliver the
same types of services. It will be more expensive to
deliver these services in some rural areas, and the
Auditor-General makes that point in his report.
In relation to the government’s response to the report, a
number of issues need to be outlined. The government
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obviously supports some of the recommendations put
forward. Recommendation 10 is that:
The Department of Human Services investigate the potential
benefits of providing specialist independent support workers
with the capability of working individually with a person with
an intellectual disability to help identify and communicate the
individual’s needs …

The report will be considered as part of an evaluation
process of the Support and Choice initiative. It is that
initiative that should be brought to account. We must
make sure that this evaluation process continues to
work through the various needs identified by the
Department of Human Services for people with
disabilities.
Recommendation 11 is that:
The Department of Human Services analyse the options for
improving its ability to predict the needs of people with an
intellectual disability and prevent crisis situations from
occurring.

The government’s response to that is that it is currently
being done and that it is developing an improved client
relationship information system. When you talk to
parents who have family members with disabilities,
they are extremely critical and say that we need to have
their child’s needs identified more clearly and that the
relationship between the client and the department
needs to be strengthened.
The government also says it has already implemented a
number of early intervention strategies. While that is
true and there is increased funding for respite services,
both of these areas are lacking. Early intervention
programs are lacking and strategies to prevent crisis
situations from occurring are working only in part.
Although the government has increased respite
services, there is a significant need for increases in
respite care for people with disabilities.
Recommendation 17 is that:
Residents in community residential units be assessed by the
Department of Human Services as to whether alternative
supported accommodation options would better suit their
needs.

The government’s response to that is that it will
continue to make available opportunities for people
who wish to move out of shared supported
accommodation and will do so in accordance with the
wishes of the individual, provided that that can be
supported by the parents and other important people in
the individual’s life. We need also to mention that a lot
of people in places such as Kew Residential Services do
not wish to move out into community residential units,
but they will effectively be forced out into the
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community against their wishes. That lack of choice is
an issue we need to discuss. The government has taken
on this recommendation only in part, and it needs to
look seriously at a form of cluster housing, a form of
community care, that will be more affordable and will
meet the needs of these people.

Auditor-General’s report: special reviews and
other investigations
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I want to make a
comment on the Auditor-General’s report on the results
of special reviews and other investigations and in
particular the Auditor-General’s follow-up audit of the
community dental services. That follow-up audit is
consequent on a previous performance audit in October
2002, when the Auditor-General assessed how well the
Department of Human Services (DHS) and Dental
Health Services Victoria (DHSV) manage the delivery
of community dental services.
Back in 2002 the Auditor-General identified some areas
for improvement and made recommendations on
service access, service delivery, work force
management and program management. This follow-up
audit that the Auditor-General has conducted recently
found that the DHS and DHSV have implemented a
number of the recommendations made in 2002. In
particular they have improved service delivery and
implemented a number of initiatives to deliver reduced
demand in the longer term. They have taken steps to
improve efficiency in clinics and have addressed
several of the clinical practice and compliance issues in
dental clinics. Furthermore, the Auditor-General makes
the point that DHSV has implemented a number of
initiatives to improve and enhance service provision.
We know that the capacity to undertake a range of new
initiatives to improve and enhance service provision has
come as a result of greatly increased public dental
funding by the Bracks government — to a record
additional $97 million over the four years starting
2004–05 — designed to treat more patients and
improve access for children and the disadvantaged. The
extra resources that have been put into the public dental
system by the Bracks government now total more than
$150 million. Contrast that with the decision by
Canberra in 1996 to abolish the commonwealth dental
health program and withdraw in the order of
$100 million from people in our community who are
amongst the poorest and who have been hurt by that
decision. As a result we have seen waiting lists in the
dental health area increase markedly ever since. That
has been a major problem that the Bracks government
is committed to address.
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In a media release yesterday the Minister for Health, the
Honourable Bronwyn Pike, made the point that the
Bracks government is on track to treat 29 000 more
public dental patients this year than it did in the last
financial year. She also made the point at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing that there
are now 22 463 fewer people on the waiting list as a
result of increased resourcing and funding going into
dental health. Minister Pike also said that the number of
community dental chairs in Victoria is up 34 per cent
from 156 chairs in 1999 to 209 chairs now. Significant
gains have been made in addressing access to public
dental health, and they are manifest in the success in
reducing waiting times in particular areas such as the
Western Region Community Health Service in
Footscray, which has reduced waiting times for
dentures from 54 months to three months.
As Minister Pike mentioned in the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, priority dental waiting times are
already down to two months, well below the policy
target of three months. These are substantial
achievements by the Bracks government.

Human Services: report 2003–04
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
contribution to statements on reports and papers relates
to the Department of Human Services annual report for
2003–04 and in particular the dental health output
group. In doing so I want to say that some of the
comments we have heard from Ms Romanes miss the
point, they glossed over what are very serious problems
in the dental health system. The member referred to the
Western Region Community Health Service in
Footscray and said the urgent waiting list had been
reduced. I make the point that the denture waiting list
has gone from 14 months in June 2003 to 50 months.
You have to wait 50 months for dentures at Footscray. I
do not know how Ms Romanes can think that is
satisfactory. Having to wait four years and two months
for new dentures is too long. It is a disgrace. The wait
for dental treatment has gone from 37 months to
42 months. At the Doutta Galla Health Service the wait
for dentures has gone from 34 months to 50 months in
the last two years, and the wait for dental treatment has
gone from 15 months to 18 months. According to the
governments own web site, at Brimbank the wait has
gone from 35 months to 51 months for dental treatment
and 40 months to 55 months for dentures. That is a
disgrace. The western region average for dentures has
gone from 40.5 months to 42.8 months. These are at
extraordinary lengths of time. In the northern region the
dental treatment time has gone from 18.33 months to
21.55 months. At places like the Nillumbik Community
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Health Centre in Eltham the waiting time for dental
treatment has gone from 37 months to 50 months, and
for denture treatment the wait has gone from 30 months
to 37 months. These are extraordinary waits for people
in pain, people who are suffering, people whose lives
are put on hold, people who cannot chew and cannot
eat properly and whose general health is going to be
heavily impacted.

him five and a half years to begin to address this
problem. When he starts to pump in more money,
where does it come from? It is ripped out of the pockets
of pensioners as they go to renew their car
registration — an $80 slug.

Yesterday Mr William Hurkens spoke publicly with
passion about the impact on his life. He made the point
that he cannot chew apples. He made the point that he
cannot eat steak. He likes rare steak but is unable to eat
rare steak because his 20-year-old dentures are so worn
and ground down. He has been waiting for five years
for assistance from the Bracks government and is
unable to eat the sort of steak he likes. As he pointed
out, his wife is required to cook steak to a pulp, until it
is soft and mushy, so he can chew it. This is a
disgraceful performance by the Bracks government in
forcing a 74-year-old man with 20-odd year old
dentures to wait for five years for treatment at the Knox
Community Health Centre that he should receive as of
right.

Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to make a contribution on the report of the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee’s interim
report on its inquiry into discrimination in the law, an
inquiry under section 207 of the Equal Opportunity Act
1995. In the last few years I have heard a lot of things
about discrimination against a lot of people in the
community, and the Bracks government is keen to do
something about it to ensure that everyone in Victoria
has equal rights. The report details references to make
members of the community more aware of their rights
and responsibilities. There are many sections of the
community that are discriminated against because they
are from different faiths, come from different
backgrounds or are in same-sex relationships. There is
also discrimination against women.

The fact is that across the state over the last two years
dental waiting times have blown out to 31 months for
dental treatment and an average of 34.59 months for
dentures. That is a disgrace. Further, as to the
government’s lie about funding, it has been in office for
the last five and a half years, heading for six years now,
yet it is still trying to blame previous governments. It is
still trying to blame the federal government, but the fact
is that state funding has been paltry. Until 12 months
ago we were spending less on dental services than
Queensland, which has a much smaller population.
Premier Bracks can blame the federal government all
he likes, but the fact is that his government was
spending less on dental treatment than the Queensland
Premier, Peter Beattie, was spending on a much smaller
population.
This is a disgraceful example of a government shifting
blame. It will never take responsibility for the things it
has done. It will never take responsibility for the pain,
the hurt and the cruel injury that it has inflicted on
people across the state. Some 230 000 people are on the
waiting list in Victoria. What is more, some of those
people have been waiting since Jeff Kennett was
Premier. The government has been in power for more
than five and a half years and some people who are still
on the waiting list have been on it for all of that time. It
is disgraceful and should be fixed.
Premier Bracks should personally explain to some of
the people on the dental waiting list why it has taken

Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee:
discrimination in the law

The committee invited people to make public
submissions, and allowed six months for groups and
organisations to make those. The committee received
more than 400 submissions, so there has been a lot of
interest. There were submissions from welfare
organisations, legal organisations, departments, church
groups, the Victorian Taxi Association, and even The
Nationals made a submission. There were submissions
from the Australian Capital Territory human rights
office, from others from interstate and so on. There was
a lot of interest. Unfortunately not many people from
migrant backgrounds contributed. Perhaps some of
them did not know how to make a submission, but they
should be encouraged to tell of their experiences and
how they have overcome problems. The report
highlights issues with a number of acts, such as the
Anzac Day Act, the Births, Deaths and Marriages
Registration Act 1996 — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Primary Industries: report 2003–04
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I wish to
make a statement on the 2003–04 report of the
Department of Primary Industries in the context of its
role as the principal agency of Victorian state
government involved in science and the delivery of
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programs to support industries such as agriculture in the
broadest context, including aquaculture, forestry and
fisheries, and the minerals and resources industries.
There is a very great investment in scientists and in
necessarily providing linkages with industry and also
other science institutes, including universities.
Of course we know that agriculture is a significant
contributor to the national and Victorian economies —
for example, the largest single export commodity by
value from the port of Melbourne is dairy products. In
that context I want to talk about the department and the
role of the Minister for Agriculture in the other house in
ensuring that we have a skilled work force in primary
industries. I note that in recent times there has been a
deafening silence from the Minister for Agriculture in
relation to changes which are occurring to the skilling
of rural communities. Those people need to have good
skill sets in natural resource management,
environmental management, including water and
climate, and in particular in farm management practice.
The University of Melbourne announced towards the
end of last year that it was determined to construct a
change to the way the agriculture college sector was
operating. In effect when it looked at relocating courses
and collapsing those campuses there was public
outrage. There was nothing said by the Minister for
Agriculture. Last week the university finalised its
position in regard to agriculture college delivery. Again,
there has been a deafening silence. It is of concern to
me that the state government is the body to which the
university is ultimately accountable. It is accountable to
the government’s stewardship in relation to these
educational facilities. But we seem to have no interest
by the Minister for Education and Training or the
Minister for Agriculture with respect to how those
programs will be delivered in the future.
While having a recognised partnership role with
Department of Primary Industries in regard to many
programs, the university has obviously not taken its
investment or commitment to the rural community
seriously. A series of decisions over a period of time
have gradually dismantled those fine agricultural
education providers across country Victoria, including
Gippsland. They have suffered the death of a thousand
cuts to some degree. I note that the report that was
commissioned by the university and released last week
from PhillipsKPA identifies that one of the major
problems has been the high staff costs relating to a
management decision made by the university to employ
vocational education and training staff on higher
education awards. It also is interesting to note that there
has been an incapacity of the university to manage its
own farms, with the report identifying a cumulative
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deficit over a five-year period of farm operations at
Deakin, Glenormiston and Longerenong whereas there
is an a cumulative surplus over the same period of
campus residences. I find it interesting that residences
can operate in surplus but — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Human Services: report 2003–04
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — In my
contribution today I intend to comment on the
Department of Human Services annual report 2003–04.
Annual reports of DHS are very important not just
because of the critical services that the department
provides. I will speak of the critical services that DHS
provides to the community in a minute.
I would first like to touch on the scope of the services
of the Department of Human Services. The services it
delivers represents 34 per cent of departmental
spending. The second-biggest department is the
Department of Education and Training, which comes in
at 27 per cent of total departmental expenditure. I refer
members to page 43 of budget paper 4, which shows
that total expenditure of the Department of Human
Services for 2005–06 is expected to be $11.433 billion,
compared to the second-placed education and training
department with a budget of $8.973 billion. Before I
return to the core services delivery responsibilities of
DHS I will just go through its output summary, and I
refer to page 10 of its annual report. In 2003–04 the
revenue from ordinary activities was $9.126 billion and
expenses from ordinary activities were $9.55 billion,
giving a net result of $71.5 million. The summary of
financial position for 2003–04 indicates that total assets
came in at $13.596 billion and total liabilities at
$1.339 billion, with total equity therefore at
$12.257 billion.
Moving on to new initiatives stemming from this year’s
budget, I refer to page 285 of budget paper 3, which
lists the new output initiative measure. For 2005–06 we
expect $163.9 million of output services to have gone
through DHS. Going forward that will stabilise at about
$150 million in the out years. Page 282 of budget
paper 3 shows the new asset initiatives delivered in the
budget, and total new asset initiatives are in the order of
$226 million. This demonstrates that DHS is really a
key service provider in this state, and the government is
funding it accordingly. I will now return to the service
responsibilities of DHS. The Department of Human
Services has four — —
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The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Auditor-General: financial statement audits
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I wish to make a statement on the Auditor-General’s
report on the results of financial statement audits for
agencies with other than 30 June balance dates and
other audits. In his report the Auditor-General notes that
132 agencies in Victoria have balance dates other than
30 June — most are educational institutions — because
their operational year matches the calendar year. The
others are alpine resorts, and they have a different
balance date because their operational period spans
winter and obviously not the normal division of the
financial year. What is not in this report is the
Commonwealth Games. The Minister for
Commonwealth Games has told us that next year it will
be an entity that does not report on 30 June, but it
clearly does not fit the criteria that the Auditor-General
has outlined in this report as a reason why an entity
should have a balance date other — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 21, the resolution of the
Council adopted on 14 June 2005 relating to the government
business program be amended to permit the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills to be also
considered and completed by 4.30 p.m. on Thursday, 16 June
2005:

Thursday, 16 June 2005

for these three pieces of legislation because of the time
frame involved.
The fourth bill, the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill is obviously of significant topical
interest in the community at the moment. There is a
large public policy debate in an area where there is a
fair degree of uncertainty in the community about what
is happening. It is therefore the government’s view that
given that the bill came from the Legislative Assembly
earlier this week, it should be added to the business
program for this house. The government urges the
adoption of the amendment including that bill in the
program for this week so some certainty is added to this
area for all the people in the community who are
affected by it. Those are the four pieces of legislation
that the government is seeking to add to the business
program.
We still have something in the order of 11 or 12 hours
of government business time available to the house this
week if these program amendments are adopted, which
would give reasonable time for debate on all of the
bills. On the assumption that the house adopts this
motion, I propose that we have the second-reading
debate on the national parks bill until dinner time
tonight, that we then move on to the courts legislation
bill, that we move to the dangerous goods and state
taxation bills tomorrow and then come back to any
unfinished business on the four pieces of legislation and
anything unfinished on the appropriation bill, which I
think has already had 42 members speak on it.
There is a range of issues involved here, which is why
the government is moving the amendment. As I said,
three of the four bills have critical 1 July
commencement dates, and the fourth is critical for
certainty in the community. For those reasons, I move
that the amendment to the business program be
adopted.

National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety) Acts
(Amendment) Bill
State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill.

I would like to provide the house with an explanation of
why I am moving this amendment to the government
business program. Three of the four pieces of
legislation — the courts legislation, dangerous goods
and the state taxation bills — all have a start-up date of
1 July and are therefore all of importance to the orderly
administrative flow of government legislation. We are
therefore seeking the support of the Legislative Council

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — It goes
without saying that the opposition is opposed to this
amendment to the government business program. I
foreshadow that I will seek to amend the government
proposal, but before so doing it is my clear intention to
flag to the house that we think this is an appalling abuse
of parliamentary procedure. The National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill, which was introduced in
the Legislative Assembly three weeks ago today and
was debated over two days in that house, was
transmitted to this house only yesterday at 5.30 p.m.
The practice in this Parliament has been to deal with
controversial matters by giving the Parliament, and
therefore the community, the courtesy of considering
them in some detail. We do not believe it is appropriate
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for the government to vilify a community group with an
outrageous advertising campaign targeted against it. It
is also not appropriate for the government to then use
and abuse the numbers it has in both houses of this
Parliament to jam through legislation hastily without
giving proper opportunity for the full extent of
necessary community discussion to occur.
Generally with these matters governments of both
persuasions have in the past respected the fundamental
principle and reason we have a bicameral system —
and that is to ensure we do not make either a policy or a
legislative error. Rushing the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill through the Parliament will
effectively disempower the community from being
engaged in a discussion which it is necessarily actively
engaged in. I acknowledge that there are a range of
views, but it is appropriate that this legislation continue
to be discussed in the community, and the government
should be prepared to listen. I made the point earlier
today that there is a view which has developed in
country Victoria that the government does not care at
all about the opinions of country Victorians. I argue
strongly that this legislative measure being rushed
through the Parliament is another such issue.
The National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill
has absolutely no urgency. This matter has been a
public policy issue in the past — through the 1980s. It
has been an issue about which there has been serious
discussion over the last 18 months. Literally thousands
of unpaid man-hours have been invested by community
members and enormous hospitality has been provided
by mountain cattlemen to representatives of the
government. These people are entitled to an opportunity
to consider the legislation which will expunge their
livelihoods forever. This bill should be dealt with with
the seriousness that legislation in this place ought to be
dealt with. I therefore move an amendment to the
business program amendment motion. I move:
That ‘National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill’ be
omitted.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I will deal first of
all with the motion. The Nationals have always been
prepared to try to cooperate in getting important
business through the house, and again in this instance
we are prepared to support the government business
program to the extent of getting through the first three
bills mentioned by the Leader of the Government that
have a commencement date of 1 July. We are happy to
assist the government in that regard and get those bills
through. I might add, though, that it again reflects
poorly on the government’s management of its business
program that these bills have been debated in the
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Assembly only this week and the Council is then
expected to debate them because of the necessity to get
them through by 1 July. If the government thought they
were urgent, they should have been introduced earlier
in these parliamentary sittings so that they could be
considered in the appropriate time frame within which
all bills should be considered. Nevertheless, we are
prepared to accommodate the government and assist it
in getting those three bills through.
We will, however, be strongly supporting the
amendment moved by the opposition, because I agree
entirely with the Leader of the Opposition that there is
no imperative for the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill to be passed by this house this week.
If one had to argue that there is a critical date for this
bill, it would be 13 August, the renewal date for the
majority of grazing licences. There will be at least a
week’s sitting of Parliament between now and then —
during the month of July — and this bill could well be
considered at that point.
There is another reason why we believe this bill should
be delayed, and that is because there is an action by the
federal government at the moment to consider heritage
listing for the activity of mountain cattle grazing. That
process needs time to be worked through, and it would
be prudent for this chamber to at least wait until that
process is finished before making a decision on this
piece of legislation. I think, as the Leader of the
Opposition has said, the people of Victoria are still
anxious about this legislation and still want to speak
publicly about it and express their views on it, and we
need to give them the opportunity to be heard. There is
no necessity to get this piece of legislation through
during the course of this week. The government
obviously wants to get it off its agenda as quickly as
possible and avoid further criticism. That is just
denying the people of Victoria their democratic right to
express a view prior to the passing of any piece of
legislation before this Parliament.
There is no imperative on this bill, and that is why The
Nationals will strongly support the amendment moved
by the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I rise to support the
motion setting out the government business program
moved by the Leader of the Government and to say that
the government will be opposing the amendment
proposed by the Leader of Opposition. It is important to
put this opposition to the government’s business
program in context, because some of the remarks made
by the Leader of the Opposition might lead people who
read Hansard to believe that what is happening now is
somehow unusual.
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What is actually happening is absolutely usual, and that
is that the opposition is again opposing a government
business program — which it does every time. It does it
every time because it has an oppositionist mentality.
People need have no doubt that it is not about the
opposition defending country Victoria — it is not about
that. It is about the oppositionist mentality of members
of the opposition. They have never supported the
reforms this side of the house has put into effect in this
chamber to make it operate more efficiently, to make it
more democratic and to make it a house of review.
They have never supported those things. What they do
is come in here and use any opportunity to try to
suggest that somehow they are defending country
Victoria. Of course we know full well that when they
were in office opposition members called country
Victoria the toenails of the state, so they cannot come in
here and start talking about some sort of defence for
country Victoria. It is an absolute sham for them to
come in here suggesting that the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill is in any way a challenge to
country Victoria, because the members — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
President, this is a procedural debate on the government
business program. The honourable member knows this
is not the time for him to make substantive arguments
in relation to the bill that will be jammed through this
place later this day. He has — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order,
Mr Forwood.
Hon. Bill Forwood — The point of order, as you
know, President — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood should
not debate the point of order. I ask him to raise his point
of order.
Hon. Bill Forwood — There is no capacity for the
member during a procedural debate to debate the
substantive issues of legislation that will be dealt with
by this place later in the day. I put to you, President,
that the member is out of order in taking that tack.
Mr VINEY — On the point of order, President, I
am actually responding to the issues that were raised in
the debate by the Leader of the Opposition. They were
mentioned in the debate and a review of Hansard
tomorrow will show that the debate referred to the fact
that this national parks grazing bill was somehow a
magnet and a representation of this government’s view
towards country Victoria. In the context of the debate I
am responding to his remarks.
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Hon. Bill Forwood — Further on the point of order,
President, I was going to point out to you with due
deference that if that is not debating the point of order, I
do not know what is!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Viney is speaking
to the motion before the house which is on the
government business program and the amendment that
was put by the Leader of the Opposition. Mr Viney, as I
understand it, is responding to some of the comments
that were canvassed by the Leader of the Opposition in
the reasoning for his amendment and with respect to
comments he made as to why he has put his
amendment before the house. Mr Viney is entitled to
respond to the comments that were raised in the course
of the debate.
Mr VINEY — It is also important to note in the
context of this debate, because of the comments of the
Leader of the Opposition in relation to a suggestion that
we were somehow forcing the national parks bill
through this chamber without appropriate debate, that
in fact the committee that was established by the
minister to investigate this matter spent 12 months in
discussions and consultations — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — He held the people of
Victoria in contempt and you know it!
An honourable member — What was the
opposition’s contribution — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — What was yours? You were
on it and you’ve got no brain at all.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood!
Hon. Bill Forwood — You know there’s a village
idiot in here, don’t you?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Forwood to
desist from interjecting and allow the member to
continue his contribution.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I was being provoked.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I expect Mr Forwood
would have better character than to fall for that trick.
Mr VINEY — President, the opposition does not
like to hear the facts. It is absolutely ludicrous for the
Leader of the Opposition to come in here and say we
are somehow forcing this bill through when a
committee of the government spent 12 months
investigating the matter and took 3500 submissions in
relation to it. The government has allocated sufficient
time in the lower house and it was the Liberals that
stopped the debate there. They had had enough by
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11.30 p.m. on Tuesday The government was prepared
to keep going but no, the Liberals needed to go home
and go to bed. So they should not come in here and tell
us we are not allocating proper time.
We are allocating time today for this matter to be
debated. We have ensured that there is time in the
government business program to continue that debate
tomorrow if the opposition wants to keep it going. We
are happy to debate it for the remainder of the week.
The business program is there and there is plenty of
opportunity for opposition members to debate this
matter. They caved in in the lower house and we will
give them the opportunity to do it here if they want to.
So the ridiculous allegations of the Leader of the
Opposition in relation to our ramming this legislation
through is exposed by the opposition’s inadequacy in
the other chamber. It is, of course, absolutely apparent
to everyone that this government has been defending
country Victoria, which the Liberal Party called the
toenails when it was last in office. The Nationals over
here took the white cars of office and caved in on
country Victoria as well.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Three
words sum up this action by the government —
incompetent, heavy-handed and contemptuous.
Absolutely. If you ever wanted an example of
‘contemptuous’, it was the contribution by Mr Viney
just then. He came in here and said that we need to do
this because we on this side of the chamber do not like
the reforms, as he called them, that make this place
more efficient.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — Exactly.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I hear the interjection
from Ms Darveniza. Let me tell government members
about their more efficient way of operating this house.
It takes away the rights of Victorians every time. The
government stands condemned because what it is doing
in this place is stopping people from having their
elected right to make the points that they wish to make.
So what does the government do? It jams legislation
through without proper debate time and again. Let us be
really frank about this. The legislation that will be
forced through this house this week has been passed
through the Assembly and will be passed through this
place because the government says so. Not on the basis
of debate, not on the basis of reason, and not because
there is any necessity in the case of the National Parks
(Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill. It is just because
the government wants to use its heavy-handed approach
to do it.
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If there needed to be some sort of urgency, we on this
side have always accommodated that. Incompetency
comes in because this government cannot organise its
business program; that is why it is bringing in bills on
state taxation, courts legislation and dangerous goods;
and yesterday we accommodated the government’s
bringing in of the Accident Compensation
(Amendment) Bill. The government wanted four bills,
which we accommodated, and we were happy to
accommodate them. But there is one piece of legislation
for which there is absolutely no justification for the
government to use its contemptuous and heavy-handed
approach, and that is the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill.
Unlike Mr Viney I do not propose at this time to
canvass the content of that bill or to comment in any
way on whether the government treats country Victoria
with contempt. Honourable members of this place and
the people of Victoria will reach their own conclusions
about that, and I am sure they will do it on
25 November 2006 when a raft of seats go the other
way. However, let me make this point: if the
government believes all it has to do is use its numbers
whenever it feels like it in order to ensure that its
business gets done — to use Mr Viney’s expression —
more efficiently, then it will fall at the hurdle — —
Mr Smith — That’s what happens when you have
the numbers, Bill. You get your business through.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up the
interjection from Mr Smith. Mr Smith makes the point,
‘We have the numbers, and we will use them’.
Mr Smith — I never said that.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I am not misquoting you,
Mr Smith — that is exactly what you said.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me finish where I
started. The government’s decision to come in today
and move an amendment to the government business
program is evidence of its incompetence. It is
heavy-handed in the extreme, and it treats this
Parliament and the people of Victoria with contempt. It
should be opposed for all those reasons. If there were
one person — one Petro Georgiou — on the
government’s side, one person with any guts or
gumption, someone from country Victoria, they might
actually stand up to the bovver boys and the machine
that tells them what to do. I absolutely oppose the
amendment to the government business program and I
look forward to voting proudly to excise from the

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
1494

COUNCIL

business program the National Parks (Alpine National
Park Grazing) Bill.
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am delighted to rise
in the house this morning to support the amending
motion put forward by the Leader of the Government
and speak in opposition to the amendment moved by
the Leader of the Opposition. What a political stunt has
been on display this morning from the Liberal and
National parties! They have come in here and
accused — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is too much
interjection in the chamber. I ask honourable members
to desist from interjecting and allow the member to be
heard and Hansard to record the member’s comments.
Hon. Bill Forwood — It is all coming from over
there.
Ms CARBINES — We are witnessing a political
stunt here this morning. The Honourable Bill Forwood
has accused the government of trying to ram through
legislation — legislation that is the result of more than a
year’s consultative work — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is coming from
Mr Forwood’s side now. I ask him to desist from
interjecting.
Ms CARBINES — The Liberal Party has not learnt
that yelling at and bullying people does not get you
anywhere. It is reasoned argument that wins the day,
Mr Forwood.
It is very important that this legislation be debated. It
has gone through an extremely wide consultative
process and we are looking forward to engaging in the
debate today, and tomorrow if necessary.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I support
the opposition’s contention that this procedure by the
government is not a fair process for this Parliament. In
many ways it is a contempt of parliamentary process,
because it continues the attitude that the government
has adopted, which has been enunciated by several
members of the opposition, that the raw numbers of this
house should dictate what can be done. That has not
been the tradition of this house. In fact when we were in
government — it is a pity Mr Theophanous is not in the
chamber and is not able to contribute to the debate in
this sense — there was ample opportunity for the
opposition to pursue issues. There was a very vigorous
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approach on this side to maintaining the processes and
integrity of this house in the interests of democracy and
proper scrutiny by the Parliament.
I accept the point that has been made about
considerable examination of this issue, albeit through
something of a jaundiced process in so much as
government members undertook this examination —
you would hardly call it an independent examination of
the issue in contention today. Having arrived at a
position, the government now seeks to push this
through Parliament. It says, ‘Look, it is all right because
we have spent 12 months on this already’. The fact is
that the Parliament does not delegate its responsibility.
The people of Victoria do not want to see the scrutiny
that they expect this Parliament to carry out delegated
to committees of backbenchers of the government party
or indeed to any other people. They expect that this
Parliament will be the authority that scrutinises
legislation properly, makes decisions on their behalf
and tests the views of the government as it puts
propositions forward in legislation and establishes its
contentions in the course of debate.
The fact is that, apart from anything else, the business
program we are expected to run with today is a
complete contradiction of the business program put in
place earlier this week. It is an absolute nonsense that
the government cannot seem to get its act together in
terms of planning the flow of business. The lower
house virtually collapsed last night because government
members were presumably off celebrating with drinks
here, there and everywhere rather than participating in
the scrutiny of legislation in the Legislative Assembly.
For the past three weeks on many occasions we have
had a struggle to get more than two members of the
government to come in here and listen to important
debates — debates about legislation that the
government has put on the agenda and seeks to have
passed. It is simply not good enough. I suggest the
government take a good hard look at itself and look at
the importance of maintaining the integrity of the
processes of this place and giving some real substance
to the rhetoric it so blandly throws around about open
and transparent government, because this government
is anything but!
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I wish to participate
very quickly in this debate on the motion put forward
by the Leader of the Government to amend the
government business program. I oppose it. I want it on
the record that I oppose it. I support the amendment
moved by the Leader of the Opposition, the Honourable
Philip Davis. There is absolutely no legitimate reason to
rush the National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing)
Bill through this place. This is a new addition to the
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notice paper, as are the courts legislation and dangerous
goods and equipment bills. There is no urgency for the
alpine grazing bill to be rushed through this place
today. Three-quarters of the licences do not expire until
13 August. This is a very important debate. Members of
the north-east communities have been here trying to
speak with members of Parliament. It is very important
to note that there are 24 government members in this
place, 4 Nationals, 15 Liberal Party and
1 Independent — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I will
briefly comment in reply. Most of the discussion has
been around the national parks bill, and I will confine
most of my comments to it. Firstly, I disagree
completely with Mr Atkinson’s assertion that this is a
contradiction — this is a supplement to a business
program, there is nothing contradictory about it. The
second point I would make is that the substantive
question about the bill coming through this week rather
than at a later time is: has there been sufficient scrutiny
of this? This has been one of the most scrutinised pieces
of legislation. It is a short bill. It is three weeks since it
was introduced in the Legislative Assembly. The
concept is hardly a new issue for debate — it has been
in the Victorian community for many years.
The government has moved this amendment because it
believes it will add certainty in an uncertain area. There
have been three intensive weeks of policy discussion
since the Minister for Environment in the other place,
Minister Thwaites, read the second-reading speech in
the Assembly, and the issue is not new to the
community — it has been out there for at least the past
14 years. For those reasons the government supports the
four items being added to the business program and will
not be supporting the amendment moved by the Leader
of the Opposition.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 23
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms (Teller)
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

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

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

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

Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That pursuant to sessional order 34, the second-reading
speech be incorporated in Hansard.

I wish to make some introductory remarks. The
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill will
implement the government’s decision to cease cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park. The
second-reading speech reflects amendments to clause 6
of the bill made by the Legislative Assembly in relation
to the granting of a right to move cattle to or from
licensed Crown land directly through the park, if there
is no practical alternative route outside the park.
Motion agreed to.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill will
amend the National Parks Act 1975 to cease licensed cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park. The bill is an historic one
and will make a major contribution to ensuring a sustainable
future for what should be one of our finest national parks.
We are very fortunate to have protected within Victoria’s
world-class parks system splendid examples of the state’s
diverse natural environments — semi-arid deserts,
woodlands, forests, rainforest, wetlands, native grasslands,
and coastal and marine environments. Of particular relevance
to this bill are the alpine and mountain environments, which
are a feature of the Alpine National Park.
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The Alpine National Park is Victoria’s largest national park. It
contains the headwaters of many of our major rivers and
streams, diverse natural environments, rare plants and
animals, significant wilderness areas, spectacular scenery,
interesting historical sites and outstanding recreational
opportunities. As part of the Australian Alps, the park is
recognised as being of national and international significance
and to have world heritage listing potential.
But — significant areas of this great park are also currently
licensed for cattle grazing.
A maximum of 7914 adult-equivalent cattle (where two
calves less than 12 months are equivalent to one adult) — or
less than half a per cent of Victoria’s beef herd — are licensed
to graze in the park, with the licensed areas covering nearly
half the park. There are 59 seven-year licences, most of which
expire on 13 August 2005 with 4 expiring on 30 June 2006.
There are also 2 annual licences.
Towards a more sustainable future for the Alpine
National Park
Although cattle grazing is currently permitted in the Alpine
National Park, it has long been recognised as a damaging
activity in Australia’s high country national parks.
Growing Victoria Together articulates the Bracks
government’s 10-year vision for Victoria. One of the key
goals is protecting our environment for future generations.
The parks system clearly has a major role to play in achieving
that goal with respect to the natural environment. The creation
of 13 marine national parks and 11 marine sanctuaries, the
expansion of the parks system in the box-ironbark region, and
the proposed national parks at Point Nepean and in the
Otways are testimony to the government’s commitment to
date.
However, more than simply legislating to establish these
parks, the government is keen to ensure that they are properly
managed and protected. The recent state budget in which an
additional $91 million was allocated to park management
reflects that priority.
The creation of the Alpine National Park in 1989 was a major
step in achieving the goal of a world-class national park in the
Victorian Alps.
Today, more than 15 years on, it is time for us to review the
appropriateness of grazing in the park. It is time to
acknowledge that cattle grazing is not compatible with the
ideals of this great national park, nor is it compatible with the
community’s desire to better protect our natural environment.
If we are serious about giving greater protection to the
environment, and to our national parks in particular, cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park cannot continue. We
must establish a new direction for the park and afford it the
protection that a world-class national park deserves.
In coming to a decision to cease grazing in the park, the
government has considered the many facets of this issue. It
has been significantly assisted in this regard by the work of
the Alpine Grazing Taskforce, which was established in May
2004 to examine and report on options relating to the
long-term future of cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park.
I thank the task force for its work.
In turn the task force was greatly assisted by the contributions
of many individuals and organisations. It received some

Thursday, 16 June 2005
3600 submissions; it met 85 individuals in 49 sessions in
Bairnsdale, Omeo, Bright and Mansfield; and it made several
visits to different parts of the national park with
representatives of the Alpine Conservation and Access
Group, Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria,
Victorian National Parks Association and Parks Victoria. It
also met with the MCAV, VNPA, several scientists and Parks
Victoria in Melbourne. I thank all the many individuals and
organisations who participated in the process. All of their
contributions helped to inform the task force in its work and
assisted it to compile its detailed report.
The decision to cease cattle grazing in the national park has
not been taken lightly. The government is very aware of the
diverse views on the issue, including the views of those who
seek to continue grazing in the park. It respects those views
and has taken them into account.
However, it would not be in the long-term interests of the
park or future generations if, in the face of all the evidence
and the government’s goal of a sustainable future for the state,
the government did not take this opportunity to cease grazing
in the Alpine National Park.
The need for change
The continuation of grazing in the Alpine National Park does
not make environmental or economic sense.
Sixty years of research, together with the significant changes
seen since removing stock from the higher areas of
Kosciuszko National Park and parts of the Victorian Alps
decades ago, clearly show that cattle grazing adversely affects
water catchment, soil and nature conservation values.
Cattle trample stream banks and fragile moss beds and
springs, they threaten the survival of rare plants and animals,
and they spread weeds. They reduce what should be
magnificent wildflower displays and spoil the amenity of the
park for visitors through their cow droppings. This is not what
a national park should be.
‘Soil erosion and damage and disturbance in the Alpine
regions of Victoria caused by cattle grazing’ is a potentially
threatening process listed under the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee Act 1988. There are at least 25 plant species,
7 animal species and 4 vegetation communities in the park
that are considered significantly threatened by cattle grazing.
These include 17 species listed as threatened under the Flora
and Fauna Guarantee Act and 4 species listed as vulnerable
under the commonwealth’s Environment Protection and
Conservation Act 1999.
The Alpine National Park is the only high country national
park in Australia where livestock grazing is permitted. It
ended above the snowline in Kosciuszko National Park nearly
50 years ago and in the whole of that park (except for some
stock routes) more than 30 years ago.
Furthermore, cattle grazing is currently allowed in five of the
Alpine National Park’s six wilderness zones. It is
incompatible with wilderness objectives, which aim to
maximise the extent to which these areas are undisturbed by
such activities. Ceasing grazing will give additional protection
to these important areas of the park.
Importantly, the removal of cattle from the park will allow the
rehabilitation of badly damaged moss beds and other sites and
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will increase the effectiveness of weed and pest animal
control without the ongoing threat of cattle damage.
Ongoing grazing does not make economic sense either. The
amounts required to be spent on managing the activity,
particularly in the aftermath of the 1998 and 2003 fires, can
never be recovered from the fees charged. That Parks Victoria
has spent some $2 million over the 5 years 1998–99 to
2003–04 in return for $88 000 in or from licence fees
(excluding GST) highlights the poor economics of this
activity and the unacceptable draw on the public purse. These
costs do not include the hidden environmental costs to some
of our most precious catchments and native flora and fauna.
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licences for which there is a common group of licensees with
the one nominated contact person. A total of $1.85 million
has been allocated for this purpose over the three years.
In addition, some areas of state forest in the general vicinity
of the park that are currently unlicensed or may be
underallocated may be able to accommodate additional cattle.
The Department of Sustainability and Environment will work
with licensees to assess areas which licensees may consider to
be suitable to their needs.
Weeds and pest animals in the park will be tackled

To continue grazing, but with improved environmental
management, would require extensive fencing of streams and
moss beds, the provision of alternative watering points and
ongoing monitoring of cattle. This would be expensive and
would add significantly to the direct costs of managing
grazing. It is neither practical nor appropriate in a national
park.

A recurring issue raised with the Alpine Grazing Taskforce
was the real concern in the high country communities for
better control of weeds and pest animals in the park. It was
pointed out that focusing only on cattle overlooked the fact
that there are other environmental issues in the park which
need tackling. The scientific advisory panel which I referred
to earlier also recently emphasised the need for a concentrated
effort on weed control following the 2003 fires.

In addition, the 1998 and 2003 bushfires have affected more
than 60 per cent of the park and more than 80 per cent of the
area licensed for grazing. Since the 2003 fires there has been
very little grazing in the park — last season less than 10 per
cent of the maximum allocation (less than
739 adult-equivalent cattle) grazed in the park.

The government has listened to those concerns and has
allocated $2.2 million for weed and pest animal control in the
national park over the next three years. This will augment the
work which has already been occurring as part of the bushfire
recovery program. As part of these programs, opportunities
may arise for appropriately qualified licensees to participate.

A recent review by the independent scientific advisory panel
established by Parks Victoria to advise on the issue of grazing
following the 2003 fires concluded that grazing should not
return to the burnt areas of the park above 1200 metres, or to
severely burnt areas below that level, for at least the next
10 years.

Long-term damage will be repaired

The need for change is compelling. Now is the time to
establish a new beginning for the Alpine National Park.
Having said that in relation to the park, the government
confirms that grazing on public land in the high country will
continue in state forest outside the park. There are a
considerable number of licences over areas of state forest
which allow about 10 000 cattle to graze. These include areas
grazed by various park licensees as well as other mountain
cattlemen and women. The traditions of high country grazing
will continue in these areas.
Supporting the licensees, the high country community
and the park
In making this historic decision, the government is keen to
ensure that those affected are supported and that the
opportunities that the decision presents for the park and the
region are taken up. The government has therefore announced
a range of significant initiatives to assist licensees, improve
the natural condition of the park, help tourism and local
communities, and support high country cultural heritage. I
shall now outline these measures.
Licensees will be supported
To assist in the permanent transition from grazing in the park,
the government is providing assistance to cattlemen and
women to help them adjust their enterprises. There will be a
payment calculated at $100 per adult equivalent (based on the
maximum licence allocation) per year for three years, to a
maximum total payment of $100 000 per operation. In this
context, an operation is defined as a single licence or set of

Along with increased weed and pest control programs, there
is an urgent need to rehabilitate some of the more damaged
sensitive areas of the park, particularly moss beds. Moss beds
are some of the most fragile parts of the high country and play
a critical role by filtering and regulating the flow of water. A
recent study of moss beds on the licensed area of the Bogong
High Plains found that most were not in good condition. Their
recovery will, in many cases, require active rehabilitation.
Works have already commenced in some parts of the high
plains as part of the bushfire recovery program. However, as
part of post-grazing support measures, an additional $650 000
will be provided to progress this work over the next three
years.
High country tourism will be supported
The removal of grazing provides a splendid opportunity for
promoting nature-based tourism in the Alpine National Park
and boosting regional economies. In conjunction with other
tourism features of the region, sustainable nature-based
tourism will make a significant and ongoing economic
contribution to the region. The removal of cattle will allow
the magnificent summer wildflower displays to flourish on
the high plains and the park to become more attractive to
visitors. Its long-term value to the regional economy will
increase.
The government is supporting tourism in the high country
through a range of significant initiatives. It is contributing
$2 million towards sealing the Bogong High Plains Road.
This will enable visitors to enjoy this magnificent part of the
high country on a stunning touring route through the park,
from Mount Beauty through Falls Creek and on to Omeo and
the Great Alpine Road. Not only will visitors benefit but so,
too, will local communities.
The government is also committing $265 000 to implement
aspects of the Omeo tourism destination plan, including
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promoting Omeo, business support and improvements to
visitor facilities.
The history of the high country will be recognised
The high country has a varied and interesting history, and
cattle grazing in various parts of the Alpine National Park is
an important part of that history. To provide a more
informative experience for visitors and to complement other
tourism initiatives, $240 000 will be provided for interpretive
signage and information at key locations about the history of
the high country, including grazing. It is hoped that mountain
cattlemen will contribute to this project.
As well, $60 000 will be made available to help with the
maintenance of historic cattlemen’s huts by community
groups such as the Victorian High Country Huts Association
who are actively involved in such activities.
National and world heritage listings
With the cessation of grazing, the government will be
working with the New South Wales and the Australian
Capital Territory governments to seek national heritage listing
and then world heritage listing for national parks in the
Australian Alps. This has been a long-term goal of the
government and, if successful, will make a significant
contribution to the long-term economic future of the region.
The bill
I now turn to particular provisions of the bill as they amend
the National Parks Act 1975.
The bill will bring to an end licensed cattle grazing in the
Alpine National Park.
Clauses 4, 7, 10, 11 and 12 will come into operation on
14 August 2005 after most of the seven-year licences expire.
Of particular note, clauses 7, 11 and 12 will repeal
sections 32AD, 57 and 58, which are the sections which allow
grazing to occur in the national park. Clause 4 will repeal
section 22C, which allows grazing to occur in certain
wilderness zones. Clause 10 is a transitional provision.
Clause 9 will ensure that the four licences which expire on
30 June 2006 continue until that date, despite the earlier
repeal of section 32AD, under which they are granted, and
section 22C. Clause 9 will also make it clear that a licence
issued under section 32AD is not able to be renewed.
Clause 6 recognises the circumstances of landowners whose
freehold land is surrounded by or abuts the national park and
the holders of licences to graze cattle on Crown land outside
the park, where the most practical or only route to move cattle
to or from that land is through the park. The new section
30BA will enable the minister to permit cattle to be moved
directly through the park on a specified route (but not through
a wilderness zone or a reference area) to or from the freehold
land or licensed Crown land outside the park if there is no
practical alternative route outside the park. Such movements
would need to be as expeditious as possible, and the granting
of the right may be granted subject to conditions, for example,
conditions designed to minimise disturbance to park values.
Conclusion
The decision to end cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park
is an historic one. It will herald in a new beginning for this
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great national park, helping to ensure its long-term protection
and that it is one of our finest parks for this and future
generations to enjoy.
I commend the bill to the house.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I move:
That the debate be adjourned until later this day.

I indicate that the reason for moving this adjournment is
that, while the opposition would have sought to adjourn
debate to another time — in other words, another sitting
week — to give sufficient time to elapse, it is clear that
because of the procedural motion moved by the Leader
of the Government and adopted by the house to amend
the sessional orders it is not possible now to adjourn
this debate to a future time, because if we did so the bill
would automatically pass on the guillotine on Friday at
4.00 p.m. in any event.
Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until later
this day.

COURTS LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
2005 will improve the operational efficiency of Victoria’s
courts and tribunals by making necessary technical
amendments to various pieces of courts legislation consistent
with the government’s commitment to the delivery of a fair,
efficient and accessible justice system.
Repeal of sunsetting Koori court provisions
By repealing sunsetting provisions relating to the Koori court
in the Magistrates’ Court (Koori Court) Act 2002, the bill
forms part of this government’s continuing commitment to
the Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement with objectives:
to address the ongoing issue of indigenous (Koori)
overrepresentation in the criminal justice system;
to increase the indigenous (Koori) community’s
participation in the administration of justice; and
to deliver fair and equitable justice services to the
indigenous (Koori) community.
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The bill also illustrates the government’s continuing
commitment to reconciliation and developing a strong
partnership with the Victorian indigenous (Koori)
community. In addition the bill is consistent with the 2004
justice statement commitment to establish problem-solving
courts to address the causes of crime.
The adult Koori court, which was a pilot program, has been
independently evaluated over two years by La Trobe
University, which found that in virtually all of the stated aims
of the Koori court pilot it has been a ‘resounding success’,
including reducing the levels of recidivism, reducing the
breach rates for community corrections orders and increasing
the level of Koori community participation in and ownership
of the administration of law.
Repeal of sunsetting drug court provisions
The bill will amend the Sentencing (Amendment) Act 2002 to
repeal the sunsetting provisions relating to the drug court and
also amend the Sentencing Act 1991 to provide the drug court
with the power to suspend the treatment and supervision part
of a drug treatment order where the offender has absconded.
The drug court pilot program was established pursuant to the
Sentencing (Amendment) Act 2002. A division of the
Magistrates Court, the drug court is currently being trialled
over a three-year period, due to be completed in June 2005.
The drug court pilot is aimed at individuals who are drug or
alcohol dependent and whose dependency contributed to their
offending (excluding sexual offences and offences involving
actual bodily harm). The drug court utilises the coercive
powers of the criminal justice system to achieve the
therapeutic goals of reducing drug use and offending through
the imposition of a drug treatment order which is an
alternative to incarceration.
The drug court pilot program was the focus of a series of
evaluations completed in December 2004. The Turning Point
Alcohol and Drug Centre, Health Outcomes International and
Acumen Alliance were engaged to evaluate the initiative. The
evaluations clearly demonstrate that the benefits of the drug
court approach far exceed its costs and that it is more cost
effective than imprisonment in reducing reoffending.
The program has a strongly positive net benefit, and the
benefits will increase in the future as more participants
graduate and are reintegrated into the community. The vast
majority of participants have shown considerable
improvement in welfare and social functioning, and the drug
court is having a greater effect on reducing reoffending rates
compared to the alternative of incarceration.
Amendment to the Public Administration Act 2004
The bill includes provisions to amend the Public
Administration Act 2004.
These amendments arise out of the early commencement of a
section of the Public Administration Act 2004, which
substituted the legal services commissioner for the legal
ombudsman as a person with the functions of a public service
body head. This section should have commenced at the same
time as the Legal Profession Act 2004 under which the office
of the legal ombudsman will be abolished and the legal
services commissioner established.
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It has always been intended that, until the Legal Profession
Act 2004 commences, the legal ombudsman is a person with
the functions of a public service body head for the purposes of
the Public Administration Act 2004. The amendments
therefore included in this bill will reinstate the legal
ombudsman as a person with the functions of a public service
body head until the Legal Profession Act 2004 comes into
operation.
Hand-up briefs
Schedule 5 of the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 requires that a
statement to be tendered by the informant at committal
proceedings must be signed by the person making the
statement in the presence of a person authorised under
clause 8(b)(i) to (vii). Members of Victoria Police and the
Australian Federal Police are authorised to take statements for
hand-up briefs, as are officers of certain commonwealth and
Victorian agencies. These include the Australian Customs
Service, the Australian Taxation Office, the Health Insurance
Commission and authorised officers within the meaning of
the Environment Protection Act 1970 and the Fisheries Act
1995.
The Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST)
has requested that authority be given to officers of the
national investigations unit to take statements for hand-up
briefs. Similarly, Australia Post has sought authorisation for
corporate investigators within the corporate security group. A
third commonwealth agency, Insolvency and Trustee Service
Australia (ITSA), seeks similar authorisation for its
authorised investigators. ITSA is a commonwealth
government executive agency and is responsible for the
administration of the Bankruptcy Act 1966 (Cth).
The duties and workload of these officers are comparable to
those of officers of other commonwealth agencies which are
already so authorised. It is therefore considered appropriate
for investigations officers of Australia Post, DEST and ITSA
to be authorised to take statements for hand-up briefs.
The Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
2005 also makes minor technical amendments to the
Constitution Act 1975, the County Court Act 1958 and the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act 1995 to provide
recognition of prior service for pension purposes for the
Director of Public Prosecutions, the Chief Crown Prosecutor
and senior crown prosecutors in certain circumstances, to
allow the Attorney-General to issue certificates in relation to
judicial conditions of service and to allow the Judicial
Remuneration Tribunal to consider additional leave
arrangements.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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DANGEROUS GOODS AND EQUIPMENT
(PUBLIC SAFETY) ACTS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Mr LENDERS (Minister
for WorkCover and the TAC).
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Last year, the government implemented the Occupational
Health and Safety Act 2004 — the most important reform to
occupational health and safety legislation in Victoria in
almost 20 years.
The reforms followed an independent review of the existing
Occupational Health and Safety Act 1985 by Chris Maxwell,
QC, and an extensive public consultation process about the
best way to minimise the risk of death and injury in the
modern workplace.
The reforms were welcomed by the community as were the
administrative changes to the way that the Victorian
WorkCover Authority (VWA), through its WorkSafe
division, and its inspectors, will promote and enforce the new
arrangements.
The new act enables VWA inspectors to better perform their
role and help workplace parties find safety solutions.
A new coherent framework comes into place on 1 July 2005
that clearly defines powers of inspectors, the rights of persons
who are subject to those powers and the safeguards to protect
the integrity of the system.
The framework recognises that inspectors have a wider role to
educate, support and advise employers, employees and other
people at work to make it easier and less costly for businesses
to get the information they need to make workplaces safer.
The Maxwell report also recommended that the powers of
inspectors be made uniform across the other principal acts
that promote public safety in Victoria, which are also
administered by the VWA, including:
The Dangerous Goods Act 1985, which promotes the
safety of persons and property in relation to dangerous
goods, including explosives; and
The Equipment (Public Safety) Act 1994, which
provides for public safety in relation to prescribed
equipment and sites, like lifts and boiler rooms in private
buildings, where the Occupational Health and Safety
Act is not relevant.
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To achieve this, the bill amends the Dangerous Goods Act
1985 and the Equipment (Public Safety) Act 1994 to align
inspectors powers with those under the Occupational Health
and Safety Act 2004, as far as is practicable.
I will now outline the key provisions of the bill.
Inspectors powers
In addition to making inspectors powers under the Dangerous
Goods Act and the Equipment (Public Safety) Act more
consistent with the powers in the Occupational Health and
Safety Act, the bill recasts the provisions conferring powers
on inspectors. Powers to enter are dealt with separately to
powers to inspect and gather evidence upon entry, such as
powers to take samples and require the production of
documents. This layout mirrors that in the new Occupational
Health and Safety Act.
The bill makes it clear that inspectors are subject to the
VWA’s directions in the performance of their functions or
exercise of their powers under the Dangerous Goods Act or
the Equipment (Public Safety) Act.
The Dangerous Goods Act includes several specific inspector
powers that are important from a public safety perspective,
powers that, for example, enable inspectors to inspect
vehicles used to transport dangerous goods; deal with
emergency situations or prevent an emergency situation
developing; or investigate dangerous goods incidents. The bill
maintains specific powers important for enforcing dangerous
goods legislation.
Search warrants
The bill provides that in specific circumstances VWA
inspectors can apply to a magistrate for a search warrant, in
accordance with the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989. This may
include where there is a need to search for evidence of a
serious breach of health and safety laws.
The provisions replicate not only the Occupational Health and
Safety Act, but are similar to those that have been in place for
some time under the Gas Safety Act 1997, the Electricity
Safety Act 1998, the Building Control Act 1993 and a range
of other acts that enable regulation of safety within specific
industries.
WorkSafe will develop a policy and procedures covering
applications for warrants to ensure they are executed fairly
and in accordance with the law.
Power to issue notices and directions
The bill makes the range of enforcement tools under the three
acts consistent. The bill allows inspectors to issue
non-disturbance notices, improvement notices and prohibition
notices. In the event of an immediate risk to health or safety,
inspectors will be able to give binding directions, either orally
or in writing. Under the Dangerous Goods Act, a direction
can also be given where there is an immediate risk to
property.

The bill

Entry to premises

The main purpose of the bill is to facilitate a more consistent
approach to enforcement across Victoria’s principal health
and safety acts.

Inspectors will have a limited power to enter places that are
used for residential purposes, but only with the consent of its
occupier or the authority of a search warrant. Given the public
safety focus of the two acts, a modification has been made to
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enable inspectors to conduct inspections in common areas,
where things like a lift or a boiler may be located in an
apartment building.

includes some modifications or refinements that have been
necessary to ensure that the different focuses of the two acts
are preserved.

Review of decisions

Commencement

The bill provides for a speedy, authoritative and transparent
mechanism for internal review of inspectors decisions under
both of these acts. This will provide a cost-effective method
for parties aggrieved by an inspector’s decision to get speedy
review. The bill does not limit the rights of any person to seek
review at the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT), should they remain aggrieved after an internal
review.

Given the close relationship between these three acts it is
sensible that the bill provides for the revised framework for
inspectors to commence operation on 1 July 2005, the same
day as the Occupational Health and Safety Act comes into
effect.

Legal proceedings
The bill provides that inspectors require the written
authorisation of the VWA to initiate legal proceedings for an
offence, and maintains the existing right for a member of the
police force to bring a proceeding for an offence under the
Dangerous Goods Act.
Under the bill, other people can request that the VWA bring a
prosecution, details of which must be published in VWA’s
annual report, and on its web site.
The bill imposes a two-year limitation period on the
commencement of prosecutions for indictable offences, but
enables the VWA to seek written authorisation of the Director
of Public Prosecutions to commence a prosecution outside
this time frame.
Constructive compliance
The bill provides the VWA and its inspectors with a range of
measures to assist duty holders to comply with the acts, and
constructive alternatives to prosecution.
The VWA will be able to accept agreed undertakings from a
duty holder to carry out a specified program of health and
safety improvements in place of a prosecution. While these
undertakings are in place and are being appropriately
implemented, prosecution proceedings for the offence cannot
be brought by VWA.
The bill also provides for VWA and inspectors to provide
advice to duty holders on how to comply with the acts to
ensure that every opportunity is taken to ensure public safety
is assured as far as practical.
The bill does not amend the general penalties regime in either
of the acts, which would be an issue for any wider review to
more comprehensively align the acts. The bill does however
replicate penalties from the Occupational Health and Safety
Act that relate to the performance of an inspector’s role. For
example, penalties for impersonating an inspector or not
complying with a prohibition notice will now be uniform.
Technical amendments
The bill makes a range of technical amendments including
changes to the Dangerous Goods Act to re-enact, with some
modification, provisions relating to delegation of some
powers and functions to the Department of Primary
Industries. The bill confers on the VWA clear authority to
delegate to DPI any or all of its powers or functions under the
Dangerous Goods Act, to the extent they relate to dangerous
goods in mines, quarries and petroleum sites. The bill also

Conclusion
Victoria already has some of the best health and safety laws in
Australia.
Replicating provisions of the Occupational Health and Safety
Act across the other related safety acts administered by the
VWA is an efficient way to deliver a higher degree of
certainty for duty holders about what they can reasonably be
expected to do and what inspectors are authorised to do,
enhancing the safety of the Victorian community.
The bill represents another step towards VWA becoming a
more constructive, transparent and effective regulator, by
providing a more consistent approach to enforcement across
these areas.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. BILL FORWOOD
(Templestowe) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until later this day.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government).
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) —
Before I contribute to debate on this bill that destroys
the mountain cattlemen, I need to declare that my
family holds grazing licences within the Alpine
National Park and these licences expire in August of
this year. The licences were originally held by me, and I
was one of those who fought for the seven-year licences
and one of those who took part in the negotiations,
together with people like Jim Commins and other
senior cattlemen of the time — and do we miss Jim
Commins today! I must also remember Sue Silvers,
who played an integral part in those negotiations.
The seven-year licences were issued as part of an
agreement to create the Alpine National Park in 1989,
and that fight led me eventually to be elected to this
place in 1992. This bill breaks the 1989 agreement and
it breaks the word of a previous Labor government and
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the promise put in legislation, which is quite unusual in
itself, that grazing would continue in the Alpine
National Park and in return the park would be created. I
heard Ms Carbines speak earlier on another issue about
balance — that is, the balance that was agreed to and
promised in that legislation. The government has
broken that promise, and I believe it will count the cost
of that at the next state election.
Normally the lead speaker for the opposition outlines
the bill and goes through the clauses one by one ad
nauseam. I am not going to do that because everybody
knows what this bill does. It is just five pages long. It
prevents the reissue of the grazing licences to graze in
the alpine park, and Mr Philip Davis, in his contribution
to the debate, will move an amendment to try, in a
small way, to ease that particular issue.
Last week I came up Bourke Street with 500 of my
mates. We were riding, and when we got to Spring
Street there were another 1500 of our mates and there
was anger. It was not overt, loud, boisterous anger, just
a slow, sullen contempt. It was the contempt we have
for a government here in Victoria that is prepared to
destroy an Australian way of life to win a few Greens
preferences. It has shown it will do whatever it takes
just to hold office. My mates and I had ridden up
Bourke Street before, you know. We rode up there in
1984 when we had 304 horses, 3 wagons and a couple
of dogs. After that time there was a lot of political
manoeuvring, a lot of argy-bargy, and it ended up, as I
said earlier, with the promise in legislation in 1989.
The agreement I referred to meant that all the higher,
more exposed North Bogongs would be closed to
grazing. The tops of Bogong, Hotham, Buller, Howitt
and Magdala as well as lots of other sensitive areas
were already closed. We agreed that we would close the
North Bogongs and the Bluff. It was agreed there
would be seven-year renewable licences. There was an
agreement we would have access to our huts and
tourism operators were given licences and access to
their huts. In return there would be an alpine national
park. To make sure this happened, it was put into
legislation. I make the point again that without that
agreement there would not have been an Alpine
National Park.
One of the reasons the park boundaries are so big is that
part of it was to be grazed. Let us not beat around the
bush. The park is huge; the reason it is so huge is that
part of it was to be grazed. As I said, the government
has broken the agreement just for Greens preferences. I
think it has probably backfired, and anyone who has
followed the debate over the last 20 years would agree
that it will probably backfire. Anyone who knows the
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cattlemen’s resolve would know that they would not
take it lying down.
Last week as I sat on my horse in Spring Street with my
mates I thought about some other mates who were not
there that time, but who were in 1984 — cattlemen who
knew more about the high country than any petty
bureaucrat. I thought about Jack Treasure. Jack was
dubbed ‘the prophet of the high plains’ by Bryan
Jameson, and I will get to Bryan Jameson a bit later.
Jack was a great advocate of cool burning and was the
first president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association
of Victoria. I thought about Elyne Mitchell, who wrote
extensively about the Kosciuszko problems and how
bad the closing of Kosciuszko was. I thought about Jim
Commins — his papers, his enthusiasm and his
knowledge were unsurpassed. As I said earlier, he is
sadly missed. I thought about Norm Chester, a legend
of the bush. I thought about Wally Ryder and Freda
Treasure, highly respected people; Bill Hicks, a
gentleman of the high plains and Jack Lovick, listed as
a living treasure. There was a bit of argy-bargy between
Jack Treasure and Jack Lovick. Jack Treasure wrote a
poem, which I will not have time to read today but
which was very funny. It brought out some of the wit of
our old timers, and was good-natured and a lot of fun at
the time. What about the Cook family? What a
contribution the Cook family has made to the high
country and the surrounding towns.
They, and many more bush people who knew the bush
backwards, are gone, but they knew how to manage it.
The new generation is here, and members of that
generation have inherited the knowledge from their
families. The new generation knows how to manage
and look after the bush. These people have been totally
ignored in this process. These people know about the
importance of management and fuel reduction burning.
How do they know? Because their knowledge and
information has been passed down since settlers came
down from the Monaro 170 years ago. It was passed
down from the early Aboriginals and pioneers. As the
early settlers came in they started to follow the practices
that had been carried on for 40 000 years. They were
there before John Batman settled Melbourne, and
almost immediately they began to manage the country.
Their main tool was fire. As they took their cattle out in
the autumn they dropped a match behind them, and the
fire just crept around.
When I was just a whippersnapper I was riding along
with Jack Ware, one of the early cattlemen. I said,
‘Jack, there is a fire behind us!’. He said, ‘Yes, I know
son, do not worry about it’. I said, ‘I am coming up
with you’, and he replied, ‘Do not worry about it’. He
was flicking matches backwards off his horse. The fire
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burnt around in a mosaic. It did not destroy anything at
all. The next year I went back and saw there was
beautiful, short, green feed, and the wild flowers in the
area where he had burnt were unbelievable. Comparing
this to areas where the fire did not go proved to me,
even at that age, how necessary fire is. This was not on
the high, sensitive tops; it was lower down, just above
the snowline.
Back to the rally: I was there for a while and started to
think about things. We listened to Kate Kendall sing
Advance Australia Fair from her horse, which was
fabulous. I thought about my father, Eadley Stoney.
They named a mountain after him: Mount Eadley
Stoney. He was a good community man, a councillor
and one of the early people there, but not as early as
some — not as early as the Lovicks, as they keep
telling me. They took the cattle off Mount Eadley
Stoney in 1989–90; it was part of the agreement. You
cannot take cattle there now, and I heard that you will
not be able to ride a horse up Mount Eadley Stoney
soon.
Let me say this: I will be riding my horse up the
mountain, and I will be taking my grandchildren. We
will stay at our hut, if it’s still left. They do not take
long to get busy. There is a circular going around
inquiring or ‘consulting’ on whether they should pull
down most of the Bluff Hut. My four kids were at the
rally: Chris, Anne, David and Kate. My three
grandchildren were there: Harry, Angus and Connor.
Their heritage has gone. Debbie and Bruce McCormack
were there. Their grandchild, Jake, is a seventh
generation cattleman. His heritage has gone.
I want to talk a bit about our huts now. There are lots of
huts around the high country. There are several Ryder
huts at Campbell’s yards. I would not mind betting they
pull down all but one. There are a group of huts called
the Tawonga huts run by the Hicks family and the
Coopers. I would not mind betting they pull all but one
down. Charlie and John Lovick are rebuilding their hut;
they have got the poles up. I hope they are allowed to
finish it. I know that Charlie and John will still ride up
Mount Lovick even if they ban horses from it.
I return to the rally, which was attended by a lot of
young people. Lyric Mitchell was there. Her mother
was Christa Treasure, a wonderful Gippsland horse
woman. Lyric spoke at the rally and I want to quote in
part what she said:
When I was a kid, I rode the high country with my
grandfather.
Two generations earlier, he did the same with his grandfather.
Five generations of my family history.
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Five generations of history that the government wants to steal
from my family.
…
Our family farm will no longer be viable.
This decision is a family tragedy for my mother, my brother
and me.
But it is so much more than that.
It is a tragedy for Australia.
It is a tragedy for the many people who love the Australian
bush.
For people who recognise the cultural significance of our high
country traditions.
For children and those yet to be born who will no longer have
the chance to live the life I have been able to enjoy.

As she finished she made this impassioned plea:
Please do not steal our culture from us.
Preserve and protect it, just as my forefathers have preserved
and protected our high country home.

This young lady’s heritage is gone; it is a national
disgrace. Young Harry Green, aged eight, was at the
rally. He went mustering for the first time this year. He
went home and wrote this:
Mustering in the bush.
Stockman, cattle, horses.
The billy on.
Brumbies.
Sleeping under the stars in a swag.
Dewy grass.
The morning fire to keep us warm.

Harry Green is in year 3 at Boree Creek Public School.
Harry is my grandson. I declare that and I am proud of
it.
At the rally the president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria, Simon Turner, spoke about the
knowledge of the cattlemen. I pay tribute to Simon; he
has led the cattlemen through a very difficult period. He
said the cattlemen had embarrassed generations of
bureaucrats with their knowledge. I have demonstrated
that that knowledge goes back to the Aboriginals. I
want to read part of what he said:
The cattlemen here today carry that knowledge of the
mountains. They are the modern conscience of the high
country and Parks Victoria hate us. They hate us because we
have a long history of telling it as it is, and we tell the truth.
And we expose the failures of the land managers and they
want us out. They want us out so there will be no-one with an
informed point of view, no-one with the history.
I have a warning for all you country people. We entered into
‘sensitive negotiations’. We got involved in the process and
we welcomed the government into our homes. We hosted
them in the high country. We travelled thousands of
kilometres to attend meetings. We spent thousands of dollars
on submissions. What did they do? They turned around and
betrayed us. They knew all the time what they were going to
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do. They knew they were going to spend $250 000 on
fraudulent advertising.

Simon goes on to say:
So I warn all Victorians with other issues. Beware of the
consultation; it is a sham. Beware of getting sucked into the
process! The government will sap your resources and your
political will and then they will turn around and kick you in
the guts.

That is exactly what they did in this case. Simon went
on to say:
That is how they work, so country people beware. It is not too
late for the cattlemen. We call on the government to stop this
destruction of 170 years of tradition, knowledge and culture.
We call on the government to reissue our licences. We only
graze 10 per cent of the Alpine National Park.

He went on to make this very poignant point:
It is the Australian way to have room at your fire for
everyone. The way it is going everyone will be kicked out. I
say to Mr Bracks — governments do make mistakes. This is a
mistake that can be rectified. I say again: for the sake of
Victoria’s future and the future of the cattlemen and everyone
who supports what they do, put the cattlemen back.

What a concise and emotional plea from the heart of the
president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of
Victoria.
I pay tribute to the conservationists who attended the
rally. They had the gumption to go. They brought their
banner and stood there. They were treated with respect
as cattlemen always do with their rallies. I have to ask:
where was the government representative? I looked up
the steps and could not see anyone I recognised. The
conservationists were there, which is good because it is
a democratic system. We looked up and we did not see
anyone from the government.
I spoke earlier about the sullen anger at the rally. The
anger did not come just from cattlemen. The issue
brought out an immediate reaction from many other
groups in the community. Kersten Gentle from Timber
Communities Australia, who was in charge of the first
section of the rally, read out the list to the crowd, and
these groups have all expressed solidarity with the
cattlemen and very strong concerns about their own
future: Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria,
Sporting Shooters Association of Australia, Field and
Game Australia, Victorian Farmers Federation,
Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria,
Victorian Association of Four-Wheel-Drive Clubs,
Bush Users Group, Game Management Council of
Victoria, Northern Victorian Irrigators, Australian
Motorcycle Trail Riders Association, Timber
Communities Australia, Gippsland Deer Stalkers
Association, Licola Fire Brigade — old Ralph was
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there and he looked a picture in his Country Fire
Authority uniform — Australian Deer Association,
Gunbower Island State Forests Users Group, Cohuna
Trail Riding Club and Nillumbik Ratepayers
Association. Last but not least were the Barmah forest
Cattlemen and the Barmah Forest Protection League. I
know these groups are thinking, as Mr Vogels said, if
the government can do that to the mountain cattlemen,
they will be next. The Gunbower and Barmah people
are very worried. Kelvin Trickey was there; he rode in
with a bung leg. He said ‘You could not keep me away
even if I had two broken legs’. They think they will be
next and, quite frankly, I think they are right.
I spoke earlier about the sullen anger. People were
talking about the $250 000 fraudulent advertising. It is
still going on! It is in the Weekly Times this week and it
has been on Melbourne radio this week. It is still going
on even though they were embarrassed about it. The
house might remember the fraudulent photograph of the
dark bog. The dark bog is just near Charlie Lovick’s hut
and as soon as it was published Charlie was on to it in a
flash. He said that is just a silt trap at the bottom of a
steep hill built to protect the gully. It is not a pristine
bog as it is being portrayed. Charlie got onto it and
drew attention to it, together with a good friend of
mine, a Herald Sun photographer whom we will not
name. They exposed the fraudulent behaviour of the
government on that issue. I think it was appalling what
the government tried to do.
At the rally people were talking about the claim
perpetuated in the press and in the other place in debate
that 10 000 cattle can still graze on adjoining leases.
Everyone was saying, ‘How can that be?’. The
cattlemen had a look at this. It is hard for them to get
the exact number, but their take on it is that the
government claimed there are 10 000 cattle on state
forest licences, implying that these licences are next to
and adjoining the alpine leases. They are unable to
verify the number. The alpine grazing task force report
said that licences issued for state forest in the high
country in the general vicinity of the park allow about
10 000 cattle to graze. This is very misleading because
they did not actually look at state forest and they admit
that in their report. They were looking at the Alpine
National Park.
Frankly I do not believe they know the exact number
either. The cattlemen say that from the 10 000, if there
are 10 000, you have to deduct 3000 that will not be
able to graze on state forest licences adjacent to the
park unless boundary issues are dealt with in a
favourable and permanent manner, which is impossible
because we are dealing with an invisible line. I happen
to know some of those licence areas intimately. There
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is an invisible line, and the cattle go back and forth
between the state forest and the Alpine National Park.
They cannot read, and they just go back and forth
because they follow geographical boundaries. They do
not follow lines on a map or anything else. It will mean
that most of the forest leases adjoining the Alpine
National Park will be unable to be used.
We can deduct those 3000 cattle, and the cattlemen say
there are probably another 3000 cattle out of the 10 000
which are allocated to state forest licences in mountain
areas to be deducted because of the poor quality of the
licence areas following years of inadequate fuel
reduction burning. They go on to say that many of the
state licences are not used because of other reasons.
They say that out of the 10 000 cattle claimed by the
government there might be 1000 cattle, perhaps 1500
cattle or at the most 2000 cattle, and a handful of
families who will be left. It is important to note that
there are many licences throughout the state forests.
The bureaucrats will say, ‘Minister, there are probably
10 000 cattle listed on these licences’. The reality is that
most of those licences are no longer used because
grazing has deteriorated, land has changed and the
cattle have not been put there for some years.
The numbers are listed on the licences whether they are
grazed or not. By the look of it the government has
added up all the listed numbers on the licences and said,
‘There are 10 000 cattle. The cattle will be there and the
cattlemen will be there. Everything is fine. Get them
out of the park. The culture is still there’. That is one of
the most fraudulent claims ever, and it will be hard to
get up as an issue. It is like the $250 000 advertising
campaign. It is an absolute and fraudulent sham. Given
there might be 1000 head of cattle left and a handful of
families, it means that the cattlemen have been
destroyed. It means that the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria will be gone. It means the
annual get-together will be gone. Some 3000 people
attend that get-together at a different venue in the
mountains every year.
It means that the heritage, the culture, the knowledge
and the skills will be gone. Every other user of public
land in Victoria knows that and knows that they will be
next. The only ones left will be the self-sufficient
young, fit bushwalkers as the Alpine National Park is
gradually closed down. You know the joke — and I can
tell the joke because I was a Nordic skier myself, and it
applies to young, fit bushwalkers. So far as tourism
goes it does not mean a lot to the country, because the
joke is that, ‘Young, fit bushwalkers go up for a week
in the mountains and take $20 and one pair of
underpants, and they change neither’. That is tourism in
the future in the Alpine National Park. Of course there
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will still be four-wheel drives driven by the rangers on
management-only tracks, but there will be very little
else, because once the cattlemen have gone there will
be an incremental closing down of the area.
I turn to another subject. When the bill was introduced
in the other house I went straight to the second-reading
speech. I was taken by this statement:
The decision to end cattle grazing in the Alpine National
Park … will herald a new beginning for this great national
park …

I thought if it is a new beginning, it is also an ending. I
thought this is where the government will acknowledge
the contribution of the cattlemen to the high country
and to surrounding mountain communities for the last
170 years. I went through the second-reading speech
and there was not one word acknowledging their
contribution. I cannot believe the mean-spirited
approach of the government in ignoring the cattlemen’s
contribution to Victoria, to the high country and to the
mountain communities for the last 170 years. The
number of lives saved directly attributable to the
cattlemen is unknown, but it is considerable. You can
speak to any cattleman, and they all have a story about
either themselves, people from their hut or someone
they know who has saved someone. In days gone by,
admittedly before helicopters, four-wheel drives and
mobile phones, there was more of it, but it is still
happening and cattlemen still respond to the call
because sometimes they know a particular area better
than anyone else.
I wish to quote from The Alps at the Crossroads
published in 1974, the first definitive publication
calling for an alpine national park. It is written by Dick
Johnson, whom I knew well. At the time he wrote:
No question has presented so vexed an issue in the high
country over such a long period of time as the grazing of
stock in the high mountains. The cattlemen have been in the
mountains for more than a century grazing their beasts on
summer herbage. They have seen the miners come and go,
and assisted in the gradual development of bushwalking and
skiing by offering their shelter huts. They know the land far
better than most and have been more conscious of the less
desirable changes which development has brought. The
cattlemen are conscious of their own tradition and see
themselves as an integral part of the mountains.

Johnson, of course, did go into considerable detail on
the concerns and the impact of cattle and many other
uses. At least he was fair and acknowledged the
contribution of the cattlemen. The point I am making is
that this lousy government did not even do that.
Mr Johnson’s book further states:
But one cannot make a decision without first recognising a
paradox that attends the function of grazing in the mountains.
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The cattlemen also service the high country. Their huts, open
to all, have saved the life of many a traveller and the
cattlemen themselves have assisted in many search and rescue
operations in the mountains over the years. The cattleman is
almost a resident — he knows the area, he lives in it for
lengthy periods and he is hardened to its harsh conditions. He
is a source of information, a keen observer of men and his
own hopes for the mountains are not so very far removed
from those of most conservationists. This is the paradox of the
cattlemen.

Johnson went on to publish a photograph of some
cattlemen, including Jack Lovick, me and Bernie
McWhinney, the local policeman, rescuing an injured
skier. It is a famous photograph. As an aside, that skier
still has my socks. The point I am making is that the
cattlemen have made an enormous contribution to the
high country.
The other point is that the government has deliberately
ignored that contribution in this debate, in the bill and
in the second-reading speech. Of course it is the
ultimate insult to the cattlemen. I do not know why
members of the government are so mean-spirited on
this and why they want to blacken the cattlemen’s
name. They are paying lip-service to the cattlemen
while embarking on an advertising program and a
program of debate to depersonalise the cattlemen. They
are trying to change history and ignoring the
contribution cattlemen have made. I will stay on the
subject, given what the federal government is doing
with heritage, because it is pertinent that we labour this
point. I have a testimonial letter from the Victoria
Police dated 6 January 1949 to Mr Walter Ryder of
Towonga, which reads:
In appreciation of your valuable assistance and ready
cooperation to organise and conduct the recent search for
James Wentworth Benson, reported lost in the Bogong
Ranges.
I realise that considerable inconvenience, loss and delay in
harvesting operations were occasioned you to render this
assistance, with a view to saving the life of one you believed
to be endangered, and for those reasons I am deeply indebted
to you.

It is signed by the inspector of police.
I have a more recent letter from Joan Kirner.
Remember Joan Kirner? I had a lot of respect for Joan
Kirner. It is from Joan Kirner, Premier, written to
Heather Mitchell, who was either the president or past
president of the Victorian Farmers Federation at that
time. This was written at the time that the Freda
Treasure memorial tree reserve was opened on the
Dargo High Plains Road.
The letter states:
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I would be pleased if you would add my personal tribute to
Freda Ryder (Treasure) to the unveiling ceremony.
As Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, I came to
learn the spirit of the bush and conservation from people like
the Treasure family.
I am particularly pleased that Freda Treasure’s pioneering
contribution to the wonderful Dargo High Plains country is
being recognised today and in the future.
Our women pioneers, heroines and conservationists deserve
special recognition. They too make our real heritage.

This begs the question: why was that ignored in this
debate today? The oversight has been appalling.
Today I am going to quote from a little known book
called Movement at the Station — The Revolt of the
Mountain Cattlemen by Bryan Jameson. It was written
in 1986, and it is a definitive history of the cattlemen’s
fight and struggle to that time. It is little known. It was
withdrawn by the then Collins Australia soon after it
was published and put on the shelves because there was
an action threatened by the conservation movement
over a technicality. So much for free speech! I will not
read the offending paragraph.
Hon. J. A. Vogels — Why?
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I have only got 29 minutes
left, and I have got a lot to say.
Hon. W. A. Lovell — Deal with it later!
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Right, I will tell you later.
The quote is:
The cattlemen pioneered the way for the state electricity
commission’s hydro-electric works, and their packhorses
carried in the surveyors and the supplies and materials they
needed. They guided the early skiers into the mountains and
packed in their gear and supplies, and when people got lost or
perished, it was the cattlemen who went in and found them
and brought them out. They made welcome the early
botanists and geographers and the conservationists, who used
their huts and their horses and drew on their knowledge to
study the flora and fauna and the ecology of the alpine
environment.

This is the crunch:
But their hospitality rebounded against them. The learned
papers and reports that were the subject of these studies
blamed cattle and the cattlemen for everything from fire to
frost heave and erosion, and advocated their removal.
These same papers today form a mainstay of the greeny
argument —

this was in 1986 —
and even though the passage of time has demonstrated that
their prime assumptions and the conclusions they contained
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were wrong, they continue to be quoted, almost as holy writ,
by the radical career conservationists.

Let us hark back to what Simon Turner said at the rally.
He said that everyone was welcome at the cattlemen’s
fire, but it appears to me that some who were welcome
at the fire turned around and bit the hand that warmed
them. George Orwell once said:
Political language is designed to make lies sound truthful and
murder respectable and to give an appearance of solidarity to
pure wind.

This is true with this government regarding this issue. It
has attempted to strip the history of the cattlemen’s
contribution in the second-reading speech. I think that
single act exposes the government for what it really is.
I want to get on to something else. The Man from
Snowy River has been running strongly in the press and
in the other house. The government has been running a
line that the Man from Snowy River was not a
mountain cattleman. It is trying desperately to change
our history. The Man from Snowy River is probably
our most powerful rural icon. In the other place the
member for Gisborne, Joanne Duncan, said:
The Man from Snowy River has nothing to do with cattle
grazing.

That just about brought the other house down the other
day. The government is pursuing it, because yesterday
the member for Bayswater, Mr Lockwood, claimed that
the Man from Snowy River had nothing to do with
cattle. He said the Man from Snowy River hailed from
the Kosciuszko side, which of course is in New South
Wales. What do we mean about the Kosciuszko side?
The Kosciuszko side of what? It is the Snowy River of
course. What is on the other side of the Kosciuszko
side? It is the Black Mountain-Wulgulmerang side! I
am unhappy about the claim because the press has been
running this line. I am going to demonstrate right here
and now that the Man from Snowy River was a
mountain cattleman.
I have a book here written by Dick Rogers called My
Journey from the Snowy River. Dick Rogers was born
in 1898. He owned a property at Wulgulmerang, which
is now partly owned by an old bushman and bush
legend, Buff Rogers. Dick was Buff’s uncle. The
property is on the watershed of the Snowy River. You
can look right across the Snowy River to the
Kosciuszko side. You have got the river down the
middle, you have the Kosciuszko side and you have the
Wulgulmerang side. It is all the same country, all the
same cattle stations now as at that time.
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I want to get this in context. I want members to listen to
this extract from The Man from Snowy River and then I
am going to quote from Dick Rogers’ book. Members
should listen carefully to the words::
When they reached the mountain’s summit, even Clancy took
a pull,
It well might make the boldest hold their breath,
The wild hop scrub grew thickly, and the hidden ground was
full
Of wombat holes, and any slip was death.
But the man from Snowy River let the pony have his head,
And he swung his stockwhip round and gave a cheer,
And he raced him down the mountain like a torrent down its
bed,
While the others stood and watched in very fear.
He sent the flint stones flying, but the pony kept his feet,
He cleared the fallen timber in his stride,
And the man from Snowy River never shifted in his seat—
It was grand to see that mountain horseman ride.
Through the stringy barks and saplings, on the rough and
broken ground,
Down the hillside at a racing pace he went;
And he never drew the bridle till he landed safe and sound,
At the bottom of that terrible descent.

Members should keep those words in their memory.
Mr Rogers says in his book:
When mustering wild cattle in the bush, we were always
taught never under any circumstances let the cattle beat us. If
they were in wild steep bush country, you drove your horse
down the mountain side, through the timber and over the
rocks; never must you let the wild galloping cattle out of your
sight. When eventually you get on to more level country, you
had to get around and control them. It was often a difficult
task to take them home, particularly if it was a dark night with
no moon. A good dog was most valuable. The one thing that
was instilled into us: ‘never lose them’.

Do members notice the similarity? There is no doubt
that the Man from Snowy River was a mountain
cattleman. I will quote Dick Rogers again, and I like
this bit which says:
When they were let out of the yard, a very wild five-year-old
bullock, which had been mustered the previous day, galloped
away. Men or dogs could not stop him. He was off back to
the steep, rough country he loved so well on the Snowy River.
A splendid rider took off after him on a superb horse which
could make the pace and yet stand on his feet no matter how
and steep the country.
After a considerable time, he came back without his bullock.
But, he said, he’d tied him up with his stirrup leather and gave
him a ‘father of a belting’. The mob of cattle was taken to
where the bullock was tied up. He was let go and he never left
the mob again.

So there we have an account from the Snowy River
where the hills are ‘twice as steep and twice as rough’.
Jack Riley, the Man from Snowy River, came from
Snowy River, as did Dick Rogers, and therefore the
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claim that the Man from Snowy River was not a
mountain cattleman is total rubbish.
I was intrigued today to read Jill Singer’s article. She
says that federal government moves to protect the
heritage are just plain jingoism. What a classic example
of cultural cringe! She should read a few books.
Mr Davis has got a pile of books about the high
country. There are ones like Cattlemen of the High
Country by Tor Holth, Cattlemen and Huts of the High
Plains by Harry Stephenson, and the banned Movement
at the Station. I can lend Jill Singer a copy of that
book — I might ring her. There was Dick Rogers’
book, there is Chris Stoney’s book and even Dick
Johnson’s book. Ian Stapleton has written several books
and there are probably 50 other books. To its credit, the
federal government is desperately trying to save this
heritage. I say to it, ‘Good luck, and get on with it!’.
I wish to comment on the science. Government
members in the other place have all parroted the same
lines, and they will no doubt do the same in here today.
Much has been made of the so-called damage. It is
claimed that the science stating the damage is
overwhelming. I listened to the debate in the other
house over the last couple of days. Not once did I hear
the government cite the names of Harm van Rees or
Roger Oxley and Alan Wilson, who are credible
rangeland scientists. I did not hear Professor Peter
Attiwell mentioned. I make the point that if you applied
the same scientific blowtorch that has been applied to
the high plains, especially the south and north Bogongs
in the last little while, to any land in Australia, you
would still come up with varying results. All land
suffers impact, and as I will say later, it is about the
political will in deciding a balance of that impact. In
this case most people know that damage was done to
the high country many, many years ago. It was done by
sheep that really have no business in the high country.
As Jim Commins demonstrated many times, hares and
rabbits were a great issue because they destroyed
vegetation in the high country. It was also done by the
overstocking of cattle many, many years ago during
droughts.
But we have to point out that grazing and
management — not just of the high country but of all
farmland — has greatly improved. We all admit that
our grandfathers and great-grandfathers made mistakes.
We are still learning how best to do it. Why would you
throw the baby out with the bathwater when we are still
improving management, and we will continue to
improve our management as each generation goes on.
The cattlemen have learnt valuable lessons, and our
general farming population has learnt valuable lessons.
To their credit, the cattlemen issued a very detailed
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management plan on how they could go forward into
the future with the management of the high country.
There were no takers from the government on the
management plan; it was just ignored. Rangeland
scientists I know say that grazing is in balance in the
high country. Roger Oxley said so. The point I am
making is that this is about a balanced use of some land.
It is about the fact that 90 per cent of the park is not
grazed, and about 10 per cent to 15 per cent is lightly
grazed. If you balance up the issues of culture, heritage,
tourism and huts and the cattlemen’s presence, it comes
back to requiring a mature government decision about
balance.
That is what happened in 1989. The high country was
put in balance. There was some grazing, and some
grazing was removed from the higher, sensitive areas,
and there was a balance. The government says that
other states have stopped grazing in their high country.
I say, ‘So what? Who is to say that they are right and
we are wrong?’. The Kosciuszko side is higher and
more sensitive. The mid-range country in the
Kosciuszko is still higher than some of the Victorian
country. I point out that countries like Switzerland and
some other European countries took the cattle out for a
while but then brought them back. They found that it
was much better to have the cattle there, and they
brought them back.
I need to again address the issue of the 10 000 cattle
still grazing outside the park. I have gone through it and
I really think that we need to look at it. There is
something there that we will explore in committee.
There are issues of compensation. The government has
not said a word about compensation for those areas of
forest that adjoin the park which will be impossible to
graze. It was raised in the consideration-in-detail stage
in the other house and the minister ignored it. I believe
he would not answer that question on two or three
occasions. I give the minister adequate notice that we
will raise in committee the issue of what happens about
compensation to these state forest leases that have an
invisible line with alpine park leases.
I want to recite a brief political history of the fight to
retain alpine grazing. In the early 1980s, following Dick
Johnson’s book, battle lines were drawn. When the
Cain government came to power in 1982 it started to
move towards an alpine national park and to stop
grazing, although the proposed park was a lot smaller.
The cattlemen started to rally and they rode on
Parliament in 1984. Later, at Nunawading, as Bryan
Jameson identifies in his book, and much to the surprise
of the Liberal Party, they rose again. There was no
collusion. We just turned up one day and said, ‘We are
riding for you’. Rosemary Varty was very grateful.
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We rode at Nunawading, and that led to a dirty tricks
campaign by the Labor Party at the time that it came
out of with great odium. There were a lot of supporters
at that time getting organised. People like Phil Maguire
and lots of others were in there helping and giving lots
of advice — as Phil does from time to time — most of
it useful. There were probably 1000 people like that
helping the cattlemen, people from all walks of life, as
there are today. We have even had barristers ringing up
this week and offering their services. The Nunawading
campaign came and went. There was a dirty tricks
campaign and in a day of high drama the cattlemen
were called to the bar of the upper house to explain
themselves. I was there myself. It did not quite happen,
but the statement got out to clear the cattlemen’s name.
It certainly damaged the Labor Party’s reputation.
We kept up the pressure and our profile until 1989
when, as I said earlier, an agreement was reached in this
place. Jim Commins and I sat up there. David Evans
and Rosemary Varty took notes, and we passed them
over the top of the bar. It went on all through the
autumn sitting, and my family wondered if I had left
town because they had to run things at home while we
sat here negotiating. People were in tears out in
Queen’s Hall on both sides of politics as we moved
towards a conclusion. But we got an agreement and a
promise, and we created a balance that has stood the
test of time for 25 years until now. The licences were
issued. In 1998 the Kennett government reissued them,
but the Bracks government is now refusing to reissue
them. As I said earlier, it looks like the cattlemen are
finished. It looks like the association is finished. It
looks like the get-togethers are finished, and those
3000 people who come every year will be very
unhappy.
I point out that for the past 20 to 30 years the cattlemen
have always conducted themselves in a certain manner.
They have been polite, they have been articulate and
they have been concise. They have given fighting
speeches at various rallies right through the mountains
and here in Melbourne, but they have always done it
without belittling their opponents. This approach
generated enormous respect for the cattlemen’s rights
throughout Victoria as they fought for their livelihood,
their heritage and their position in the Victorian
community. For many years they have been the
conscience of the high country, exposing poor
management by government agencies. As I said earlier,
these agencies will be very glad to see the end of the
cattlemen, because they are the only ones who really
can expose some of the very bad management practices
that are going on and some of the issues, such as weeds,
that have been swept under the carpet for 20 years.
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Hon. David Koch — That are not going on!
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Mr Koch said, ‘That are
not going on!’. Some of these things have been going
on for 20 or 30 years, and successive governments have
ignored them. I heard it said in the lower house
yesterday, ‘We have suddenly found some money for
weeds’. Good on them, but it is far too late. It seems
incongruous that money has been found for weeds just
when we are getting rid of the cattlemen.
In conclusion I want to say that the cattlemen have been
betrayed. The way the whole issue has been handled
has been disgusting. The government of the time —
advised by the department, which had its own
agenda — seized the opportunity with the Caledonia
fires and then the 2002–03 fires to get as many cattle
out of the fire areas as possible, and the next year there
was feed up to your stirrup irons. But the department
was saying, ‘No, it is going to take 10 years to recover’.
I know that country, and I saw it after the fires — you
could hardly walk through it. I really cannot believe the
science on this issue. To my mind that club of scientists
has lost credibility by saying that the area needs
10 years to recover from the fires. I have seen it myself,
and the display of wildflowers and grass is
extraordinary. To say that it needs 10 years of not being
grazed betrays and exposes some of that scientific club
as having a secret agenda.
We saw the fires used as an excuse. We saw the
members of an unqualified backbench committee hold
an inquiry. We saw them seduce the cattlemen for a
year. We saw them weaken the political resolve of the
cattlemen, because they consulted. We saw them
weaken the cattlemen’s financial ability by using up
their resources. The cattlemen had endless meetings.
They travelled thousands of kilometres and had to
battle with conservation groups that had paid people
who were doing nothing else and who also had the ear
of the government. Even as late as the Thursday before
the announcement the cattlemen were still in ‘sensitive
discussions and negotiations’. The next Tuesday the
government betrayed them. It had its coup de grace
planned, it had its advertisements ready, it had the
scientists ready, it had its spin ready and it had the bill
ready, which had obviously been written some time
before. It had its second-reading speech ready, which
ignored everything that had ever gone before, and
claimed it was a new beginning but totally ignored the
proud contribution of the cattlemen. It was an absolute
and final insult. But we would not want the official
parliamentary record to show what the cattlemen have
contributed, would we? No! That is why I have
laboured the issue today. Someone had to put into the
record what the cattlemen have done over 170 years.
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The federal government is right to pursue the heritage
issue. This government is actively ignoring the culture
and actively ignoring the heritage. Someone in
officialdom has to try and retrieve that heritage and
hold it before it is too late. If something is not done
soon it will be lost forever because, as I demonstrated,
there will only be 1000 to 1500 cattle left and a handful
of disparate families running probably mostly unviable
forest leases. Most of the good lease country is gone
because it adjoins the Alpine National Park leases.
There will be a few cattlemen in some of the valleys
putting a few cows out the back gate — a few here and
there.
I rang Buff Rogers today just to see how he is going.
He said he has lost everything except a bit of a forest
lease, and he said it will cost more to fence off the
forest. He has been told by Parks Victoria that if his
cattle go anywhere near the alpine park they will sue
him and book him. He said, ‘What am I to do?’. I spoke
to him at 7 o’clock this morning. He was very
despondent about the whole thing but wished us well in
what we are doing. The process that has brought us to
this point has been absolutely disgusting. It has exposed
the government for what it is and what it stands for. I
make the point that country people are generally pretty
polite, but they have long memories. I predict that what
this government has done to the cattlemen and the way
it has ignored history and the cattlemen’s contribution
to the heritage and culture of this nation will sow the
seeds of this government’s destruction. For me that
cannot come soon enough.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — It gives me no joy
to be standing here today speaking on the appalling
piece of legislation before us. My sadness at this
decision is nothing compared with that of the previous
speaker, the Honourable Graeme Stoney. Given his
lifetime involvement in cattle grazing, particularly
mountain cattle grazing, one can understand the
emotion with which he spoke this morning. I applaud
Graeme Stoney for sharing with the house his
experience and his intimate knowledge of the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria and its history and
tradition. On behalf of everyone on this side of the
chamber I say thank you to Graeme Stoney for a
marvellous contribution and for sharing his knowledge,
sincerity and honesty with us this morning. It was most
appreciated, I think even by government members. I
noticed there was not one interjection during his
contribution, so it reflects well on him. We can
understand him, and we thank him for everything he
has done.
That being said, I want to talk about the bill. The
second-reading speech describes this bill as an historic
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one. It might be historic, but it is something of which
we can feel far from proud. I would describe it as
historic in the sense that we have reached an historical
low point in Victoria’s history. We are terminating a
once proud 170-year iconic Australian tradition. We are
consigning that tradition to the history books. Never
again will future generations be able to see these
famous iconic mountain cattlemen in action. They will
only ever be able to read about them. That is a tragedy.
Graeme Stoney has many lifetime friends in that
association.
I have been fortunate enough during my time
representing the East Gippsland part of my electorate to
at least make the acquaintance of and come to know
and learn from some of those directly involved. Graeme
has had a lifetime association with it, but I share his
pride in at least being able to claim those people as my
friends. They are true and great Australians who have
gone through some tough and difficult times, and they
are great people to know. I have had the privilege of
knowing them for a short period of time, and I feel so
sad that future generations are not going to be able to
enjoy the same experience I have had.
That this government has taken the course of action it
has saddens me terribly, but it also makes me very
angry. I am angry because I do not believe in my own
heart and mind — and I think I am a fair and reasonable
person who looks at all the evidence — that there is any
real scientific reason for doing what this government is
doing in banning cattle grazing, and nor in my own
heart do I think there is any environmental reason for it.
I am angry because the decision of this government to
ban cattle grazing in the alpine areas in Victoria is
purely political and is to pander to the Greens in an
attempt to get their preferences at the next election.
After looking at all the evidence, making submissions
to the task force and looking at what the task force has
written in its report, I can come up with nothing other
than a political reason for the government taking this
course of action. It angers me, and I believe it angers
the people of Victoria too. I am not alone in my anger. I
think the vast majority of Victorians feel the same way.
I can tell this government today that it is on the nose in
country Victoria, and I reckon government members
know they are on the nose. If you look at the history of
questions over the last couple of weeks of this sitting of
Parliament, the dorothy dixers have all been about
country Victoria. The government has been trying to
lay claim to jobs and investment in country Victoria all
the time. Government members know they are on the
nose, and they are trying to do something about it.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK GRAZING) BILL
Thursday, 16 June 2005

COUNCIL

But I will tell them why they are on the nose and let
them know some of the things that are really getting
under the skin of people who live outside Melbourne. It
is not only this decision to terminate 170 years of
history in country Victoria, but it comes on top of
things like plans to dump toxic waste in country
Victoria. I understand there are people around this
Parliament again today protesting about that. The
people of country Victoria see a decision like that as the
government having no heart. It is a Melbourne-based
problem, and the government is transferring it to
country Victoria.
It also gets under the skin of country Victorians that this
government insists on taking away jobs. Look at the
timber industry, for example. It has taken thousands of
jobs away from country Victoria with the timber
industry cutbacks and the abolition of timber licences. It
has forcibly taken away professional fishing licences. It
has been imposing wind power stations on country
communities. It has amended planning laws to restrict
the use of freehold land, again in country Victoria. It is
imposing draconian, bureaucratic red tape on land use,
and there is no better example of that than the native
vegetation regulations that this government has put in
place. There is the employment bureaucratic red tape
with the shift to federal awards that has decimated
many of those in the hospitality industry in country
Victoria because of the increased award rates they are
having to pay their employees. There is a further
locking up of massive areas of public land and denying
Victorians the use of that land. All of those things are
really getting under the skin of all of us who live in
country Victoria, and that is why this government is on
the nose.
But it is worse than that. We are getting absolutely
nothing in return. Talk about this government! It likes
to think that its fast trains are returning something to
country Victoria. They are more correctly described as
the farce trains, because we in country Victoria think
they are a great sham.
I can tell members that the minutes saved on the one
express train per line per day are nothing compared to
the lack of service and the slower times of the 28 train
services in Gippsland each week. It is a farce train
project. The natural gas promise for country Victoria
has not been delivered, and there is a litany of others.
While this government takes from country Victoria, it
gives nothing in return, and I am sure that will be
proven to the government in November 2006.
The government is further dumping on country Victoria
today with the abolition of grazing licences in
Victoria’s Alpine National Park. Some say only a
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handful of families — only 45 families or
thereabouts — are going to be affected, but that is
simply not the case. The impact on the communities in
which those families live and the towns serviced by
them will be severe. Towns in my electorate like Omeo,
Benambra, Ensay, Dargo, Gelantipy, Buchan and
Wulgulmerang — which Mr Stoney mentioned — are
very much reliant on the activity generated by the
mountain cattle industry. The annual high country cattle
sales are a feature of town life in places like Ensay and
Omeo. I am sure they have similar experiences in the
north-east. Take that sort of economic activity out of
those towns and they suffer extremely badly. The
economies of towns like Omeo, Benambra and Ensay
will be severely jolted by these grazing licences being
taken away from families that have lived in the region
for generations. This decision will have a flow-on effect
on those towns.
If you add on the impact of the timber resource
cutbacks in East Gippsland, that impact will be greatly
magnified. I am looking at towns like Buchan, Swifts
Creek, Cann River and Bendoc. If you put together all
of the small communities in East Gippsland that have
been affected by this government’s timber industry
policy and the towns now being affected by this piece
of legislation, the situation is becoming pretty serious. I
have not mentioned the professional fishing licences
that have been taken away from some of the coastal
communities. The situation is very serious, but this
government continues to ignore the plight of those
people and those towns because of its political
selfishness and desire to satisfy its own ends rather than
considering what is right for those communities.
I will not quote much material in my contribution
today — I do not need to — but one thing I looked at
was at page 6 of the Bairnsdale Advertiser of Friday,
27 May. One of the headings on a page of commentary
about this issue was ‘Omeo, Benambra communities
“dead”‘. It states:
‘Everybody’s dead’ was the comment made by alpine grazing
licence holder, Richard Faithfull, of Benambra, when asked
about the feeling in Omeo and Benambra following the
government’s decision to ban grazing.
Richard, who runs approximately 400 to 500 head of cattle in
the park, said the decision would have a significant impact on
his, and his brother’s, business.
‘It will affect my brother more, reducing his stock allocations
by about 50 per cent’, he said.

I know his brother well. He was one of those who was
severely affected by the 2003 fires in that region. This
becomes a double whammy with his livelihood now
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being taken away after he has suffered so much in the
past. I think that is cruel.
Another heading on the same page is ‘Cattlemen
devastated’. Some extensive comments are attributed to
Simon Turner, the president of the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria. Simon is one of
my constituents, and I think he has done a fantastic job
in his role as president of the mountain cattlemen’s
association. He has been a staunch advocate and a
tireless worker for that organisation. As the Honourable
Graeme Stoney said, he has led them through a very
difficult time. I am sure he would be feeling devastated
at this point in time. A paragraph in this article states:
Future generations will condemn this government for killing
off living history. Minister Thwaites has plunged a knife deep
into the heart of Victoria’s history.

He has. I do not think there is any doubt about that. I do
not think even government members would refute that
comment.
I will talk more about this later on, but the
government’s typical response to all these sorts of
issues, such as the failure to renew these grazing
licences and the compulsory acquisition of some of the
timber and fishing licences, is to say it is okay because
the government is going to compensate people, it will
give them a handout. Can I say, and I will say it again
later in my speech when I talk more about this, country
people do not want handouts. We do not want to be
patronised by this government. We want an opportunity
to do a fair day’s work for a fair living. By giving
handouts to country people in circumstances like this
the government is stripping away their dignity. I do not
know of one person in my electorate who has
volunteered to receive a handout in preference to
retaining their licence and their right to earn a living.
By taking away these livelihoods the government is
destroying the heart and the fabric of many of the
communities in which those people live. This is having
a terrible effect on the local community and the wider
regional community.
I will give the house a couple of examples of the impact
this sort of mentality — these policies of take by the
government and restricting activity on public land — is
having on country communities. In the timber industry
there has been a 50 per cent reduction in resource
availability in East Gippsland because of Our Forests
Our Future. I say ‘resource availability’ because it is
not a lack of resource, it is the fact that more resource
has been locked away from use. Literally thousands of
jobs have been lost in East Gippsland alone with
cutbacks to the timber industry. Townships like Cann
River and Swifts Creek have been devastated. If the
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sawmill — the major employer — in Cann River
closes, the town will die, it will no longer exist. The
same applies to sawmill closures in Swifts Creek —
they have had a profound impact on that town. We are
locking away more resource and denying use of it, but
our demand for timber and timber products has not
been reduced in any way whatsoever, so we are simply
increasing our reliance on timber products from
overseas. We are just shifting the problem. Members
crow about this being an environmentally friendly,
green government but it is raping and pillaging forests
in Third World countries. How good is that? Does that
make us feel proud? I am sometimes accused of not
looking at things from a global perspective, but this
government never looks at things from a global
perspective when it comes to suiting its own political
advantage. The timber industry is a classic case.
The other example I want to mention is the wind power
station policy adopted by this government. By its target
date of 2006 the government wants to have in place
1000 megawatts capacity of wind-generated electricity.
That equates to actual output of just 350 megawatts or
one medium gas-fired power station. The government
is hell-bent on destroying the amenity of many areas of
country Victoria. I can speak with intimate knowledge
of areas in South Gippsland in my electorate. To
achieve 1000 megawatts of electricity you need at least
750 of these towers. There are not that many yet, but
there will have to be a lot more in the future if the
government is going to achieve its target. This destroys
amenity and divides communities, which is impacting
harshly on people in South Gippsland. It is those few
privileged people who might gain direct revenue from
the placement of wind towers on their properties
against those who oppose them, which is generally
most other people in the region. The government is
stifling economic activity. As I said in debate yesterday,
land values have fallen because of the presence of wind
farms, but more importantly land sales have come to an
end — nobody is selling land because nobody wants to
buy around proposed wind farms.
Because just about every hill or knoll has been checked
by wind farm developers in the area, that stifling of
economic activity in land sales is not just alongside
existing wind farms or proposed wind farms — it is
right across the region because people are pretty
nervous about where the next wind farm might pop up.
This government’s absolute desire to put in place, no
matter what, 1000 megawatts of installed capacity for
wind farms is dividing and having a terrible impact on
communities. We are looking at the same thing with the
bill before us. The abolition of those cattle grazing
licences will have the same sort of impact on the
respective communities.
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Let me go to the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill. On 12 April 1989 the National Parks
(Alpine National Park) Bill, which the legislation was
called at that time, was debated in Parliament. As the
Honourable Graeme Stoney said, there is a fair bit of
history to this. That particular bill created the Alpine
National Park and also allowed for the grazing licences
that existed up until today in that particular area. It is
interesting to read the comments of the minister at that
time. I quote from the Hansard report of the
second-reading speech on the bill by the then minister,
the Honourable Kay Setches. This is what she said in
part in her second-reading speech:
The government recognises and respects the traditional use of
the high country for grazing and, as a special case, has
provided for it in the new Alpine National Park. As a result of
carefully considering the traditional family associations of the
cattlemen with the high country, the economic significance of
the area for individual cattlemen, environmental and
recreational factors, and research information, the government
will:
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have seen is a big change in the political will of this
government. It gets back to my contention that this is
nothing but a political decision. It has nothing to do
with science; it has nothing to do with the environment.
If you look at the 1999 election policy of this Bracks
government, you will see it said very clearly that it was
going to examine, and I quote:
… ways to remove all grazing from the park.

This was under the heading of ‘Alpine National Park’.
Clearly in 1999, no matter what, it was intent on taking
the first opportunity it could to remove grazing. August
2006 is the first time under this government that the
seven-year licences have been due for renewal. At the
first opportunity they have jumped at the chance and
taken those licences away. It stinks. It is a horrible
decision.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

allow grazing to continue in more than 90 per cent of the
available area in the Alps suitable for grazing —

and she goes on. I wish to make a couple of interesting
comments about that. She commented that the
government had considered some important
environmental research and said that it was okay for
grazing to continue. I might add that grazing, as we
said, has been going on for 170 years. So back in 1989
it had already been going for 154 years. In the first
154 years of grazing in that high country area it not
only grazed cattle but also grazed sheep which, as
Mr Stoney said, have a far bigger impact on the
environment because they eat lower down and extract
the roots of grasses, not just the blades of grasses as
cattle do. Horses have also been grazed legally in
Alpine National Park areas. Consequently one would
think that the impact of grazing in the first 154 years
would have been far greater than the impact of less than
8000 cattle in the last 16 years. Yet in 1989 the
scientific research said to the government that it was
okay and there could still be grazing.
What I also found instructive were the comments by
Mr Stoney about the size of the Alpine National Park.
As he said, it is one of our largest parks — I think it is
660 000 hectares in size — and it was specifically made
that large size for part of it to accommodate grazing.
Let us not forget about that factor: that we established
such a big park purely so that we could have grazing
within it — and the science at that point of time, in
1989, says that it was okay.
What has changed in that 16 years? I suggest that
nothing in the science would have changed. What we

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. In comments during the
adjournment debate on Tuesday night the minister
firstly said M2006 would write to him requesting an
extension of time for its financial report, then he
referred to the request having already been made.
Would the minister please advise the house which
version is correct?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I am happy to continue to
answer questions on this matter for some time if the
opposition believes it is worth while being bogged
down in its pettiness on this issue. I am happy to
continue answering questions on this matter because, as
I have said on many occasions, we are committed to
transparency. We are committed to reporting on every
level of the games to ensure that Victorians, as well as
the opposition, can be across all the figures and so that
everybody knows what the expenditure on the games is.
I know that after the games, in the lead-up to the games
and in the lead-up to whatever takes place after the
games we will be very proud of what we have delivered
at games time. I have a letter from Melbourne 2006,
which has requested the extension of the reporting on
that particular year. I have that in my possession, and in
relation to the issue I am happy to answer any further
questions.
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Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I thank the
minister for his response. In the light of his response,
advising that he is keen to be transparent and ensure
that everyone is across all the figures, I ask: why is it
that there are continual contradictions in his statements
on this issue?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I think if the member goes
back and reads my answers as recorded in Hansard —
and he reads them properly — and he reads the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee transcript as well,
there is consistency. My consistency has been that there
will be continued reporting in relation to all these
matters. The only element of confusion, as I perceive,
from the opposition is that when they mention games
reporting, opposition members are not clear on which
element of games reporting they are talking about. Are
they talking about the Department for Victorian
Communities reporting on the whole-of-games budget
or are they talking about the reporting that I have talked
about here in relation to Melbourne 2006? In relation to
games reporting, that can be a generic statement or it
can be specific. But if the opposition is not specific in
relation to which question — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — If their questions are
consistently generic, they will get consistently generic
answers.

Commonwealth Games: infrastructure
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
question is for the Minister for Commonwealth Games,
the Honourable Justin Madden. I ask the minister to
advise the house of how the Bracks government is
getting on with the job of ensuring that infrastructure
projects are on track for the Melbourne 2006
Commonwealth Games.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I cannot get enough
questions on the Commonwealth Games. I am happy to
answer as many questions as this house will offer,
because I am very proud about what is going on, and I
know that the Victorian public will be very proud about
what is going on in relation to the Commonwealth
Games. Can I say that the major infrastructure works
are going ahead in leaps and bounds. In particular, with
the Melbourne Cricket Ground we have seen the MCG
make all the critical milestones. We have seen a ground
capacity of 80 000 at the 2004 football grand final and
we have seen a ground capacity of 70 000 for the 2004
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Boxing Day test. All those critical milestones have been
achieved. The former Ponsford Stand is now fully
operational. Stage 4 is continuing, with the fit-out of the
respective dining and catering facilities and the
completion of the main roof structure, and stage 5 is
well under way and being completed from both ends.
Tonight Governor John Landy will have the great
pleasure of opening — and the state of Victoria will
have the great pleasure of him opening — the
Melbourne Cricket Club dining area. Can I just say that
I have inspected the facility and it is spectacular. I hope
over a period of time members of this chamber get an
invite to whatever function it might be in that dining
room, because it is an absolutely spectacular room. I
will tell you why it is spectacular. It has outlooks over
the MCG, but even more impressive — or as
impressive — it has outlooks across the city. It
reinforces to any visitor or any local who gets the
opportunity to be in that dining room on any occasion
what a fantastic facility the MCG is, given its location
and proximity to the city. So not only at games time but
after the games it will be a spectacular benefit to the
Victorian community.
We have seen sections of the athletics track installed in
terms of the foundation being laid prior to the Boxing
Day test. What is quite exceptional about the way in
which the track is being laid is that the facility is being
operated throughout the course of the redevelopment,
but also that the foundations for the track are being laid
in between the major milestones, and we will see even
more of that work take place as we proceed along this
year after the major milestones have been completed.
We have seen the replacement of the Olympic Park
athletics track. Members here would appreciate that
when you have an athletics event you have to have a
warm-up track. We will have the same materials as
used on the Olympic Park track used on the track for
the Commonwealth Games so the athletes can warm up
in equivalent track-like conditions.
The Jolimont station upgrade works commenced in
February, and they are expected to be completed very
shortly. We have the Yarra precinct pedestrian
bridge — or link, as it is known, which many members
would have been alongside or near, and they can see the
substantial work occurring there. It is a fantastic facility
because, as I have mentioned on a number of occasions,
people will be able to travel to either the MCG or the
Melbourne Olympic Park precinct via Birrarung Marr
or Federation Square. So for the first time ever we are
bringing our sports precincts towards the Yarra and
making the Yarra a focal point of those sports precincts.
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As well as that we are also seeing the completion of the
state mountain bike course, and it is interesting. I know
that Ms Buckingham and Mr Somyurek have been very
interested in this facility. We have seen the competition
track completed, and I hope that Mr Rich-Phillips, who
is not here today, takes some interest in the facility as
our local members have. They are travelling well, and
we look forward to — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
further question without notice to the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. Yesterday the minister said
that the statement he read on Tuesday had been released
by the Auditor-General and the Department for
Victorian Communities. If this is true, why is there no
public record of the statement being released by either
of its purported authors?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the question. I
think if Mr Philip Davis checks the pinks, he will
appreciate that the comments from the opposition used
the term ‘released’ on a number of occasions. Whilst I
may have used the word ‘released’, and there may be
some confusion on that side of the chamber, that
statement was provided to me, so it was released to me.
We can talk about the semantics — —
Hon. Philip Davis — Not publicly released?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Did I say ‘publicly
released’? No, I did not say ‘publicly released’. The
member would like to think that, but can I say that your
members — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister will
address his remarks to Mr Davis through the Chair.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Can I just say that the
opposition can continue its pettiness on commas or full
stops or the semantics or the definitions of any
particular word, but at the end of the day people out
there in the community know that this pettiness is not
going to get it re-elected. They know that if it really
wants to be re-elected, it has to come out with some
substantial policies and question us on policies or
initiatives or outcomes rather than focusing on the
pettiness that we have seen over the last few days in
relation to where the commas or full stops lie.
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Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — As a result of
the minister’s response, confirming that the statement
was not publicly released other than by the minister
asserting it had been, is it not true that the statement is
merely a creation of the government’s own spin
doctors?
Hon. J. M. Madden — On a point of order,
President, I am happy to be questioned as many times
as the opposition feels the desire to question me, but
can I seek your clarification on the member making
accusations about things that I said when I have not said
them? Can I get your clarification in relation to that?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — On the point of order,
President, I have asked the minister a question and he
can respond as he will.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition asked a question and stated that the minister
had said something. The minister then raised a point of
order asserting that was not what he said. I think that is
what the issue is all about. The member when raising
the question asked whether the minister publicly
released or released a document and the minister has
the opportunity in his response to clarify or agree with
the statement made by the Leader of the Opposition. I
give the minister the opportunity to respond to the
supplementary question.
Hon. J. M. Madden — President, I am not sure the
Leader of the Opposition had finished the
supplementary question, and he may want to repeat it.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — President, this is an
extraordinary state of affairs. A question has been put to
the minister. The minister is so intimidated by it he
does not want to answer it and has sought protection
from the Chair. As a consequence the minister now
asks for a further question to be asked. I am delighted to
ask a question. — —
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If the minister wants
to hear the question, I suggest he stop interrupting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — President, I need to be
advised — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is enough! The
minister said he was not sure whether the member had
concluded his supplementary question because the
minister had raised a point of order. I am giving the
member the opportunity to restate his supplementary
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question to the minister so that the minister can respond
to it.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — President, I take it I will
have sufficient time to do as the Chair has requested —
—
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Then stop asking questions!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — If the member would be
quiet, I might get it out. The minister has confirmed that
the statement was not publicly released. Will he now
confirm that the statement is simply a creation of his
own government’s spin doctors?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question, and I am happy to continue to answer as
many questions on this as the member would like to
ask. The member can continue to question me on
semantics, but I have presented the document, I have
spoken to it and I am happy to table it. I understand it is
from the Secretary of the Department for Victorian
Communities and the Auditor-General, Wayne
Cameron. I have read it into Hansard. I am happy to
table it or make it available — whatever suits the
member. I understand that if the member has not read
the pinks, he can read them and see the transcript. I am
not entirely sure what your problem is on this,
Mr Davis, other than wanting to yell at the top of your
voice on petty semantics — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister will
speak through the Chair!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — In relation to the same
matter over and over again, I am happy to answer as
many questions as the member wants on this issue for
as long as he wants to ask them.

Building One Victoria: launch
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — My
question is to the Minister for Major Projects. Will the
minister outline to the house how the Bracks
government is getting on with the job of important and
comprehensive infrastructure provision with the launch
of the Building One Victoria framework?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
am absolutely delighted to answer Ms Buckingham’s
question on the launch of Building One Victoria and
what it is doing for growing the whole state and adding
to infrastructure in the state. Firstly, I had great pleasure
a couple of weeks ago in launching Building One
Victoria at the National Gallery of Victoria under the
auspices of the Committee for Melbourne, which
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looked after the function we had. I was delighted to do
that because what Building One Victoria does is meet
the need we are getting from industry and the
community to outline what infrastructure is being
delivered into Victoria and how it fits the government
vision for growing the whole state and building a strong
Victoria so our community can have confidence that the
infrastructure is happening and knows where it is going.
In the last five years the Bracks government has
invested over $10 billion in infrastructure in Victoria. In
the next four years we will be investing another amount
of money.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Where is it?
Mr LENDERS — I take up the interjection of
Mr Atkinson. I suggest Mr Atkinson pick up the
document and read through Building One Victoria,
perhaps about the synchrotron in Melbourne adding
high-value jobs, bringing 3000 scientists to this state
and keeping our best and brightest working in this state
instead of going overseas or about the cattle
underpasses in Gippsland that Mr Philip Davis is so
obsessed with that mean farmers in those areas can
have their cows going safely under the roads and the
traffic is safer, which adds to productivity.
Ms Hadden interjected.
Mr LENDERS — What we have is a building
program. When you contrast this with our predecessors,
you find that the Kennett government — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Atkinson and
Ms Hadden will desist from interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — You find that despite the Kennett
government’s obsession with trophy projects in the
middle of Melbourne that ran over time and over
budget, this government is delivering twice the
infrastructure spend and delivering it for the whole of
the state.
While the rest of the country has talked infrastructure,
the Bracks government has been delivering, often from
the Growing Victoria Together fund that was
established in the first term of the government. We are
not doing this because we want monuments; we are not
doing this because we want to have trophy projects like
the Kennett government; we are doing this because we
want to build up a strong state. Whether it be in
Melbourne or the remotest regional areas, we are
providing a strong boost to the economy so we can
have jobs, because with jobs all Victorians, including
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young Victorians, have the capacity to deal with the
future, to develop and grow the whole state. We will
better deliver services and remove the economic
bottlenecks that prevent the creation of jobs.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Whether it be the convention
centre in the middle of Melbourne or the rollout of
broadband to 1600 schools in the state — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Both Mr Atkinson and
Ms Hadden will cease interjecting or I will use
sessional orders to remove them from the chamber. I
know Mr Atkinson does not want that to happen, so I
ask him to desist immediately.
Mr LENDERS — During that time Victoria has
increased expenditure per head on infrastructure by 40
per cent — that is the Bracks government putting its
money where its mouth is. The rest of the country has
grown by 8 per cent. This government is building the
whole state. There are no toenails in the state, we are
equal partners, and we are governing for the whole
state. This book summarises that. Unlike the Kennett
government with Agenda 21, which was gloss — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
question is also directed to the Minister for Major
Projects. Given the government’s difficulty in finding a
suitable toxic waste dump site, I ask whether the
government has given any consideration to diverting
funding earmarked for a new site to toxic waste
reduction initiatives and hence reduce the need for a
new site?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) —
Firstly, for the record and also to avoid the hysteria
which The Nationals — first the leader in the
Legislative Assembly and now Mr Bishop — like to
stir up for political purposes by using the term ‘toxic
waste dump’, I will certainly correct the record. A
long-term containment facility which has been part of
this government’s policy has been proposed for
Nowingi in Sunraysia. That proposal is going through
an elaborate environment effects statement process so
that when we complete the process we can make an
informed decision with the community with all the
information in front of us.
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It is important to set the record straight because I know
Mr Bishop may not be running himself, but he is
seeking to look after his colleagues, and it obviously
suits him to stir up some excitement by using the term
‘toxic’. I will take Mr Bishop through some of the
comments of his colleague, Mr Baxter, when he was a
minister and referred to these issues and environment
effect statements. I will also refer him to the comments
of his former leader, Mr McNamara, on this issue, but I
will not take up the time of the house by contrasting the
different views of the members of The Nationals.
I will take up the serious issue of a long-term
containment policy. Most of the issues are ones that are
the responsibility of the Minister for Environment in the
other place, but in terms of the Nowingi site I will
address them as they affect my portfolio and come from
that area. First and foremost the whole point of a
long-term containment facility is to reduce waste. It is
actually best that industry reduces waste on site, and
that only those portions of waste that cannot be dealt
with in that way are put into a containment facility.
That is something the Minister for Environment has
clearly gone through. As Mr Bishop would know if he
chose to read the Coleman report or any other
bipartisan reports in this area, the first and foremost
strategy is to reduce waste. When waste cannot be
reduced the waste at the level we are talking about —
there are three levels of waste — goes to a long-term
containment facility.
The government established its policy to deal with the
open-cut landfills the Kennett government was going to
put in at Werribee — which was defended by
two-thirds of the people opposite, I might add, and the
Labor Party in opposition at that time said that we
needed a better way of dealing with this. One of those
ways is to minimise waste on site and what you cannot
minimise on site you put in a long-term containment
facility.
We will work with the community — and I am happy
to work with Mr Bishop on this — to find an answer to
the problem, because this is not an easy issue to deal
with in any community. As I have said previously in
the house, we can look at glib solutions and talk about
toxic dumps and have do-not-put-it-anywhere-type
arguments, but we have to address the issue of the
long-term containment facility. Mr Bishop, who is an
advocate for farmers in the Mallee, will know that if he
keeps this debate going and stirs up as much hysteria as
he is seeking to raise we run the risk of farmers not
having ammonium nitrate delivered to their crops in his
electorate because people will say it is dangerous and
you cannot move it. You run the risk of all the farmers
and people in Mildura, Swan Hill and the Sunraysia
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having no fuel because of an hysterical campaign
saying you cannot take a truck full of fuel up the
highway. That is where Mr Bishop’s debate is leading.
If The Nationals wish to use scare tactics and fear
campaigns to stop our highways being used for
long-term containment waste, they need to start
explaining to the manufacturers and the components
people in their electorates, the farmers and the ordinary
people who use petrol and liquefied petroleum gas and
diesel how those products will be moved up the
highway. We will work for solutions to manage waste,
but we will work in a way that is not part of a fear
campaign, that does not cost jobs in country Victoria
and that does not come up with simplistic
not-in-my-backyard solutions. We want to take people
with us to find long-term solutions to an issue in a
manufacturing state.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I will
attempt to get an answer out of the minister, who is
being particularly evasive on this issue. I am aware that
the Save the Food Bowl Alliance sent a letter and a
report to the government, which I understand was
forwarded on to the Minister for Major Projects by the
Minister for Environment in the other place. The thrust
of the report is that global companies are dramatically
reducing toxic waste. A part of the report says:
Victorian companies could achieve the same reductions if the
state government invested as little as 5 per cent of the money
which it is committing to building and operating the Nowingi
toxic waste dump. Forget the location: the need for a new
toxic waste dump could be eliminated altogether.

I cannot see why the minister cannot answer a simple
public policy issue. Will the minister consider the
report — and I am sure he has, because it was sent off
in February — and make the response available to the
house or to me?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) —
Every single document on this issue that comes to the
government from the people of Sunraysia, or anywhere
else in the Victorian community, gets referred on to the
environment effects statement (EES) process for its
consideration. Regarding the food bowl alliance, we
have had a consultant who has gone through Sunraysia
and gone overseas talking to foreign companies to see
whether this will affect the image of Sunraysia. If
Mr Bishop can show to me any piece of
correspondence that has not been referred direct to the
EES process, I will make sure it gets to the panel
immediately and apologise to whomever has given that
correspondence to us that it has not been more speedily
dealt with. Every item of correspondence on this gets
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referred to the EES process so that it can be considered
and so that the community of Sunraysia can see how
the government deals with it and what the response is.
The technical reports are on the Web, the reports are on
the Web and they are being released. We are acting
decisively, openly and with the community.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western).

Information and communications technology:
international markets
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I refer
my question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology. Can the minister advise
the house how the Bracks government is getting on
with the job of assisting Victorian information and
communications technology firms to develop
international markets?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
honourable member for his question. I have mentioned
in the house before how the information and
communications technology (ICT) industry is probably
the best example of an industry that has no boundaries.
It is truly a global industry and therefore requires our
companies to think globally. It is an extremely
competitive global marketplace, and our IT companies
need to be ready to compete. We are too small a market
in Australia to provide only for business for IT
companies and to have a viable future. We have to look
beyond our shores. We need to be competitive and we
need to understand what the trends are in the ICT
industry and how we can develop and meet those
needs. This is happening in our industry. We have some
wonderful companies doing wonderful innovative
things that are being recognised globally. We want to
make sure that more of our companies are preparing
themselves for the opportunity to compete globally.
They have the confidence. They understand the market,
and they know where they can create a niche for
themselves. They also have the opportunity to partner
with companies globally to reach those global markets
in a way in which they could not do on their own.
The Bracks government is assisting them in that
process. We want to ensure that they are ready to get on
with the job of providing the global solutions and being
part of that global marketplace. We provide companies
with support to go to trade fairs and missions across the
globe that are strategic to the needs of those companies.
Those companies come back and tell us how valuable it
was to them — the experience and opportunities.
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Over the last 12 months 90 companies have been
provided with assistance to attend trade fairs and
missions. This has helped to generate sales of more
than $195 million from those participating companies.
It has also raised the profile of the Victorian ICT
industry through our presence at those trade fairs. Let
me say that the Victorian industry, through the
Victorian government, is the most represented at these
trade fairs and missions programs. We have businesses
going to CeBit in Hanover, to the E3 Games Expo in
Los Angeles, to the BETT Educational Technology
Show in London, to the RFID World Asia Expo in
Singapore and to the Optical Fibre Communication
Expo in Los Angeles.
In November of last year — and I have mentioned this
in the house before — we led the largest ICT delegation
in recent years to go outside these shores to India,
comprising 50 individuals representing
36 organisations. We saw the outcomes of that not only
on the trip but since returning from the trip with
announcements of investment and partnering
opportunities. It has been a great outcome for those
companies that were able to attend. On Sunday I leave
for Japan. We are taking Australia’s largest ever ICT
trade mission to Japan, comprising 50 individuals
representing 32 organisations. We are taking firms from
four of Victoria’s ICT clusters of excellence that have
particular relevance to the Japanese companies.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Information and communications technology:
tenders
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — 1 direct a
question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology, the Honourable
Marsha Thomson. Can the minister advise the house
when she was made aware of the allegations that the
tender process for the government’s content
management project was flawed and corrupted?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — In relation to the
enterprise content management project that the member
is referring to, which is one of the projects the chief
information officer had developed a business case for,
the matter of probity issues was raised and I became
aware of that in March of this year. Probity auditors
were brought in to investigate these allegations. The
probity auditor has found that there are no issues to be
answered, and in fact probity has not been breached. In
relation to that, that project has been transferred to the
chief technical officer’s office, has gone out to tender,
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the tenderers have been advised that the probity auditor
has looked at issues around probity and has determined
that there are no issues of probity, and that the tender is
proceeding and will be proceeding on time and on
schedule.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I thank the
minister for that answer and appreciate the fullness of
that answer on this occasion. The minister’s colleague
to the right of her, the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, might learn a little bit from that answer. I
suggest for the benefit of the house that the problem
here was that there was a suggestion that a Department
of Premier and Cabinet employee was involved in
discussions and had an awareness of the enterprise
content management project that was then conveyed to
a consultant acting for one of the companies which was
subsequently one of the short-listed tenderers. I hear
what the minister says about her satisfaction with the
process as it stands at the moment. I ask her to indicate
to the house whether she has taken action to ensure that
any further blatant violations of probity do not occur
again in other contracts within her area.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I take very
seriously, and the government takes very seriously, the
issue of probity. At every stage along the way any of
the projects that are under my portfolio areas in relation
to ICT are checked and do meet probity needs. I think it
is crucially important, the government thinks it is
crucially important, and I have no reason to believe
either the chief information officer or the chief
technical officer would do anything other than ensure
that probity requirements and standards are
appropriately met and will continue to be appropriately
met.

Aboriginals: community representation
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — My question is for
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, Mr Jennings. Can
the minister advise the house how the Bracks
government is getting on with the job of ensuring that
the voices and aspirations of indigenous Victorians will
continue to be heard and acted on by the Bracks
government?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I thank Ms Romanes for her question and
for her longstanding interest in ensuring that this
government and all governments relate in a respectful
and responsive way to the hopes and aspirations of
Aboriginal communities. That is a fundamental
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commitment we made and reaffirmed in A Fairer
Victoria, which is the centrepiece of the government’s
social obligation to all disadvantaged members of the
Victorian community, which includes in many
instances Aboriginal people who live right across the
breadth of Victoria.
In the development of A Fairer Victoria I undertook
extensive consultations with Aboriginal people about
the way they wanted to relate to government more
efficiently and effectively than we have seen in the past.
My conversations with Aboriginal communities right
throughout Victoria happened at a time when there was
some degree of anxiety given the then imminent demise
of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission. The wind-up of ATSIC took place just
recently. I spoke at the last meeting of the regional
councils of ATSIC in Victoria, which was held in
Bendigo only last week. I talked about the process by
which we will embark on the new representative
structure that we believe will have a high degree of
support within Aboriginal communities.
I am very pleased to report to the house that there is a
very good chance we will able to develop a
representative structure that will meet the needs of the
community, the Victorian government and the
commonwealth government on a way of relating to
Aboriginal communities into the future. That is not an
easy equation to get a result from because for some
time — I have reported this in the house on a number of
occasions — through its reforms of the indigenous and
Aboriginal portfolios, the commonwealth has spent a
lot of its effort focusing on northern, western and
central Australia rather than on Victoria. I have had
productive conversations with the Office of Indigenous
Policy Coordination, which is the federal body in
Victoria, and it will be a fellow traveller in that process.
This week we embarked on a round of consultations.
The process is headed by Troy Austin, who
interestingly was the former Victorian commissioner
for ATSIC. He plays a very prominent role in the daily
lives of Aboriginal communities right throughout the
breadth of Victoria. In conjunction with officers of
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria, he is embarking on an
extensive round of consultations to bed down that
representative structure. The commonwealth has
supported that, and it is making some contribution to
that process.
I have a high degree of expectation that the
representative structure that comes out of it will
actually be meaningful to Aboriginal people in planning
services into the future by bringing together an
alignment of regional activity and support services

Thursday, 16 June 2005

consistent with the realignment of departmental
regional boundaries that occurred as part of the A Fairer
Victoria commitment. We think that is a very efficient
way of delivering services to people right throughout
Victoria and indeed to Aboriginal people. It will
provide the basis on which we will re-create the
Premier’s Aboriginal Advisory Council, which will be
the replacement peak body to deal with the Premier and
me in our relationships with Aboriginal people. I think
there will be a high degree of support in this chamber
and in the Aboriginal community for that initiative.

Gas: regional supply
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
direct my question without notice to the Minister for
Energy Industries and Resources, the Honourable Theo
Theophanous. The minister complains that the
opposition never congratulates the government for
bringing natural gas to rural Victoria. Therefore I would
like to congratulate the government for at least
promising gas to Wandong, Alexandra and Yea in
November 2002. I ask: why is it that after the
government promised gas to Wandong, Alexandra and
Yea in 2002 with no strings attached the member for
Seymour has now regretfully announced that those
three towns will not be connected to natural gas?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Again the member gives
me the opportunity to talk about this fantastic gas
extension program for regional Victoria. It is a program
which will deliver gas to 29 towns in regional Victoria
that have been announced.
Construction programs have commenced in a number
of these locations, and the program is on track for
delivery within the time lines that have already been
announced by the government. I make the point that in
order to deliver the gas to regional Victoria this
program has effectively used $70 million to gear off an
investment from the private sector, so it is not just the
$70 million government investment. It has geared off
millions of dollars of investment from other gas
distribution companies in order to deliver gas into these
regions of Victoria.
We went through an exhaustive process to determine
the areas that would get natural gas. Essentially it was
based on value for money, trying to reach as many
people as we could in regional Victoria given the
available funds. The way that has occurred is that we
have been able to identify 29 towns and thousands of
Victorians who will benefit as a result of the extension
to those towns. Of course it is also the case — and I am
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happy to put it on the record, Mr Stoney — that we
have not been able to completely fill all the demand.
Hon. Philip Davis — Promises.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — No, all the
demand. Of course it is the case that every person in
regional Victoria would like to have gas connected if it
is at all possible. But let me say this: we have delivered
a hell of a lot more gas into regional Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The opposition
does not like this program because it does not like good
news in regional Victoria. But the fact of the matter is
that this is going to deliver millions of dollars in
infrastructure into regional Victoria to get gas to
locations that have been identified through proper
processes. Those proper processes have delivered gas to
29 towns.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Notwithstanding
the significant provocation from the other side, I will
continue to answer questions from the honourable
member about this very exciting program.
Supplementary question
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
thank the minister for his answer, although it does not
give the residents of Alexandra, Yea and Wandong
much comfort. When the government announced that
Alexandra, Yea and Wandong would be connected to
natural gas there was no mention of any caveats,
involvement of private companies, dependence on
partnerships, value for money or any other potential
impediments. So I ask: was the lack of any
announcement of potential impediments or hurdles to
those three towns being connected simply
incompetence or was there a plan to use the
announcement to win the seat of Seymour?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The 57-year-old
birthday boy, the Minister for Energy Industries and
Resources!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — Let me say, President, that
70 000 Victorians are going to get pretty good birthday
presents as a result of natural gas being delivered to
their areas in regional Victoria! I do not know how
many times I have to tell honourable members on the
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other side. We are delivering as much as it is possible to
deliver in this program of gas extension into regional
Victoria. There will always be places that we are not
able to deliver to, but we have not made promises to
deliver into places and not delivered into them. It has
been done through a pristine process. That is the
process we have used. We are proud of the program,
and it is welcomed in regional Victoria.

Libraries: funding
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — My question is
directed to the Minister for Local Government. Can the
minister outline to the house how the Bracks
government is getting on with the job by building on its
record investment to strengthen the provision of one of
our great public institutions, Victoria’s public libraries?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
thank the member for his question and his ongoing
interest in our terrific public libraries. Public libraries
are the hub of most Victorian communities. That is why
more than 50 per cent of all Victorians are members of
their local public library. Libraries are particularly well
used by children. In fact more than 220 000 Victorian
children are members of public libraries.
Funding for Victoria’s public libraries has increased
every year since the Bracks government was first
elected in 1999, because we believe public libraries are
a vital community resource as well as providing
invaluable support to families and children. That is why
as part of the recent state budget a total of $31 million is
to be allocated to our public libraries in 2005–06 — an
8 per cent increase on the 2004–05 funding. This
includes a record amount of $27.8 million in recurrent
funding. It also includes $1.5 million under the Living
Libraries program, and a further 14 projects have
recently been approved under this very successful
program. I am pleased to advise the house that 10 of
these projects are in regional Victoria — in the shires of
Gannawarra, Moira, Strathbogie, Swan Hill,
Wangaratta, Wellington and West Wimmera. Funding
is also being provided to the Latrobe City Council and
the Goulburn Valley Regional Library Corporation. As
well as those amounts, $1.75 million has been allocated
under the Book Bonanza program for the purchase of
books and other materials.
Under the Bracks government the formula for
allocating funding between public libraries has been
revised to ensure that it includes a range of factors,
including factors which reflect the relative needs of
councils in relation to their remoteness, population
dispersion, levels of English proficiency and
socioeconomic disadvantage. In other words, the
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allocation is complex, and a great deal of care is taken
to ensure that library funding goes where it is most
needed.
It is clear that Liberal Party members do not understand
the per capita funding formula that is used to allocate
library funding across Victoria. That is evident from a
promise made by the Liberal Party that it will guarantee
library funding of $9 per person by 2010. The fact of
the matter is that a number of our remote councils
already receive more than that amount. A council such
as Buloke, for example, already receives — right
now — more than $9 per head in library funding. The
question is: would the Liberal policy, if it were ever
implemented, result in a reduction in funding to
councils? Clearly the Liberals do not understand the
importance of having a funding formula which actually
allocates more library funding to councils like Buloke.
The Bracks government is getting on with the job of
building terrific public — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The time for questions
has expired.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 1521,
1547, 1817, 1875, 1876, 1887, 1915, 1918, 1921,
2117–19, 2349-51, 2354, 2579–81, 2584,
2814–16, 3047–49, 3052, 3089, 3090, 3092, 3093,
3095, 4117–19, 4202–04, 4286, 4287, 4292, 4600,
4601, 4605, 4606, 4670, 4740–46, 4758, 4761–69,
4778–85, 4800, 4802–10, 4833, 4835, 4836, 4839,
4871, 4872, 4874, 4912.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Prior to the
luncheon break I reminded the house of this
government’s 1999 election policy to look at ways to
remove all grazing from the Alpine National Park. I
pointed out to the house that August 2005 was the first
chance this government had to remove those grazing
licences, and it has taken that chance. Without the blink
of an eye and at the first opportunity it has now taken
that chance. That leads me to the next point I want to
make in this debate, and that is to refer to the Alpine
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Grazing Taskforce report — the task force established
by the Bracks government. This is a fairly extensive
report, which includes some 47 findings. In a strange
sort of way I feel a bit of sympathy for the four authors
of this report — Mr Mitchell from this house is one of
them — because all of this work, which obviously took
a fair bit of their time, was for nothing. Those four
members have been used by this government. There
was a predetermined outcome right from the very start,
yet this government went through the charade of
holding an inquiry that lasted some 12 months.
Many people met with the task force and wrote
submissions, including The Nationals, who I might add
went to considerable effort to do so. All of that was for
nought, because there was a predetermined agenda and
this government would not have allowed the task force
to come up with anything other than the flavour of
findings it wanted to match its 1999 election policy of
removing all grazing from the national park. The
government stands condemned for the charade it put the
people of Victoria through, particularly the mountain
cattlemen, in suggesting it wanted any sort of genuine
input into the report.
I also want to comment on the process employed by the
government in establishing this task force. It chose to
assemble together a backbench committee of four
members, but with due respect to the abilities of those
members — I am not going to reflect on them
individually — it seems to me the government would
have been far better served had it chosen people with a
more diverse knowledge of and interest in the subject of
the task force investigation. It has already been
suggested in other forums that perhaps it would have
been more appropriate and more legitimate, or at least
more open and transparent, to have utilised an all-party
parliamentary committee to look into that issue. The
history of the all-party parliamentary committees is that
at least you generally get some consensus on those
reports. On this particular matter, which I acknowledge
was highly political and sensitive, if we had had an
all-party parliamentary committee making a report
there may have been some credibility to it. You cannot
place any credibility on a report that has been published
under the direction of the government by four
government backbench members.
I also suggest that it may have been appropriate to
appoint a completely independent task force to review
this issue. If it was seen that there needed to be a
review, the government could well have appointed an
independent expert panel. At present we have those
established for matters like planning appeals, and it
seems to me that some fairly learned people sit on
planning appeal panels. There could have been an
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independent panel like that appointed, and it would
have given more credibility to the report on which this
decision by the government is based.
The task force made 47 findings, but interestingly did
not make any recommendations. If one reads the
findings they will see that the flavour of the findings all
point in a single direction, and that is to ban grazing in
Victoria’s high country. I do not have sufficient time to
comment on each of those findings, but I will comment
on some of the general themes of those findings that
have been broadly reflected in the second-reading
speech.
I remind the house of the context of this debate and
what we are actually talking about. We are talking
about the Alpine National Park. The park is Victoria’s
biggest national park, covering some 660 000 hectares.
The grazing-licensed area across that park is
310 000 hectares or 47 per cent — just under half of
it — and cattle graze on only 100 000 of those hectares,
or 15 per cent of the park. Those are not my figures,
they are figures contained in the task force report.
Cattle in the park number 7914, and all but 182 of that
number are up there for only four months of the year.
They are the maximum numbers. Each year seasonal
conditions have been assessed and if conditions in the
park do not allow for the maximum number of cattle up
there, the number is significantly reduced, as they are
currently because of the impact of fire on some of those
grazing-licensed areas.
If you read the propaganda put out by the government
you would think that alpine grazing takes place right
across the Alpine National Park. One would think there
is a proliferation of cattle up there and that wherever
you go cattle have been and are there now. The reality
is that if you go to the Alpine National Park you are
lucky to see cattle at all. The ratio of cattle per hectare
in the grazing-licensed area alone is 1 head of cattle to
every 40 hectares, or 100 acres. If you take that ratio
across the whole park area it is about 1 head of cattle to
85 hectares. If you put 1 head of cattle — as Mr Baxter
and other farmers in this place would know — in a
40-hectare paddock, it is pretty sustainable. It is not as
if the grass would ever be eaten out of that paddock
with 1 beast per 40 hectares.
The cattle would not leave any damage around the
place because they just move around to where the best
spots are and continually rotate around that area. You
could leave them there and come back in 12 months
time and you would not notice the impact of 1 beast per
40 hectares. Let us make sure we know that when we
are talking about some of the comments the
government makes in the second-reading speech and in
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the propaganda. It would have us believe there is a
proliferation of cattle in the Alpine National Park, when
the fact of the matter is that the cattle only graze over
15 per cent of that area. At best the ratio is 1 head of
cattle to every 40 hectares — not a great impact.
On page 2 of the second-reading speech the minister
said:
… cattle grazing is currently permitted in the Alpine National
Park. It has long been recognised as a damaging activity in
Australia’s high country national parks.

It was not recognised as a damaging activity back in
1989 when these grazing licences were established.
There was no consideration then of the impact the cattle
have. Of course cattle and humans have a momentary
impact there, but grass grows again and vegetation
recovers. That impact is not permanent, so
consequently with that ratio of 1 to 40 hectares the
damage that may be caused is only temporary damage
and the vegetation will soon recover under normal
conditions.
On page 3 of the second-reading speech the minister
said:
… cattle grazing is not compatible with the ideals of this great
national park, nor is it compatible with the community’s
desire to better protect our natural environment.

What are those ideals? They have never been spelt out.
Is bush walking compatible? Is four-wheel driving
compatible? Is deer hunting compatible? Is camping
compatible? These are all issues the government does
not want to spell out. It simply makes the bald
statement that cattle grazing is not compatible with the
ideals of this great national park. There is no
substantiation of that at all.
This government’s ideal of a national park and of
public land is far different from that of The Nationals.
We believe there should be a balanced use of public
land. People should have legitimate access to it, and
part of that balance is to allow grazing. I turn to page 4
of the second-reading speech, where it talks about the
need for change. It says:
The continuation of grazing in the Alpine National Park does
not make environmental or economic sense.

I say that on both counts the government has got it
wrong. It does make environmental sense in some ways
to graze cattle in the Alpine National Park. For
example, cattle grazing reduces fuel build-up and
therefore is a good ecological management tool when it
comes to bushfires. I can well recall the fires in the
Caledonian area in the Alpine National Park and sitting
down in 1999 with representatives of the Department of
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Sustainability and Environment after that fire and
looking at overlays showing where cattle were grazed
and where burning was most intense. It was very clear
that burning was most intense where cattle were not
being grazed. Where cattle had grazed and the fuel
level had been reduced the intensity of the burn was far
less, and consequently the impact on the vegetation was
far less and it recovered much more quickly. So there is
an environmental benefit.
Another environmental benefit is the fact that the
presence of cattle keeps tracks open. To keep the huts
open in the high country is also of environmental
benefit, especially when one has to access those park
areas for fighting fires or rescuing people et cetera. The
banning of grazing in the high country does not make
economic sense either, because it is important for those
local economies, as I have said before. On page 6 of the
second-reading speech the minister stated:
… that grazing … (on public land) in the high country will
continue in state forest outside the park.

The Honourable Graeme Stoney put that to rest very
adequately in his contribution to the debate when he
said these grazing licences in the state forest were
created only when the boundaries of the alpine park
were put in place. Before that it was one contiguous
grazing licensed area. Consequently the areas are still
run contiguously. As Mr Stoney said, there is an
invisible barrier there; there is no fixed structure to
separate the park from the state forest outside the park,
so it is going to be almost impossible to contain cattle
within the forest area on the boundary of the park. In
many of the areas that could legally be used for grazing
it is going to be totally impractical. I agree with the
assessment made by Mr Stoney that probably 1000 or
1500 head of cattle are all we will see grazing in those
state forest areas just outside the boundaries of the
national park. I know the mountain cattlemen have
come up with the same conclusion.
Page 7 of the second-reading speech talks about
compensation and suggests that over a three-year period
licences will not be renewed. I simply want to say about
that what I said before: people in country Victoria want
to do a good day’s work for a decent living. They do
not want handouts. They do not want to live with a
handout mentality all the time. Compensation is a
terrible thing for people, because it is taking something
away from them; that is why it is paid. They do not
want handouts; they want the right to continue to earn
their livelihood with a good day’s work.
Also on page 7 of the second-reading speech the
minister made the comment that there could be some
additional areas of state forest available for mountain
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cattle grazing. Once again the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria (MCAV) makes sensible
comment on the provision. What it says in commentary
is:
Putting more cattle into state forest licences is almost
impossible.
…
As much as the MCAV would like to be able to find new
state forest licence areas, several detailed investigations of
maps and discussions with licence-holders indicate that this
will be virtually impossible.

It goes on to explain that after fires in 1991, 2003 and
2004 it searched for such areas and simply could not
find them. The government believes there are areas
where the cattle can be moved to, but they could not be
found last year, the year before that or in 1991, so one
hardly thinks they are going to be found now.
Page 8 of the second-reading speech talks about weeds
and pest animals. It says the government is prepared to
put in $2.2 million over the next three years to address
these problems. I do not think the government
understands the enormity of the problem of weeds and
pest animals in our national park. Quite frankly,
$2.2 million over three years is a token gesture. Some
areas of the Alpine National Park and other parks in
Victoria are overgrown with blackberries. If you try to
get access to the Wonnangatta River in the
Wonnangatta Valley, there is virtually no point in the
valley area where you can get access to the river
because of the proliferation of blackberries. It is the
same with the wild dog problem in those park areas,
especially since the fire, as the problem has become
more exposed. It is an enormous problem and the
$2.2 million over three years is purely a token gesture.
I want to quickly comment on tourism, which is
mentioned on page 9 of the second-reading speech. I
have always believed a significant attraction of going to
the Alpine National Park was to try and spot cattle. It is
one of the great traditions that we learnt about when we
were kids, and it is great to see living history. I am keen
to see cattle when I go to the Alpine National Park. If I
want to avoid the cattle, I know I can go to the 85 per
cent of the park where I can do that, but going up and
having a look at some of those mountain cattle huts and
seeing cattle graze is one of the great attractions. I do
not think there will be any net benefit to tourism from
banning grazing in the alpine park. I think it will be a
negative: people will be less inclined to go and look at a
noticeboard which tells them about what used to
happen there than going and seeing what is happening
there. The government mentioned that it will be
spending $2 million to seal the Bogong High Plains
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Road. I say that is a great project, but it is a $6.5 million
project. This government is putting in $2 million and
leaving local government to fund the rest.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — No, the feds are supposed to
be putting in as well.
Hon. P. R. HALL — So it is $2.5 million from
local government and the federal government is going
to put in $2 million and the state is going to put in
$2 million? Then let us make sure the state does not
claim it is the big guy in this. It is putting in less than
one-third of the funding for the sealing of the Bogong
High Plains Road. The government has promised
$265 000 for tourism promotion for Omeo. It is well
needed, but will not in any way compensate for the loss
of cattle grazing and the effect that will have on the
Omeo economy. The final thing I want to say about
tourism is that $240 000 has been earmarked for
signage to say that, ‘Australia’s icon tradition of
mountain cattle grazing was once practised here’. That
will just rub salt into the wounds and be of no benefit
whatsoever.
Before I get to the amendment I desire to move I want
to say that this decision to ban grazing in the Alpine
National Park sets an awful precedent which has all
other users of public land in Victoria extremely
worried. Less than 18 months ago, in November 2003,
the Minister for Environment in the other place said
that cattle grazing was a legitimate and legal activity in
the Alpine National Park and would continue to be so.
Less than 18 months after the minister made that
statement that promise has been broken. Who could
now believe this government if it said it was not going
to ban grazing under other bush licence-holdings? The
people in the Gunbower and Barmah forests must be
terribly concerned that they will be next in the gun
sights. If I was a four-wheel driver, a recreational
hunter, a duck hunter, a prospector or a firewood
collector — all users of public land — I would be
extremely worried that I would be the next in the gun
sights, that my activity would be the next to be banned.
I want to quickly mention duck hunting. I heard a
rumour just yesterday — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I would be happy for
government members to put this to rest, but the rumour
I heard yesterday was that this government is going to
ban duck hunting for next year because it happens to
coincide with the Commonwealth Games being staged
in Melbourne. If I am wrong about that — as I said, it is
just a rumour I have heard — I would be delighted for
members of the government to give me an ironclad
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guarantee that duck hunting will continue next year
despite the Commonwealth Games being held in
Melbourne. That is the rumour, and it is pretty hard to
believe this government when the Minister for
Environment told us less than 18 months ago that cattle
grazing would continue and it now will not.
I hope in the time I have had today I have made it
abundantly clear that The Nationals will oppose this
legislation with every strength it can muster. It is
terrible, terrible legislation that I think is indicative of
the way that this government treats country Victorians,
and it will pay for it at the next election. I hope some
government members reflect on this decision, think
about their personal standing on this and consider
moving to this side of the house when the vote comes. I
must say I am not holding my breath, but I am giving
them a way out. I am giving them a halfway chance to
come along with us because I am going to move a
reasoned amendment relating to the current action
initiated by Senator Ian Campbell who is seeking
heritage listing for this area. I move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place ‘this house refuses to read this bill a
second time until the Australian Heritage Council completes
its assessment of whether to permanently include the Alpine
National Park on the National Heritage List’.

That is the decent thing to do — to follow the processes
of law in this country at both the state and federal level.
The federal law allows for consideration of including
this particular area and this activity on the National
Heritage List. That process has begun. At the very least
we should allow that process to conclude before
passing this terrible piece of legislation.
It is a very sad day when this government destroys a
170-year-old icon Australian tradition by banning cattle
grazing in Victoria’s high country. More so, it is sad
because this decision is based on politics. It has nothing
to do with science or environmental values; it is purely
politics. The public of Victoria has time and time again
shown its support for mountain cattlemen activity. If
you look at the opinion polls in newspapers and on
radio, something like 96 per cent of people support the
mountain cattlemen and their associated activities. I
reckon this government has got it wrong. It certainly
got it wrong with its propaganda and advertising
campaign — $250 000 on doctored photographs
appearing in newspapers. That has got up the craw of
people who live in country Victoria and I am sure it
will be seen through by people in Melbourne as well.
By supporting this bill government members
demonstrate that they have no understanding of country
life or country Victorians. They do not care for country
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Victoria. That will be proven in the November 2006
election where justice will be done. Today this
government has voted out the mountain cattlemen after
170 years in Victoria’s high country. In November
2006 justice will be served when this government is
voted out of office. It deserves to be.
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am very proud to
rise in the house this afternoon to speak in support of
this historic legislation, the National Parks (Alpine
National Park Grazing) Bill. The Bracks government
has made a critical decision to protect one of Victoria’s
most significant natural assets and important water
catchments. It will do this by ending cattle grazing in
Victoria’s Alpine National Park. The passage of this
bill will herald a new era of protection for Victoria’s
fragile alpine environment and therefore deserves the
support of every member of this house.
I would like to acknowledge the contributions of the
Honourables Graeme Stoney and Peter Hall. I
acknowledge that they have differing views to members
of the government and they believe in their hearts that
they were representing the people in their electorates
when they made their contributions. I know they spoke
with sincerity from their point of view. However, there
are differing views about this issue and the government
has a very different view. Mr Stoney said he was
disappointed that the second-reading speech did not
acknowledge the contribution of the mountain
cattlemen and the 170-year history of grazing in the
Alps. That is not correct.
The second-reading speech acknowledges the history. I
refer the member to the subheading ‘The history of the
high country will be recognised’, under which it
acknowledges that cattle grazing in various parts of the
Alpine National Park is an important part of our history.
The decision the government has taken has not been
taken lightly. It has been taken after a very lengthy and
thorough consideration and we have, as in every
decision we take, aimed to strike the right balance. This
is a decision I am actually very proud of. I fully support
it and have certainly advocated securing the protection
of the alpine environment for a long time.
It is a considered decision that came out of a very
painstaking process that the Minister for Environment
in the other place set up last year when he announced
the establishment of the alpine grazing task force. I
would like to acknowledge the contribution those
members of the task force have made, not just to the
government but to all Victorians, by working extremely
hard to consult with all stakeholders on this matter. I
would like to put on the record my thanks to the
member for Narracan in the other place, Ian Maxfield,
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who is the chair; a member for Central Highlands
Province, the Honourable Rob Mitchell; the member
for Carrum in the other place, Jenny Lindell; and the
member for Prahran in the other place, Tony Lupton.
They have all worked extremely hard.
Victoria’s Alpine National Park is home to some
300 rare and threatened flora and fauna species, as well
as the headwaters of many of our major rivers,
including the Snowy and the Murray. The decision that
we have taken, as I said, has not just been the result of
the work of the alpine grazing task force, but is also
based on scientific evidence that cattle grazing is
damaging the sensitive alpine environment. I will talk a
little bit more about that later. The task force — —
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Ms CARBINES — I sat and listened with a lot of
respect to the contributions of Mr Stoney and Mr Hall; I
expect Mr Drum to afford me the same respect. The
task force received over 3600 submissions. It met with
85 individuals and groups. It met with key stakeholders,
such as the mountain cattlemen, the Victorian National
Parks Association, scientists, Parks Victoria, farmers
and individuals. It took in submissions, and I know The
Nationals put in a comprehensive submission. I can
remember a few weeks ago when we were debating this
issue that I thanked The Nationals for doing that. I was
pleased that they engaged in the process — unlike the
Liberal Party, which did not put in a submission to the
process.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms CARBINES — That is to its shame.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms CARBINES — The task force visited the high
country — —
Ms Broad — On a point of order, President, the lead
speakers for the opposition and The Nationals were
heard with a great deal of respect and I call on members
of the opposition and The Nationals to be reasonable in
their treatment of, in effect, the lead government
speaker in this debate.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On the point of order,
President, if the lead speaker of the government wishes
to throw across the chamber the accusations that she
just threw in relation to the behaviour of the Liberal
Party in its dealings with the task force established by
the government — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood!
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Hon. Bill Forwood — She can expect to get it back
in spades!
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Forwood to
sit down.
An honourable member interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask all members to
be quiet. I do not uphold the point of order in the sense
that there was not really a point of order, except for the
fact that it is disorderly behaviour to interject when a
member is on their feet. We have had a lot of that
today, and I ask honourable members to give some
respect to their colleagues and act like members of
Parliament.
Ms CARBINES — The task force worked
comprehensively to present a range of options to
Minister Thwaites, and it canvassed many viewpoints.
Parks Victoria also commissioned a scientific
assessment on fire-affected grazing to monitor the
recovery of areas burnt by the wildfires of 2003. The
report and work — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If Mr Drum and
Mr Mitchell want to hold a conversation, they should
get out!
Ms CARBINES — The scientific advisory panel
chaired by Professor Nancy Millis concluded that
grazing should not be returned to the Alpine National
Park for at least 10 years to allow for regeneration of
the fragile flora and fauna. So the clear message from
the scientists and the clear message as a result of the
work of the task force was that the protection of our
fragile alpine environment and cattle grazing are
mutually exclusive. Cows and sensitive alpine
ecosystems cannot co-exist and both survive.
Governments have an obligation to make decisions that
are in the best interests of not just our generation but of
the generations that will come after us. I am very proud
that the Bracks government has made the decision to
place the protection of the alpine environment above
cattle grazing by not renewing the current licences
when they expire for the Alpine National Park. It is the
right thing to do, and I believe generations will thank us
for taking this step. It is a decision that we have taken
based on broad scientific advice.
However, it is important during my contribution to this
debate to dispel the myth that is being put around that
somehow a cultural legend will die as a result of our
decision. Cattle grazing will still continue in state
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forests outside the Alpine National Park. The tradition
of cattle grazing will live on in state forests. The Bracks
government has announced a very generous financial
package to those licence-holders to facilitate the
transition from grazing in the Alpine National Park —
of some $100 per head of cattle over three years, to a
maximum payment of $100 000 per licence. There is
also a tourism package that has already been
announced, including some $500 000 in tourism
benefits and $2 million towards the sealing of the
Bogong High Plains Road.
We have seen enormous reaction around the state, both
in favour of and against the government’s decision. We
expected that. We expected political posturing from the
Liberal Party. We expected The Nationals not to
support this outcome. Its submission to the task force
was clear about its views, and I respect that. But I have
to say to the Liberal Party, whose leader told the
Victorian community some time ago that the
environment was going to be his no. 1 issue, that its
leader is yet to prove that; he is yet to put on the record
any initiative to actually protect the environment. There
is no evidence before the Victorian community that the
Leader of the Opposition in the other place, Mr Doyle,
and the Liberal Party give any regard to the
environment. He has actually declared that if he is ever
re-elected — in the unlikely scenario — he will rescind
this legislation and allow cattle grazing back in the
Alpine National Park. I think he will be held to account,
and I say: if he wants to fight a state election on that
issue, he should bring it on. I have to say that I am very
disappointed in Mr Honeywood, as shadow Minister
for Environment, that he has not been prepared to stand
up to protect the environment. I noticed — and
support — the comments he has made over the last
week about voluntary student unionism, and I
appreciate that and support him — and more strength to
his arm. But I wish he would stand up and speak about
the environment. One would have expected him to do
that.
We saw the Leader of The Nationals in the other place,
Mr Ryan, on the news the night the decision was
announced. He had a great one-liner about Mr Bracks
killing the Man from Snowy River. It got a lot of
publicity. It is a great one-liner, but I would say to
Mr Ryan: don’t ruin a good poem with the truth! It is an
absolute joke for him to parade that nonsense. That has
been answered by many, many people writing letters to
editors and by editorials over the last few weeks.
Mr Hall tried to put words in the mouth of the
government backbenchers by saying that he thought we
would think that the Minister for Environment in the
other place had plunged a knife into country Victoria.
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We do not think that at all and I ask Mr Hall not to
attempt to put words in our mouths. We support
entirely the decision by the government. It is the correct
decision.
I have to say that I cannot let this debate go by without
talking about Senator Ian Campbell’s attempt to
perpetrate the cruellest hoax of all on the mountain
cattlemen. His is a very disingenuous attempt to raise
false hope. It is a very dishonest action on his part. The
senator’s own department submitted to the Alpine
Grazing Taskforce that it wanted to see the end of cattle
grazing. The submission from his own department in a
letter to the task force signed by Mr Tom Harley clearly
states that alpine grazing should end. It says:
Any heritage-related benefits from the ongoing activity of
grazing would appear to be more than outweighed by the
adverse impact of the activity on the natural heritage values of
the alpine and subalpine areas.

There is also a letter written on behalf of Dr David
Kemp, who at that time was the federal Minister for the
Environment and Heritage. The letter from the
Department of the Environment and Heritage clearly
says that alpine grazing is highly inconsistent with the
sustainable protection and management of the park’s
natural heritage values in the alpine environment. I say
to Senator Ian Campbell, who is attempting to parade
himself as the champion of the environment on the
world stage in relation to whaling by Japan — and I
applaud him for that and support him — that the
environment, just like charity, begins at home. It does
not start when you leave Australia. I am very
disappointed with Senator Ian Campbell’s actions, and I
think it is a cruel hoax he is perpetrating at the moment.
Eventually the mountain cattlemen, The Nationals and
the Liberal Party will come to realise that. I think
Mr Honeywood in the other place already does realise
that.
Last week I was talking to farmers in the Mallee, and I
have to say I took the opportunity to talk to a number of
them about cattle grazing. They said to me, ‘Those
cattle graziers have had it too good for too long, and
worse than that they are ruining the environment’. I
could not find a farmer in the Mallee last week who
was prepared to support the continuation of cattle
grazing in the alpine environment. That was very
interesting.
An honourable member — They were all down
here riding in the rally.
Ms CARBINES — No, they were not all down here
at the rally. They were working, because it was the day
that the drought broke and they wanted to be out there
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preparing their farms for the sowing of their crops. On
12 June, last Sunday, the Sunday Herald Sun carried a
very interesting editorial titled ‘Cattle’s time up’. It
says:
The Man from Snowy River has had a good run.

It talks about the highly subsidised agistment that the
Victorian taxpayers have given to those mountain
cattlemen and their licences. It concludes:
The state government is not killing the Man from Snowy
River, as the more hysterical of the protesters have insisted. It
is acting in the best interests of all Victorians, from both bush
and town, in moving his cows to less fragile pastures.

I think that is a very good sentiment expressed by the
Sunday Herald Sun. I have seen the damage done in the
alpine environment by cattle. I have seen the erosion, I
have seen the denuded vegetation, I have seen the
trampled moss beds and the springs. I have to say that
the heritage of our alpine park deserves better
management and protection. Removing cattle grazing
and providing protection will allow this to occur. I
applaud the Minister for Environment and the task
force.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — This is,
as both Mr Stoney and Mr Hall said, a sad day for
Victoria. This is a decision that is very, very sad — a
decision that we will live to regret. In 1952 the
Victorian National Parks Association started the push
for an alpine national park, and 28 years later in 1980,
when Dick Hamer was Premier and Bill Borthwick was
the lands minister, we got the first of the alpine national
parks: Bogong, Wabonga and Wonnangatta-Moroka. In
1989 it was with the support of the Liberal Party that
the Alpine National Park legislation was passed, and I
will talk in some detail about that in a moment. My
own firm belief is that the balance is being lost today.
The balance achieved in 1989 with the establishment of
this extremely large park with access rights for high
country people was the balance that was put into
legislation at that time, and the action being taken today
is the repudiation of the actions of the government of
the time and of the agreement that was entered into by
all parties. I think that when a government decides to
rip up the actions of other governments it needs to
seriously consider the reasons why those agreements
were entered into in the first place.
I want to make a couple of comments about
Ms Carbines’s contribution. Ms Carbines quoted
Professor Nancy Millis and the scientific panel.
Professor Millis said:
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Grazing should not be returned to the high elevation
areas … of the Alpine National Park for at least
10 years …

True — but she did of course go on to say that:
2.

Grazing should not be returned to the severely burnt
montane and other lower elevation areas … for at least
10 years.

3.

In lightly burnt or unburnt areas … grazing may be
permitted but only with very clearly defined conditions.

She went on to say:
4.

These conditions must ensure that cattle are contained in
the agreed unburnt portions of the licensed area …

5.

Weed control post-fire must be a very high priority.

Let me make the point that, as we always see from this
government, on this occasion we got a selective quote
and not the full story. In particular, we did not get the
quote ‘weed control post-fire must be a very high
priority’, and as a person who has farmed extensively
on land that abuts a state park, let me tell you that the
worst neighbour you will ever get is the government.
As honourable members in this place know, I have
served the Liberal Party in a number of capacities over
a long time, including a period as shadow minister for
the environment. At the time that I was shadow
minister, this party joined with the government in
passing legislation that established the Box-Ironbark
National Park, and I am very proud of the work we did
on that and do not resile one step from that work. I
thank the people who contributed to my knowledge at
that time when we worked with the government on that
process. I think my credentials in relation to the
environment are as sound as those of anybody in this
place, including those of Ms Carbines and Minister
Thwaites from the other place. But I say to the
Parliament today that the balance has been lost with this
piece of legislation.
I want to put that into context. Ms Carbines asserts that
the Labor Party task force was painstaking in its work
and that by inference it was independent and operating
under the terms of reference given to it by the minister.
I see a member of the panel nodding his head in
agreement that it was independent. I sometimes
unfortunately get information from the Labor Party, and
I have seen the briefing note that was handed to the
caucus in December last year about this particular
issue — the spin sheet. Part of the spin sheet says that
seven-year licences were due for renewal in August
2005 and therefore significant changes to the status quo
would require autumn 2005 legislation to amend the
National Parks Act. It was pretty clearly known in the
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caucus before Christmas that the legislation was on its
way in autumn this year. The decision was made.
I am quite happy to go through the task force
findings — it did not want to make
recommendations — and interpret what they mean.
Finding 26 says:
Despite grazing being specifically provided for in the
National Parks Act, the task force finds that cattle grazing in
the Alpine National Park is inconsistent with the primary
objects of the act …

You do not think that is heading in the direction we
want to go! What about finding 27:
Cattle grazing is not compatible with national and
international standards for a national park.

Really! That is an independent finding by four
members of the Labor Party described elsewhere as the
C team. What we do know is that one was a lawyer
from Prahran; one was Mr Mitchell, whom we all know
well; one was Mr Maxfield from Narracan, rocket
scientist extraordinare; and the final one was
Ms Lindell from Carrum. I pick up the point the Leader
of The Nationals made when he said that if Labor had
wanted an independent report it would not have given it
to a backbench committee of the Labor Party and told
them to come up with the results it wanted. It is easy to
pick another set of quotes, such as the findings on the
recreation and tourism benefits and the impacts of cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park. Finding 22 states:
Cattle in the high country appeal to some visitors, but for
many visitors their experience … is spoilt by the presence of
cattle and their impacts …

Oh yes! I would like to see the evidence for that.
Finding 23 states:
The presence of free-ranging cattle in areas used by family
and other groups for camping and walking, and the sharing of
drinking water sources, is a health and safety issue.

I have actually spent time in the high country. I know
this country well. I do not believe that either. What
about finding 24:
The traditions of the mountain cattlemen are being capitalised
on by many businesses —

I do agree with that —
with the tourist economic values generally derived from the
history of grazing rather than its ongoing practice.

It could not even say unequivocally that it was based on
the mountain cattlemen, it had to say it was based on
the history and not on the ongoing practice.
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When I was shadow minister for environment I visited
Licola, up through the Wellington Plains, with the
Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria, and
when I play golf I proudly still wear the hat they gave
me.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Did you ride a horse?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am allergic to horses.
I cannot help it, I get asthma. I can walk in the country.
The minister laughs at me because I get asthma. That is
about his standard. I visited the Wellington Plains with
the mountain cattlemen. I saw the country, walked the
country with them and talked about what was
happening in the high country. I know that country
well. I am confident of standing here and saying that
the bill before the house does nothing at all that is
scientifically proved to improve the country. I am quite
confident in saying that we are throwing out the baby
with the bathwater. I am saying that the government
uses scientific evidence when it feels like it and
disregards it when it does not want it. If you want an
example you should talk about the scientific evidence
that said you could log the Otways, which Labor ripped
up without any hesitation in 2002.
What is the real reason that we are doing this? It is very
simple. This is about pure, raw politics. The Labor
Party believes that the Greens are their Democratic
Labor Party. Just like the DLP kept the conservatives
and the Liberal Party in government for many years
through taking a group of votes, the Labor Party
believes that the Greens will provide that. Where are
the Greens voters? They are in the suburbs, that is
where they are. What does this government do? It sells
out heritage and country Victorians for the sake of
urban votes. There is absolutely no doubt about that.
A piece of legislation comes in here today purporting to
be a scientific analysis that will preserve values, that is
historic, in the words of Ms Carbines, but the historic
agreement was made in 1989, when the parties got
together and came up with the best solution after very
heavy negotiations over a long period. That was the
historic agreement, this is pure politics. I say bring on
the politics, because I am happy to say that the Greens
have got it wrong and the government has got it wrong.
I am quite prepared to take up the challenge issued by
Ms Carbines and have this campaign around these
values — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — You are getting out.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am not going that far
away that I will not stump through your electorate and
point out what sort of a member you have been in the
very brief time that you will be in this place.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr Forwood will speak
through the Chair.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I was being provoked.
I am happy to have the argument about the influence of
the Greens on the Labor Party at any time. I point out
that the decision that we are dealing with today is not
based on science. It is not based on any rational criteria.
It is based on green politics. We are happy to take the
government on with this. I look forward to the
opportunity of pointing out wherever I go out that this
government does not govern for all of Victoria. For all
its rhetoric it does not govern for all of Victoria. What it
does is try to drive the wedge and look for the
opportunities to divide people, particularly in the
country.
I have an extraordinary quote that comes from a former
Leader of the Government in this house, the
Honourable Mark Birrell, in the debate on the creation
of the national park in 1989 that I want to finish on. He
said:
There is a spirit of goodwill between all three parties in the
negotiations that have lasted an exhausting seven days.

Mr Stoney talked about that. The then National Party,
the Liberal Party and the government negotiated for
seven days, and in the end they all traded and ended up
with the passing of that legislation in 1989 and the
establishment of the park. I can say unequivocally that
if that agreement had not been reached the Alpine
National Park would not have been created in 1989. We
would not be having this discussion today about taking
cattle out of the park because there would not be a
national park. Today we have the betrayal by the
current government of the legislation put in place that
defined the agreement which was reached after seven
hard days — and I might add five or six years before
the seven hard days — and which established the
Alpine National Park in 1989.
It is a very sad day when the government comes in here
and rides roughshod over the forms of this house,
which it has done — it brings this in one day and passes
it the next — and amends the business program in order
to jam legislation through.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The minister knows
we never gagged one person who wished to speak. I
have 46 seconds left. We never gagged
Mr Theophanous when he was in opposition. He spoke
for 3 hours on one piece of legislation. Give me those
rights.
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Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Is the minister giving
me those rights? No, he is not. It is a very sad day when
the government tramples on the rights of Victorians,
rips up the rule book and destroys the agreements
entered into by its predecessors with the agreement of
other members of this chamber. This is a very sad day
for Victoria. It is not based on science, it is based on
pure raw politics. This decision will come back to haunt
the government.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — It is always
interesting to follow Mr Forwood in these debates. He
is obviously a great showman, and I am sure in a future
life he will make his career on the stage. But I am afraid
showmanship is absolutely no substitute for substance.
We have had no substance from Mr Forwood in this
debate.
I would like to compliment Mr Stoney on his
contribution this morning. It was obviously sincere and
heartfelt, and I would like to acknowledge that his
sentiments are recognised by this side of the house. We
may not agree with his sentiments, but certainly we
acknowledge his commitment to those sentiments.
This debate thus far has been about symbols, emotion
and passion on one side. On this side it is about the
science. If there is a competition between the emotion,
the passion and the science, unfortunately, I have to
side with the science every time. You cannot make
policy based on emotion; you have to make policy
based on reasoned argument, logic and fundamental
underpinnings of scientific analysis in a situation like
this. As I understand it, one of the main reasons why
cattle grazing should continue is that it has been a
tradition for 170 years. I would suggest that there is
absolutely no reason why it should continue just
because it has existed for 170 years. Because it has
always been so does not mean that it should continue to
be so. Attitudes change. We get more information; we
decide that past practices are not appropriate. We used
to hunt whales. We do not do that any more because
they were being hunted to extinction. We used to drive
cars with leaded petrol. We do not do that now because
it has been proven that that is putting severe risks on
public health.
Recently in the United Kingdom fox hunting has been
banned, and I am sure the UK went through similar
debates. People’s attitudes change and people’s attitude
to the environment is changing. What this legislation
does is eliminate grazing from the national park. It does
not eliminate grazing from the state forest. National
parks are the highest conservation areas we have in this
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country. They need to be protected for present and
future generations, and this is what this bill does. I point
out that there are other national parks in Australia
where cattle grazing has been eliminated — in New
South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory.
Many years ago cattle grazing was eliminated in those
national parks. Victoria has been slow in that process. I
am very pleased to see that now we are recognising the
absolutely important environmental values that we
place on our national parks.
There is an argument that grazing reduces fires. The
170 years of grazing in the Alpine National Park did
not reduce the 2003 fires. It has been estimated that the
land would take 10 years to recover. I think it was
Mr Hall who said that he did not agree with the findings
of the committee which examined the 10-year period
which is required for the land to recover. I am not a
biologist or a botanist, but members of the committee
were, so far as I can see from their biographies, eminent
scientists. If they say it takes 10 years then I agree with
them that it takes 10 years. I am happy to accept their
evidence.
I turn to the damage that cattle do to the national park.
There is science which supports that assertion. I quote
the Minister for Environment during the
consideration-in-detail stage of the bill in the other
place last night. He quoted a Commonwealth Scientific
and Industrial Research Organisation scientist who in
1988 analysed grazing in the Victorian high country.
His conclusion is:
Results of scientific research assessed in the study on the
effects of excluding grazing on vegetation composition in the
high country of both New South Wales and Victoria, without
exception, reveal the deleterious effect of grazing on native
plant biodiversity, and to a lesser extent, water yield.

There are other quotations in that
consideration-in-detail stage of debate from eminent
scientists who support the suggestion that grazing does
damage the national park. Ian Campbell, the federal
environment minister, has tried to get emergency
heritage listing for this area. There was a submission to
the committee from the Department of the Environment
and Heritage which said:
The grazing of domestic stock in national parks and
wilderness areas is widely regarded by scientists and public
land managers as being inconsistent with the primary
objectives of management of such reserves. The grazing of
cattle in the Alpine National Park falls significantly short of
constituting world’s best practice for national park and
wilderness management and is considered to be a
significantly inferior management regime compared to that in
place in other reserves in the Australian Alps —
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including the Kosciuszko National Park. Further it
states:
Grazing in the Alpine National Park is highly inconsistent
with the protection and proper management of the national
heritage values of the park and if continued into the future
will result in the further deterioration of those values,
particularly in relation to the alpine and sub-alpine areas of
the park. As such, it is recommended that the Victorian
government does not continue the practice and that it
implements a program to remediate the impacts of grazing
activity on the alpine and sub-alpine environment.

So there you have it. The federal minister’s own
department is saying that alpine grazing is inconsistent
with the protection which should be expected of our
national parks.
I would also like to make some comments about the
people on the task force. I believe the member for
Narracan, Ian Maxfield, the member for Carrum, Jenny
Lindell, and the member for Prahran, Tony Lupton, all
from the other place, and Mr Mitchell did a tremendous
job. They took the evidence, they listened to many
people and decided to give some options to the
minister. They did not make recommendations. They
did their job with a commitment to getting what they
believed is the right outcome for all the stakeholders
who are involved in the national park. I believe they
have done that and should be commended for doing
their job so well.
I would like to mention the symbolism of the Man from
Snowy River. He has been mentioned a number of
times in this debate. The Man from Snowy River is a
poem. It is not fact. If you look through The Man from
Snowy River you will not see a single reference to cattle
or cows. This poem has been — I am tempted to use
the word ‘hijacked’ and maybe I will use it — hijacked
for the purposes of people who have their own vested
interests in maintaining some mythology of activity of
what is happening in the national park. The activity is
totally incompatible with the values of that park.
Sometimes there are debates in this place which
illustrate why the opposition is in opposition and why
the government is in government. This has not been an
easy decision for the government. I cannot see how
anybody could think that this decision made by the
government would not create a great deal of public
concern. That was evidenced by a comment by Melissa
Fyfe in an article in the Age which I cannot find. I
believe she said words to the effect that it was very
dangerous to tamper with a myth. This government is
prepared to tamper with a myth. It is prepared to tamper
with a myth because it believes that the decision it is
making today is the right decision. It is the right
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decision for the environment, the national park and for
future generations.
Mr Hall said that the overwhelming sentiment of people
is on the side of the mountain cattlemen. I am not sure
where he gets his figures from. There is a vox pop in
the Herald Sun. I know that sometimes the opposition
takes its policies from the vox pop of the Herald Sun.
This may make the opposition a bit careful. The vox
pop asks:
Should cattle grazing be banned from the Alpine National
Park?

The response was that 52.4 per cent said yes and
47.6 per cent said no. That shows me that the readers of
the Herald Sun who responded to that vox pop are
saying that they do not believe grazing in the national
park is compatible with the values of the national park.
I am very prepared to admit that the cattlemen in the
high country care for the high country. I am very happy
to say that because I am sure it is true. Mr Stoney’s
contribution demonstrated that. The cattlemen may care
for the high country, but the cattle do not. Their cattle
can graze in the state forest. They should not be grazing
in the national park. The government has shown
courage in bringing forward this legislation. It is a piece
of legislation which defines the parties. The
government has taken evidence and made rational
decisions based on scientific evidence, while the
opposition, despite Mr Forwood’s showmanship, is just
looking for an issue that it can use to win some votes in
country Victoria. Maybe it can. The government is
prepared to take that risk because the government is
governing for all of Victoria.
The government is governing for this generation and
future generations. I am very pleased and proud to
support the bill before the house today.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Those of us
who were in this chamber this morning heard a
poignant speech full of integrity and passion from our
colleague the Honourable Graeme Stoney. Who
amongst us will ever forget Harry’s poem — not one of
us. He had credibility, knowledge and intelligence. He
is a great Victorian who is a true mountain cattleman.
He spoke about all the people he had known over the
years amongst the cattlemen. He spoke of some very
great Victorians and fine cattleman. But in this chamber
we must all acknowledge that amongst our colleagues
we have a very fine mountain cattleman.
I would like to quote from Mr Stoney’s inaugural
speech in this place. He explained how he knocked at
the door, came to the bar and his involvement in this
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chamber on behalf of the mountain cattlemen in this
state. When he became an elected member, this is what
he had to say:
I have always subscribed to the philosophy that nothing in
this world can take the place of persistence, so at last, seven
years later, I am privileged to speak in this place. That
particular occasion in 1985 was a very emotional time for the
cattlemen, who believed they had acted correctly, and they
had appointed me to be advocate on their behalf.

All mountain cattlemen were very proud to have the
Honourable Graeme Stoney as one of their advocates.
He goes on to say:
On my wall I keep a very large photo of a mountain peak.
That mountain is called Mount Eadley Stoney after my late
father who was a well-respected bushman, cattleman and
Mansfield shire councillor. I keep it there to remind me of
where I came from and the issues I have been speaking about
today.

That was Mr Stoney’s inaugural speech on 28 October
1992. Today we heard another very fine, impassioned
and knowledgeable speech from our colleague.
In her contribution today Ms Carbines spoke about the
lengthy and thorough program gone through by the task
force. She said it came to the right balance. She said it
was a painstaking process. I suggest it was none of
those. I suggest it was preordained, predetermined and
cynical. She said that the second-reading speech
acknowledged the role and heritage of mountain
cattlemen. I take issue with that, because I have
searched through the second-reading speech and I
cannot find any reference at all to the role and heritage
of mountain cattlemen, and I suggest that she has
another look.
Then we heard from Mr Hilton, and although he tried to
give a balanced approach to the debate, he spoke about
the fact that the Labor Party has based its decision on
science, but the only evidence he could come up with
was built upon the evidence of a vox pop. I take issue
with that too. I do not believe that is good enough.
Today we have seen what this bill represents, what is
behind it and what the Labor Party is all about. There is
a litany of broken promises and betrayal. But a pattern
is emerging from the Labor Party. First, it makes an
announcement. Then it makes a policy decision,
establishes a task force or a specialist committee, and
calls for submissions. It then seduces people into
thinking that they are going to be listened to.
Ms Carbines spoke of a cruel hoax — she was speaking
about the federal government. I believe that each one of
the approaches that the Labor Party has made to a
whole range of issues in this state is a hoax. It knows
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what it is doing. It is encouraging people to spend time,
effort and money into looking into these issues in the
belief that they are going to be listened to, and the belief
that they are going to have input, when in fact it is only
a cynical, rhetorical exercise. I feel that the mountain
cattlemen have been led astray in this issue. All
Victorians understand the time and effort that has been
put in. We should all thank Mr Stoney for the time that
he has put into this whole process.
I would like to look at the betrayal of cattle grazing. Let
us look at the time line. In 1989 a national park was
created. In 1989 and 1991 restrictions were put on cattle
grazing. In 1993 legislation was established to make
special provisions for cattle grazing to continue. In May
2005 the government announced that it would ban
cattle grazing. In fact, it is interesting to see that Robert
Doyle, the Leader of the Opposition in the other place,
has said in 2005:
The only reason Victoria had the national park was because
mountain cattlemen had agreed in 1989 to give up their land
on the ‘legislative promise’ from the Cain Labor government
that they would continue to be allowed to graze cattle in the
park.

Today we have heard quoted evidence of that betrayal.
The Minister for Environment in the other place, John
Thwaites, said in Parliament on 6 November 2003 —
only a very short time ago:
Alpine grazing is a licensed activity and will continue as a
licensed activity.

Those who believed him will not do so in the future.
The alpine grazing task force received
3600 submissions. The Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria, The Nationals, the Victorian
Farmers Federation and bush users groups — a whole
range of people — put in submissions. They spent an
inordinate amount of time doing that and they may well
be forgiven for thinking that their time, effort and
money was misplaced and indeed at the end of the day
was a waste of time.
This government, as I said before, is now establishing a
pattern of doing exactly this sort of thing. Let us have a
closer look at the toxic waste dump. In 2000 the
government announced that it was looking for a site for
a toxic waste dump. In 2001 a committee was
established to find and establish a site. In 2002, the
committee reported that it could not find any suitable
sites. In 2003, the government began another search. In
November 2003 the government sent letters to people
in Tiega, Baddaginnie and Pittong, saying that their
private land must be compulsorily acquired for a toxic
waste dump. In May 2004 Mr Bracks changed his mind
and said, ‘Now it is going to be on the Hattah-Nowingi
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site’, and that is where it was going to be. In 2004 the
Bracks government refused to release documents under
freedom of information. It was told by consultants that
the site was inappropriate. However, Mr Bracks said:
Only if it is environmentally sound and sustainable we’ll go
ahead and that’s the message we want to get to the
community, to get involved.

Members of the government have not been listening to
the people in the three groups near Ouyen, Benalla and
Ballarat. They have not been listening to the people of
the Nowingi area. They do not listen; yet again we have
seen a cynical approach and heard rhetoric.
It is the same with the box-ironbark forests. We were
all involved in the box-ironbark forests debate. We saw
huge submissions from people, including members of
the bush users groups and four-wheel-drive
associations, and from gold prospectors, bushwalkers,
horseriders, and beekeepers. All those people put a
huge amount of time and effort into the entire process
only to have their view disregarded, only to be ignored
and in fact excluded from that park — another case of
being forced out of an area.
Today members heard Ms Carbines say how pleased
and proud she was to have been with the Premier at an
announcement for the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council. She was at Moggs Creek with the
Premier to announce the establishment of the Great
Otway National Park, which is another very good
example of what this government is doing to country
Victoria.
Let us look at the litany of betrayal: it starts with the
mountain cattlemen, and includes the toxic waste dump
and the box-ironbark forests. We do not have to look
too much further into the Wombat forest. If we look at
the Otways, we find there have been thousands of
submissions. We had members of the government
assuring the loggers that they could continue to work in
the Otways. Then suddenly on the eve of an election
Mr Bracks said, ‘No, all the licences are going to be
out. All logging is going to be over by 2008’.
We now have a huge new park. It is supposed to be an
integrated park with a whole range of uses. They have
said they are putting $13 million into this park, but let
me have a look — and I call upon the government to
make certain — that there are no feral animals and
there are no weeds. The $13 million could be spent on
ragwort alone and that would make no difference at all.
Parks Victoria is an appalling neighbour. It has an
appalling record and I am ashamed to say I was an
inaugural member of the Parks Victoria board. Parks
Victoria started out with hope and vision for the future,
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but in fact it has become a bad neighbour. It is a poor
manager and any of us who were involved with that
first Parks Victoria board are ashamed of what Parks
Victoria has become. How right country Victorians are
to question and ask who will be next? Who in country
Victoria will be betrayed by this Labor government?
Who next will have to go through a submission?
Country Victoria knows it is going to be next. The
Bracks government is marching over all country
Victorian concerns.
Today marks the end of an era and the Liberal Party
would like to thank the mountain cattlemen and assure
them that we will never ever forget the contribution
they have made to the heritage of our state. They can be
exceedingly proud of their advocate, the Honourable
Graeme Stoney. He is truly the Man from Snowy
River!
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — I
rise to speak in support of this bill, the National Parks
(Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill. I thank the
Minister for Environment for considering our report
before bringing the bill into the houses. The aim of the
bill is to improve our national parks. I also want to
commend and thank Mr Stoney because there have
been many times when I was not sure about bits and
pieces and I would ask him, and accept his advice, and I
appreciate the help he gave me on those different
things.
Members would be aware that I was on the task force
set up to look into alpine grazing. Commissioned on
11 May 2004, we were to look into the issue and report
on options relating to grazing in the Alpine National
Park. Our terms of reference were to consider the
potential benefits and impacts of cattle grazing in the
park. We were also asked, based on our considerations,
to examine possible options for grazing in the national
park. The task force comprised Ian Maxfield, the
member for Narracan; Tony Lupton, the member for
Prahran; Jenny Lindell, the member for Carrum, all
from the other place; and me. It was a good mix of
members who each brought a different perspective to
each question raised and ensured that all of us
considered each side of the equation fully before we
moved forward. I put on the record my thanks for the
hard work and dedication they showed during that
process.
We visited many sites and spoke to many people in this
process. On 9 May the task force went up to the
Bogong High Plains, though I could not be part of that
trip organised by the member for Benalla in the other
place, Dr Bill Sykes, and the Alpine Conservation and
Access Group. I thank Bill Sykes for getting on board
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early and being involved in the process. On 24 May we
went to Bennison and Wellington Plains in the
south-west of the park with Parks Victoria staff. On
21 June we went to Buenba Flat, north-east of
Benambra with representatives of the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria (MCAV), and the
Independent member for East Gippsland in the other
place, Craig Ingram, and Mr Ken Norris. On the very
same day that we were up there, going through the area,
meeting, talking and discussing it, The Nationals were
on the radio calling for the task force to visit country
areas. They were that far behind.
We also went up to Wonnangatta Valley with Parks
Victoria staff to have a look up there. In November we
went to the Bogong High Plains with representatives of
the MCAV, and on 26 November we went to Buckety
Plain and the Bogong High Plains in a joint inspection
with the MCAV and environmentalists. That was an
opportunity to provide all individuals and
representatives of the organisations in the region to
meet with the task force. We had also been to
Bairnsdale, Omeo, Bright and Mansfield over a
four-day period back in June 2004. We met about 85
individuals in 49 meetings. They included many of the
families directly involved in grazing. They included
councils and representatives of the six municipalities
involved. Many of those people reinforced a lot of the
words, feelings and sentiment described in the
3600-odd submissions that we received.
Hon. W. A. Lovell — Did you read them all?
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Yes, I did. I thank
Ms Lovell, she has just shortened my sentence. I did
read every one of them. I have seen each one and I still
have every single one of them in my office.
But there was a glaring omission. Not one single person
from the Liberal Party involved themselves in any way,
shape or form. They will sit there and say, ‘We support
the cattlemen’. They will throw on an Akubra, put on a
very ill-fitting Driza-Bone, and say, ‘We are there to
support you’. But they do not support the cattlemen.
Their deputy leader does not support them. The
member for Warrandyte, Phil Honeywood, in the other
place is on the record as saying that he does not believe
that what the Leader of the Opposition in the other
place, Robert Doyle, has promised will actually happen
because he knows he cannot deliver it. Robert Doyle
was on the record in January, stating that the Liberal
Party has no position in regard to mountain
cattlemen — not one!
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Last Wednesday or Thursday or whenever, when the
rally was here, he got up and went ‘Blah, blah, blah’ —
—
An honourable member — It was one day when
you were not in town. If you had been around, you
would have known.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I was in Sale on
regional and rural telecommunications issues. That is
where I was going. That is where I was staying,
because I am committed to making sure we get the best
services in rural and regional Victoria.
We met these people and we listened to everything they
said. To even try to attempt to have a cheap shot, to say
that it was already a done deal before it was started is
an absolute lie in the highest order. I take a lot of
offence to that. I am sure Mr Stoney would agree that I
did not get involved in this process with a
predetermined outcome. Many on my side would know
that I am not exactly the greenest of Labor members.
But when we went to the high plains, when we looked
through it, when we sat down and went on the facts and
evidence presented before us, even I came away
thinking that cattle do have a severe impact on sensitive
environments.
That is why we took up the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria and the Victorian National
Parks Association submissions together, because if we
were not sure about something we would listen and say,
‘Yes, that sounds fair enough’. We were able to get
together and go through it. On many occasions — and
both sides were there — where they would be saying
one thing and the other side would say something else,
you would get semi-agreement on different bits and
pieces. I reject totally that this was a pre-done deal,
because it was not. It is just another show of the policy
bereft mob over there who will say and do anything to
get a headline, but they will not deliver. Mark my
words: they will not deliver to the mountain cattlemen!
I am not going to talk too much on the environmental
stuff, because that is covered. I want to talk about some
of the things that were presented to us and some of the
people we met. I want to express special thanks to
Simon Turner, Harry Ryder, Peter Attiwill and the
licence-holders we spoke to. Despite the rhetoric and
the suspects and all the rubbish that we are going to
hear about from the other side of the house, apart from
Mr Stoney — I exempt Mr Stoney from the Liberal
Party when I talk about it, because I know he is genuine
in what he says — I appreciate Simon Turner, Harry
Ryder and the other licence-holders for their time and
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what they did. Those people gave us a lot of time and a
lot of assistance as we went through the process.
Issues were brought up to us such as the licences. Most
of the licences in the national park are due to expire
next year and two are due to expire the year after that.
The licences range from 3 adult-equivalent cattle up to
867 adult-equivalent cattle. They contain a range of
conditions relating to management of livestock and a
fee of $5.50 per adult-equivalent cattle per year. Many
of those who made submissions thought that that was
unfair, that it was too cheap and — —
Hon. David Koch — They’re managing the park for
you.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Great interjection!
Look at the park as a national park; look at it as a
natural environment. Try to take off your blinkered
view of it being a grazing pasture because they are
different. There are different values that need to be
added to it. Weeds are a great issue. Many people
accept that weeds are carried by cattle, so if you take
the cattle and horses out you will take some of that out.
Many things were asked and many people suggested
that the delivery of the licensing regime was not in line
with the federal government’s national competition
policy. I personally do not believe that is a matter to
consider, but it was one of the major things raised with
us.
The first and foremost reason people grazed in the
national park was to have a financial return to their
businesses. They were quality beef producers and they
used these runs in conjunction with their home property
operations. The value of the licence is that in some
areas you can carry higher stocking rates on your
property if you can move some stock up and rest your
home pastures during the summer. The stock can have
a higher sale value because they develop well in the
high country, and when they return and you put them
into feedlot conditions they can fatten up and gain
weight a lot more quickly. In addition, the businesses
are generally family businesses and part of large
operations. They are managed by husbands and wives
and sometimes adult children who work there unpaid.
The heritage issue is the one which brings out the most
emotion and stirs up the sort of hysteria the opposition
has tried to use to grab a political vote. Heritage is a
core issue in the grazing issue and one I do not take
lightly. Some, if not many, of the families I have met
and spoken with have been involved with grazing in the
high country for many generations. By
European-Australian standards this is a long tradition
and a link to our pioneering past. They are genuine
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people whose businesses have utilised their licences to
their benefit. The submissions we received generally
supporting grazing argued that grazing is a link to a
bygone past, a tradition and an iconic feature of
Australian history. It is a feature of Australian history
and it should not be forgotten. That is why the
government is putting some $765 000 into supporting
cultural heritage including mountain hut maintenance,
signage and support for heritage festivals.
Let us have a look at what the federal government has
said:
… perceptions of exclusive hereditary property rights to
alpine grazing leases held by some families engaged in cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park are not considered to be
cultural or heritage values themselves, as important as those
views may be to those who hold them.

That comes directly from the federal government
through the Department of the Environment and
Heritage. What was said before about Senator
Campbell pulling a stunt is exactly right because:
As the commonwealth list relates only to land owned or
controlled by the commonwealth and its agencies, it is not
relevant to either the Alpine National Park or to the task
force’s investigation.

That is another direct quote from the federal
government’s Department of the Environment and
Heritage. It is a cruel, cruel thing to do.
I know the decision we have made will cause some
discomfort to those families. I realise it will be hard for
them. However, as was said earlier, we have to look at
the big picture. Looking at it overall, we have a very
small alpine environment and we need to look after it.
That is why the government has committed money for
transitional payments to help the cattlemen adjust their
businesses and move on.
I could speak for hours on this because there is so much
I would love to be able to say. As I said, I have not
touched on the environmental side because there is a
wealth of information there and I am sure others will
cover it. However, I would like to say that it was a hard
decision. It was something I spent a hell of a lot of time
on. Many nights were spent reading and discussing and
finding out these things. The challenge for opposition
members is to come up with facts and figures to prove
what they are saying. Instead of choice words like
‘suggest’, ‘I suspect’, ‘we think’ or ‘we reckon this is a
secretive plan’, members opposite should drop the
rhetoric and come out and talk about the facts as they
are, and we will watch their argument go to water. I
commend this bill to the house.
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Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I rise to join the
debate on the National Parks (Alpine National Park
Grazing) Bill and to show my support for the mountain
cattlemen and the heritage of which they are about to be
robbed. Following the Honourable Graeme Stoney, the
Honourable Bill Forwood and the Honourable Andrea
Coote is no easy feat because at least they understand
the issues. When I listen to some things from the other
side, I just shake my head in wonderment.
I must say at the outset this is the most hypocritical
government since I came to this place in 1999. It talks
about the Kennett era and when this place was used as a
rubber stamp. I was previously in the lower house as
the member for Warrnambool. In 2002 I moved into
this house as a member for Western Province. The
Labor Party had the numbers. It was democratically
elected, so it had the numbers to out vote the
opposition. But as we heard Graeme Stoney say, in
1989 there were seven days of debate in this house on
this very important issue. It did not last for just
15 minutes or 10 minutes — people then could speak
for as long as they liked on issues they passionately
believed in. Members should contrast that with now —
2005, six years later.
This bill was rammed through the lower house
yesterday. Today it is in here, and we have been told
that by dinnertime tonight, by 6 or 6.30 p.m., that will
be it. Then the bill will be rammed through tomorrow,
and if we do not get back onto this bill before then,
which we probably will not because there is other
legislation coming in which we have not had the
privilege of talking to constituents about, it will be
guillotined at 4.00 p.m. tomorrow. End of story! Bang!
Nobody can speak anymore; that is the end of that. It
will be law.
We all were told and the government has said that the
new, reformed upper house is a house of review. How
can you call something a house of review when you do
not get the opportunity to review anything? It is
ridiculous. People out there in the community,
especially in rural Victoria, are starting to notice that.
I was elected to the lower house as member for a
Warrnambool in 1999. I sat in the lower house and
watched as this government slowly started to divide and
conquer in rural and regional Victoria. At least between
1999 and 2000 the opposition still had the numbers in
here and this place actually was a house of review. So
when the marine parks bill, for example, was brought in
at least the worst excesses could be taken out.
Where I come from, the Port Campbell National Park
area, we fought hard to look after the fishermen.
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Everybody wanted a marine park but they did not want
the area taken off them. So we fought hard and got
some amendments through this house. The marine park
was shaped differently and was made a bit smaller.
Because we still had the numbers here we could force
the Bracks government to actually listen. That
happened on the box-ironbark parks, on the farm dams
legislation and all sorts of legislation which really
affected rural Victoria. Because we had the numbers in
this house, people actually had the opportunity to be
heard.
Since 2002, since the Bracks government has taken
control of both houses, this has all gone. These sorts of
bills are just rammed right through. I heard the
Honourable Robert Mitchell speak earlier, and I have
no doubt he spent many hours in the high country
talking to lots of people. But the end result was already
there. When I went to school I was not very good at
arithmetic so I would look at the back page to see what
the answer to the sum was, and then I would work my
way through it. That is exactly what these people do.
They pretend to consult and to be listening but the
answer is ready. The photos and advertising were
already prepared before the bill even came into the
house. The government knew it had the numbers and it
did not have to negotiate. It just pretended it was
negotiating. The end result was the same.
Today the National Parks (Otways and Other
Amendments) Bill was second read in the lower house.
That will be passed through in exactly the same fashion
as this bill. Already today I have had people from Port
Campbell ringing me and saying, ‘There are lots of
things in there about Port Campbell, about the beach
and the surf club. We have not even been told what is
going on’. I said, ‘I have not even seen the bill yet, but
when it has had its second reading I will fax it to you’,
which I have done.
They can now sit there and look at it, but they know
that if there is anything in it that they have not heard
about, it will not change. It is a fait accompli. That is
bad government and poor government.
I proudly stood on the steps of Parliament last Thursday
and watched the mountain cattlemen come up the
street — women, children and males. I thought World
War I was coming there were so many horses coming
up Bourke Street. It was a fantastic sight. It was not
only the mountain cattlemen but also beekeepers
holding up signs, sporting shooters, the Victorian
Farmers Federation, prospectors and miners, irrigators,
four-wheel drivers, the Bush Users Group et cetera.
They all rightly believed they were being ignored by
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the government. The government is doing this at its
peril.
There were people from the Barmah forest, a red gum
area. I say to those people that they are next on the hit
list. There is an election coming up next year and just
before the election the government will again pretend it
wants to talk and listen to them. In the meantime, the
government is busily cutting up red gum sleepers for
the farce rail, as we call it. That is okay, but when all
that has happened the government will lock the rest up.
I warn these people that they should not be sucked in by
being told they are being listened to, because they will
not be listened to all. This is a political agenda for
Greens preference votes in Kew and Richmond —
Melbourne suburbia. I love Melbourne, but when I talk
to people in Melbourne I learn that they basically see
rural Victoria as their playground. They want to go to
the high country or somewhere and see it like it was
200 years ago. That cannot happen. The biggest
despoilers of Australia are the city people. Look around
here. This area was probably covered in lovely wattle,
not red gum — there probably would not have been
much red gum here. This would have been a fantastic
spot when Batman arrived. Now 5 million people live
here, and they have taken over. We are not going to
throw them out because we cannot and nor should we,
but there is one rule for city people because they have
the voting power and another rule for the rural people
of Victoria.
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because of tourism. What a joke that is! The
government says, ‘Tourism will fix everything’. It
always says, on the second page, ‘But the dollars lost
will be replaced by tourism’. It just will not happen.
This line will feature in the Otway matter, it was in the
box-ironbark matter, it was in the marine park matter,
and it will be in the Barmah forest matter. There is
always this line that the government is supporting
tourism — in this case in the high country — through a
range of significant initiatives.
This bit gets me: the government is contributing
$2 million towards sealing the Bogong High Plains
road. Now, being an ex-councillor in a rural shire, I can
say that $2 million for fixing up a local road will
probably do 3 or 4 kilometres. I would assume that
country is rather hilly and difficult to work in, so
$2 million is a pittance. It is not even a VicRoads road,
it is a local road. The Alpine and East Gippsland shires
will finish up having to pick up the tab for all this. They
have been trying to get VicRoads to take over that road
for many years — with no luck at all. The government
does not want it: it is going to cost money. Two million
dollars towards sealing the Bogong High Plains road is
a pittance. Anybody up there will see through that
rubbish.

This state could not survive without rural and regional
people. They provide the income for the state to work.
If you go to the port of Melbourne, you will see that its
largest exporter is the dairy industry. Nobody in the city
would even understand that; they would not have a
clue. Then there would be grain, beef et cetera. Those
exports keep the dollars from overseas coming into this
country. Listening to the debate today you would think
there were cattle all over the high country. It is my
understanding from Mr Stoney that 660 000 hectares
will be locked up in this park. At present 90 per cent of
this is protected. We are talking about 10 per cent of the
park being used at the moment. When I watch
television I see the government’s fraudulent ads. The
government has doctored ads to make the pristine park
look beautiful and the areas where the cattle have been
look absolutely shocking. If it were being fair, it would
also show areas which have been locked up and not
touched but have been razed by fires. That does not get
shown.

I get very frustrated when I see the things that are
happening in rural Victoria. It is typical of the
government that when the marine park was announced
at Port Campbell, Ron Cashmore, a diver there for
many years, had produced a video of the underworld of
the marine park at Port Campbell. It is beautiful: there
is fish, there is seaweed, and it looks fantastic. He
produced this video to show the government that this
area was actually still in pristine condition — how
beautiful it all was. It was given to the government to
say, ‘Look, we have been fishing here, using this area
for 100 years; we have not actually damaged it’. So
what does the government do? It uses that video then
against the fishermen. It used that video on television to
show whoever wants to look at it what a beautiful
marine park this would be, and that that was what the
government was going to make it, because it was in
danger. The government used the resources and
evidence of the fishermen themselves, who believe
everyone is honest, against them. I am sure that is what
happened up in the high country. The government went
and picked the brains of the mountain cattlemen and all
the people up there, and then used it to slaughter them
in the end.

When it comes to every one of these bills — the
Otways bill, the box-ironbark bill and the alpine parks
bill — the government has said the parks will all
survive and everyone in the country will be better off

What we will see in the high country is quite obvious,
and this is what will happen in the Otways, eventually,
after this one goes through. The mountain cattlemen
will disappear, the tracks will close, the blackberries
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will take over, and there will be the feral animals. In a
few years’ time we will have a hot summer. Nobody
will want to go in there, because the local knowledge
and the skills of the local people will be gone. The fires
will come, and they will do 100 times more damage
than the mountain cattlemen were doing while they
were up there. It will be the same in the Otways. When
a fire like the Ash Wednesday fire does come again in
the Otways, it will burn 3 miles out to sea; there will be
that much rubbish in the undergrowth. It will be a hot
fire, and it will burn. You would not want to be on the
Great Ocean Road or even fishing a kilometre out in the
ocean, because by the time that fire goes out, it will
have done enormous damage.
In conclusion, I hope the federal government has
success in listing the lifestyle and heritage of the
mountain cattlemen. The Leader of the Opposition in
the other place, Robert Doyle, said that if we win
government —
An honourable member — When!
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — When we win government
in 2006, we will do all we can to make sure the
mountain cattlemen are allowed back in their heritage
areas. If we win government but do not control this
house, I have no doubt that that lot over there with their
Greens supporters, whoever they be, will make it very
difficult. But we never thought we would win the
Senate either, and we have won the Senate, so anything
is possible. I would say, ‘Hold onto your seats. Country
and rural Victoria has had a gutful of the Bracks
government — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN (Ballarat) — I love the
high country, although probably not as much as the
Honourable Graeme Stoney and all the country
cattlemen in the area behind me. But I do love that part
of the world. Why do I love it? I can give some
examples — Mansfield, Kevington, Woods Point and
Greta, which is not quite the high country.
My great-grandfather came to Australia from Scotland.
He arrived in Greta in 1853 and then raised a family.
My grandfather was born in that area. He then moved
to Ten Mile. Not many people would know where Ten
Mile is, but it is 10 miles up the road from Jamieson on
the way to Woods Point. He was a miner.
My father was born in Mansfield. He also lived and
worked in that area until 1940, when the Second World
War was on and he joined the air force. In 1939 on
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Black Friday he lost 17 mates in the fire at one of the
mills in that area. I think it was at Matlock. My brother
was born at Woods Point in 1945. I had my honeymoon
in, of all places, Kevington, at the Kevington Hilton, in
1972. It was a brief honeymoon, I am telling you — it
was two days — but it was a lot of fun. I recently went
to Kevington and launched a book written by my
cousin, whose name is Roy Lloyd, on the history of that
pub, which is one of the oldest pubs in the area.
So a lot of my family’s history was involved in the high
country area. In fact, in two weeks I will be going to the
Jamieson cemetery where we are going to replace a
headstone for Charlie Lloyd, who is a person I think
people would know. It will be replaced by my cousin,
John McCormack. I noted that Mr Stoney mentioned
the McCormacks earlier. There is a relationship, not
with my Uncle Dan but with his brother Jack
McCormack, to high country grazing.
I had an uncle, his name was Jack Seymour, who had a
partner called Charlie Hearn. They actually had a
licence in the high country. I believe it was somewhere
near Clear Hills, which is pretty close to Mount
Stirling. So my involvement and my family’s
involvement in this area is long and is deep. That is the
reason I love the high country. I love history and I
always advise my kids and other young people to never
forget your roots, never forget where you come from.
Because of all of this history and my love of the area
this issue became a real problem for me in trying to find
some balance between what I thought was the right
thing to do in terms of our national park, but what is
clearly going to hurt a lot of very good and
hardworking people. This is a conflict between a
national park and birds and animals and plants and
trees — and human beings, who will all be hurt. I know
they will be hurt. It really is a painful and hard decision.
I believe it has been tough on the Honourable Rob
Mitchell. Rob and I have had many discussions about
the process and about all the people he was meeting. He
has had a hard time on this. He has really worked hard.
I know Graeme Stoney. I listened to his speech, and I
congratulate him. I thought it was a wonderful speech.
It was heartfelt. I did not like it when he criticised the
government of course, but it was clearly heartfelt. He
has put a lot of his life into this, and I respect him for it
and I honour him for it. It was a wonderful speech.
But again it is this dilemma between human beings and
national parks. I think we need national parks to
preserve the environment for all the future generations.
I am really concerned about climate change and global
warming, of which I am convinced. I have a vineyard
just outside Maryborough, and I have had an empty
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dam now for eight years. Some of the trees I planted on
that property are now nearly 30 years old, and I have
lost seven of them — they are dead because there is no
subsoil moisture. I hear people saying there is no global
warming, there is no climate change. I am not
convinced, because I seem to be watching it. It is either
a case of a 500-year drought or there are some changes
in the climate.
The environment is changing. It is incredibly important.
I am working on some other projects which I hope may
one day help, in terms of solar energy and brown coal
drying. They are important matters for the state of
Victoria and the globe. But we come back to this
national park and a group of people being hurt, and that
is really hard — a group of people that my family was a
part of many years ago. I do not have any easy answers.
I do not think there are any answers. One group of good
people will be hurt because of a decision to protect the
park. I do not want to go into the science. I really do not
want to talk about the science — in fact I will not talk
about the science. I am more concerned about the
human factor in my contribution here today. That is
incredibly important for all those involved — the
families, the wives, the children. It is going to affect
their businesses. They clearly just love their job. They
must love their job; I know they do. A part of that, and
it is a reasonably big part, is being taken away from
them. I feel for the families. I feel for the cattlemen.
And I have to say sorry, and it is a personal sorry,
because I know these people really are being affected. I
know it is going to hurt, but I have to support the bill. I
have to support what we are doing in the long term, the
big picture, but it is painful to support that view.
I think I have probably said enough, except that
Graeme Stoney brought up that there had not been any
acknowledgment of what the high country cattlemen
had done over 170 years. I was reminded by my cousin
this afternoon that Jack Seymour and a number of the
country cattlemen went out looking after a double
murder in the 1930s. They helped police by going
around and looking. I do not know the outcome. That is
just one personal example of members of my family
going around the countryside, looking in that case for a
double murderer.
That is the sort of thing you guys over there in the
gallery have done over a long time, and I want to
acknowledge your contributions over all these years. I
believe the government may have slipped up in not
putting that in the second-reading speech. I would like
to acknowledge on my behalf all those wonderful
things that you have done over the years.
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Now I am going to be a bit political. Some have used
this issue to beat up the Bracks government. I do not
like it, and I do not play that sort of politics. Having a
go that we have not done this and we have not done that
is just nonsense. It really is — excuse the French —
bullshit, because in the last five or six years we have
spent more money in the area I work in, the
Maryborough, Ararat, Stawell and Ballarat area, than
was spent in the previous 50 years on hospitals, schools
and new police stations. We are pouring money in, and
I am incredibly proud of that.
Hon. Philip Davis — How is the gas to Avoca
going, John?
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr Davis!
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN — We poured $800 000
into the Avoca Race Club, that is what we did. We have
helped the — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr McQuilten, without
assistance!
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN — I am really proud of
what we have been able to achieve, and there is a lot
more to achieve. Yes, I would love to get gas to Avoca,
and we will just have to keep working on it. But I
believe this is a government that has made and is going
to continue to try to make a real difference to country
Victoria. When you had the fires up in the high country
they were horrific, but not as bad as the 1939 fire that
my father told me about when he was working the
battery at the Morning Star mine. He had to run from
the battery down to the Creek, which is the Upper
Goulburn, and jumped into the creek just in time to
watch the flame go from one hill to the other. It was just
all flame, just a sky of fire, and then it came down the
hill. I always have the image in my head of how bad
that 1939 fire was, which brings up the issue that in
terms of the Alpine National Park and other national
parks and state forests we always have to be mindful of
doing burns and controlling growth so that we do not
have a fire like the 1939 fire ever again, where in one
mill 17 men died.
I will finish by saying again that I acknowledge the
contributions that members on the other side and their
forebears have made, and I am sorry that this is going to
hurt you and affect your families.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — For me this
issue is at least 20 years old in the sense that this is not
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the first time that this government or a Labor
government in this state has attempted to do what is
being done here today — that is, remove the mountain
cattlemen from the high country in any meaningful
way. They have done it before. They tried to do it in
1985–1986. In my contribution I intend to talk a little
about the history of what happened back then and why
it is that I believe this is just a revisitation of exactly the
same process that Labor tried on 20 years ago. I am
also going to try to establish in my contribution,
probably for the benefit of some of the newer members
opposite, what I believe to be a longstanding agenda of
their party to remove cattlemen from that area along
with and hand in hand with the more extreme elements
of the conservation movement in this state and in this
country. That is something that needs to be covered in
this debate and I will attempt to do that.
At the outset I want to pay an enormous compliment
and tribute to my friend and colleague Mr Stoney who
hails from the region: his heritage is there, his family
are there and his livelihood for a very long time was
there. We know from the passion with which he spoke
and from his detailed knowledge of the region that this
house and this Parliament could not be any better
informed by his contribution. It was one of the best
contributions I have heard in the six years I have been
in this place. One would expect that someone of the
calibre and standing of Mr Stoney would be able to
inform us in a very real and pertinent way. It was not
just a personal and passionate view about the high
country, but a very informative and salient contribution.
He outlined some of the myths and detailed some of the
problems with the so-called independent process that
the government went through. He did put the lie to the
fact that it was an independent process particularly on
scientific grounds. I say to Mr Stoney, thank you from
all members on this side who not only pay tribute to
you but also agree with you and support you and your
people, unlike the members opposite.
The biggest question I took out of Mr Stoney’s
presentation was the rhetorical question of why the
Bracks government sought to vilify and was seeking to
insult and attack the cattlemen. I think it is a very
salient question to ask. I believe there are two key
reasons for that. I believe they are historical and go
back 20 years. The first is that the Bracks government,
like the Cain and Kirner governments before it, seeks to
use this issue of the Alpine National Park to lock in
support from extreme elements of the conservation
movement. Labor sought to do it in 1985, when it did a
deal with the Australian Conservation Foundation
which publicly stated through its spokesperson,
Dr Mosley, on ABC radio that come hell or high water
he was going to get cattlemen out of the high country.
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He said he would make sure that the Cain government
went along with that agenda. He made that very clear
before the 1985 election and supported Labor Party
candidates on the basis of the Labor Party’s promise to
do that, to initiate the national parks bill in 1985. The
Labor Party narrowly won that election. The foundation
needed to be paid back, so that is the first reason the
Bracks government is behaving in this way because it
wants to do exactly the same thing. It wants to lock in
elements of the Victorian conservation movement and
the Greens in particular for the next state election that
will occur in November 2006. History does repeat
itself.
I also think there is a second reason for the vilification
and insults. They are happening because of a revenge
issue. There is a strong element of punishment politics
in the bill and the way it is being handled. I believe that
because when the last attempt was made in 1985 to do
this it was defeated after a protected battle and
campaign by the mountain cattlemen, their families and
supporters and a political campaign in the Parliament. It
was in this upper house where it happened. It happened
as a result of the Nunawading re-election. Members
might recall that the state election of that year returned
an equal vote for the member of the then Nunawading
province and Mr Bob Ives, who was elected when the
returning officer drew a ballot out of a hat. That was
challenged in the courts by his opponent, Mrs Varty,
who won, and there had to be another election.
The mountain cattlemen, rightly, took that opportunity
to support Mrs Varty in that re-election campaign to
prevent the alpine parks bill being passed by the
Parliament. They made a strategic move. They
campaigned long and hard for her in that by-election. It
was at the very beginning of my involvement in
politics. I was part of Mrs Rosemary Varty’s re-election
campaign team and well remember the contribution
made by the mountain cattlemen, their families and
supporters when they came to Nunawading Province,
which now goes under another name but is part of my
electorate.
At the time they came to Ringwood in particular and
campaigned against the National Parks (Alpine
National Parks) Bill and in favour of Mrs Varty because
the Liberal Party said it would not allow the bill to go
through the upper house. The campaign was a long one
and many groups got involved. The conservation
movement was also involved but the cattlemen and
their families came to our electorate and supported us in
every possible way.
I remember that they set up a camp in Eastfield Park on
the edge of Ringwood. They were there pretty much
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full time during that by-election. They invited the local
community along and many of the city people of
Nunawading province in the Ringwood area learned
first hand from the cattlemen about their custodianship
of the high country and the real economic and
environmental arguments of that time.
I shall quote a little bit about that re-election campaign
from Bryan Jameson’s book, which has already been
quoted from by Mr Stoney, called Movement at the
Station. At page 103 he writes:
On the afternoon and evening of 8 August, stock transports
and floats disembarked 130 horses at Eastfield Park, on the
fringe of the city of Ringwood, the major shopping centre in
Nunawading province. A tent town sprang up, and that night
it was a bit like a get-together or a high plains muster, with
barbecues going and a bit of mild carousing. MCAV
associates from all over Melbourne and local residents from
the nearby streets came to join in the fun. When everyone
finally turned in for the night, it rained, and a few families
fled leaky tents to weather the night in the horse floats.

That campaign not only drew a lot of cattlemen and
their supporters to the electorate but they worked hard
throughout the campaign to convince city people that
they were the true environmentalists, conservationists
and custodians of the high country. They came to
convince city people that we could have faith that their
activities in the high country were not detrimental to
real environmental values in that region; they actually
benefited that region.
I well remember a large, glossy, coloured brochure put
out by the mountain cattlemen for that re-election
campaign, setting out the arguments. They talked about
their history and heritage in the high country, the
custodianship and the environmental benefits and they
talked about fuel build up, fires and accessibility. They
did it in a very down-to-earth way that people in my
electorate could understand.
The people in the electorate responded. They
understood what the mountain cattlemen were saying
about the environment of the high plains. That brochure
had a strong impact. On its front it had a picture of a
cattleman on the high plains and a picture of the Lovick
family from the region. It was one of the strongest tools
used to educate and inform and to ask for the support of
city people in what was essentially a country issue —
and city people responded at that time.
The results of that re-election saw the primary vote of
the Labor Party drop by at least 15 000 votes. The
Liberal Party achieved a swing of around 9 per cent on
a two-party preferred basis. That was despite the fact
there was a host of environmental candidates in the
field; despite the fact that there were Australian
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Conservation Foundation people campaigning the other
way — for the Labor Party as part of the deal — and it
was despite the fact that the nuclear disarmament party
also campaigned, and that is a story in itself.
What I want to tell the chamber, particularly the
members sitting opposite, is that the mountain
cattlemen and their supporters will again campaign and
again make those arguments. They will again put a
balanced view in front of the people of Victoria. They
will not only do that in the country, they will do that in
the city, and city people will respond to those
arguments because the cattlemen have right on their
side — they have truth on their side. They will also be
informed about the deals that have been done with the
environmental movement to support Labor at the next
election, and it is our hope — —
Hon. J. M. McQuilten — There is no deal with me,
Andrew; there is no deal with me, mate.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — There is certainly
one, Mr McQuilten. If Mr McQuilten is a candidate at
the next election he will be a beneficiary of it, and he
will accept those preferences from the environmental
movement. The price was getting the cattlemen out of
the high country. That is what the agenda of the Labor
Party is and has been for 20 years. After Labor lost the
election and the Liberals, with The Nationals, blocked
that legislation and that attempt to kick them out last
time, Ms Kirner is reported as saying, and I quote from
‘Victory without truce’, chapter 18 of Bryan Jameson’s
book:
There will be a contiguous alpine national park — if not in
the life of this Parliament, there will be a contiguous national
park in the life of some future Parliament.

There will be one in the life of some future Parliament.
Have a guess which one it is? It is this one. Her words
were very prophetic and it has been the agenda of the
Labor Party ever since then, and that is why I agree
very strongly with my colleagues that the process that
was run by Mr Mitchell and others, wittingly or
unwittingly, was a sham. This has been the agenda of
the Labor Party in Victoria for at least that long —
since 1985–86. Labor tried it before and now it is
getting it through. This has been the agenda for many,
many years; we know that the Labor Party has a very
long memory and we know that it does not give up very
easily. It has kept the campaign going for 20 years.
Labor members should not come into this place and try
to convince members on this side, knowing the history
as we do, that they went through a fair, open, honest
and balanced process, because they did not. In the
words of Ms Carbines, the only cruel hoax that was

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK GRAZING) BILL
Thursday, 16 June 2005

COUNCIL

perpetrated here was the one that was perpetrated by the
Labor Party. We oppose it. We opposed it then; we
oppose it now. We believe that the people of Victoria
will join us in opposing it in November 2006, and we
invite the fine people of the high country to join us in
that campaign for justice when we reverse this terrible
legislation and when we achieve government in this
state.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — At the outset I want to
declare that I have family members who run a tourism
operation in the Bogong High Plains — a horseriding
operation — and whilst I have no personal interest in
that business, I think it is appropriate that I should
declare that interest to the house. This is the sort of
debate that occasionally comes along in one’s life in the
Parliament where there is serious consideration of a
matter that has conflicting interests and conflicting
viewpoints, but a matter that is about the long-term
situation in our state, and particularly in relation to the
environment as in this case. It is about how we leave
the place we temporarily possess on this earth for the
future.
Occasionally one such matter becomes involved in a
debate here. I think it is great to come into a debate and
hear the seriousness and the tone with which the debate
has generally been conducted.
At the outset I reject the comments made by
Mr Olexander. No member on the government side has
in any way been vilifying the mountain cattlemen. I
have not listened to all of the debate, but I have checked
with other members to see whether that has occurred
today. It certainly did not occur in any of the
contributions I have heard and the advice — even
though I have been in occasional meetings during this
debate — I have had from other members is that it has
not occurred at any time in this debate.
There has not been any vilification of the mountain
cattlemen, the good work they do or their absolute
commitment to the high country and their care of it. I
do not think anyone has argued in this debate that the
cattlemen do not care for the high country. I am
absolutely convinced that the cattlemen who have a
heritage in and relationship with the high country in this
state care passionately about the high country and the
way the high country is looked after.
It must be acknowledged that whilst the cattlemen
obviously care for the high country, their cattle do not.
The cattle that graze in the high country — in precious
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territory — cause damage. I think the cattlemen would
acknowledge that damage occurs. It is not the fault of
the cattle or the cattlemen that the cattle do not care for
the high country. They are cattle; they graze and they
need to drink water. Those two things in themselves
cause damage to the high country.
I have ridden over the Bogong High Plains with
members of my family who run their business there. It
is magnificent country. It is a very special place. Part of
what makes it so special has been history and heritage.
But one has to acknowledge that what makes that
history and heritage special is the environment. It is the
mountains, the heights, the valleys, the grassy plains
and the streams and rivers that run through that country.
It is the responsibility of the government of the day to
make sure those things that are particularly precious in
our environment are protected and maintained for the
future. That is the task that this government has taken.
The responsibility is a difficult one to take from time to
time because it affects people’s livelihoods. It
absolutely affects the livelihoods of a number of
families, but it is a responsibility that this government
will not shirk from. It is a responsibility because there is
a bigger picture. There is the big picture about how we
leave this place that we temporarily occupy to future
generations. As a member of this government, I think
the big picture is one that I am proud to be a part of.
We have grasped these issues in a number of
environmental areas in relation to marine national
parks, the Otways and again in relation to the Alpine
National Park.
In taking on this responsibility there are a number of
things the government has put in place to ensure it is
done as effectively as possible and to ensure there is
appropriate management of the park into the future and
reasonable and fair recognition of the impact on the
livelihoods of those families who are using the high
country for cattle grazing at the moment. That includes
a wide-ranging package of financial measures totalling
$7.4 million that will provide support for the licensees,
local tourism and cultural heritage. It will help to
improve the natural condition of the park. It is
important that when a government takes on the
responsibilities of protecting a park in the way we have
we also accept the state has a financial obligation to
ensure that people who are affected by that decision are
appropriately looked after.
I want to touch also on the issue of heritage. There is, of
course, still going to be grazing in the high country —
in the state forest in the high country. The heritage of
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the mountain cattlemen in those parts of the park can be
maintained.
Hon. Philip Davis — What part of the park?
Mr VINEY — I am apologise. There is still the
heritage available through cattle grazing in the state
forest surrounding the park is what I meant to say.
The heritage of high country grazing will be maintained
in those areas. I am hopeful that in the process of the
changes that are likely to occur some people may wish
to move out of grazing in the state forest and some of
the families affected by the Alpine National Park
decision may be able to pick up licence opportunities. I
hope there would be some commonsense in terms of
those sorts of transitional arrangements and
opportunities. But let us not pretend that the great
heritage and traditions of the mountain cattlemen are
lost forever by coming out of the national park when in
fact they can continue in the state forest.
We have correspondence from the commonwealth
government Australian Heritage Council. A letter of
2 July 2004 signed by Tom Harley says:
The history of alpine grazing should be managed as part of
the cultural heritage. Any heritage-related benefits from the
ongoing activity of grazing would appear to be more than
outweighed by the adverse impact of the activity on the
natural heritage values of the alpine and subalpine areas.

We have correspondence from the Australian
government Department of the Environment and
Heritage to Ian Maxfield, the member for Narracan in
another place, who was then chair of the alpine grazing
task force. A submission from that department signed
by Alison Russell-French, assistant secretary, heritage
management branch states:
The grazing of domestic stock in national parks and
wilderness areas is widely regarded by scientists and public
land managers as being inconsistent with the primary
objectives of management of such reserves. The grazing of
cattle in the Alpine National Park falls significantly short of
constituting world’s best practice for national park and
wilderness management and is considered to be a
significantly inferior management regime compared to that in
place in other reserves in the Australian Alps such as
Namadgi and Kosciuszko national parks.

These submissions indicate that the current
politicisation of this issue by the current federal
Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Ian
Campbell, is inconsistent with the submissions of his
own department to the task force and the views
expressed by the chairman of the Australian Heritage
Council, for which he has responsibility as part of his
portfolio.
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In the context of this debate I believe it is important to
be clear that there has been absolutely no vilification of
the mountain cattlemen. There is a recognition that they
do care for the high country, that they are passionate
about the high country and that they ought to be fairly
and properly compensated for any changes that are
made by this government in relation to the ongoing
protection of the national park.
I want to finally pick up on the attempt by the
opposition to use this issue as some kind of lightning
rod to reconnect with country Victoria. This is clearly
an attempt by the opposition to politicise an issue that is
a serious issue facing this state in relation to the
management of our national parks and the way in
which we leave them for future generations. I was in
Bairnsdale on the day when the last train went to
Bairnsdale under the Kennett government. I can assure
the house that that was a lightning rod for country
Victoria’s discontent with the then Kennett
government. At the community protest when they
highjacked that train there were representatives from
kindergartens, schools and hospitals because the mob
on the other side had closed them down. That was the
lightning rod that people were concerned about.
In contrast, this government has invested massively in
country Victoria. We recognise that this issue is a
difficult one for some people in country Victoria — for
a number of the people directly involved in the grazing
of cattle in the Alpine National Park — but it is not an
issue that represents the way that this government has
treated country Victoria. The government has invested
in its schools, rebuilt its hospitals, built its roads and
invested in jobs and regional growth. It is this
government that has said that it will create further
development and opportunities for country Victoria,
unlike the other lot that referred to country Victoria as
the toenails of the state.
It is just ludicrous for members on the other side to be
using this issue as a means of trying to reconnect with
country Victoria. They will have to do a lot better than
that. They will have to start by apologising for what
they did to country Victoria when they were last in
office. This issue facing this government is of
significant importance for the future. It is an issue for
which we recognise the need to protect the Alpine
National Park. We also recognise that in doing so it is
going to adversely affect a number of people who at the
moment depend on national parks for their livelihood
from cattle grazing. That is why we have put in place a
fair and reasonable and comprehensive package. We
are ensuring not only that mountain cattlemen are fairly
compensated but also that there are future opportunities
for economic activity through tourism and other related
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activities in those regions. I commend the bill to the
house.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — In rising
to speak on this debate I would like to firstly
acknowledge my colleague Mr Stoney and congratulate
him on his passionate contribution this morning. It
certainly made it evident why we need a wide variety of
people to be elected to places like this; otherwise we
would never have heard a contribution so passionate
and so informed about cattle grazing in the alpine high
plains as the one we heard from Mr Stoney. Cattle
grazing on the high plains is part of his heritage, part of
his family’s heritage and part of the heritage of many
other families. We have heard names in this debate like
Lovick, Hicks, Treasure, Commins, McGuire, Roper,
Mitchell and Cook, and there are many other grazing
families who are a part of the living heritage of this
country. Over the past 170 years cattle grazing on the
alpine high plains has not only become the heritage of
those families, but it has become the heritage of all
Australians.
Before coming into Parliament one of my roles was to
sell tickets for various concerts and events. One show
that I sold tickets to was called The Man from Snowy
River — Arena Spectacular. I would like to read the
first paragraph of the promotion for that show. It says:
When lone horseman Steve Jefferys galloped into the stadium
at the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games opening ceremony, the
Homebush audience gasped, the world held its breath, and a
nation’s pride soared as it watched one of its greatest legends
come to life.

I think the phrase ‘the nation’s pride soared’ is quite
pertinent because our nation really considers the
cattlemen of the alpine high plains to be an icon of
Australia’s heritage.
Support was evident at the rally held on the steps of
Parliament House last Thursday. Those of us who
moved through the city to watch the cattlemen as they
progressed on their ride from Yarra Park to the steps of
Parliament House witnessed the many metropolitan
Melbourne members of our community standing on the
side of the footpath and cheering on the mountain
cattlemen. They were proud of the heritage of the
mountain cattlemen and they supported their staying on
the alpine high plains, and the grazing staying on the
alpine high plains. I was proud to stand on the steps to
witness that magnificent spectacle.
For some reason the Labor government hates country
Victoria. It also hates heritage. I think that is because it
prefers to forget its own heritage, and prefers to try to
rewrite history. I guess when you have a legacy of

1545

leaving Victoria $35 billion in debt after the Cain and
Kirner years, and the nation $80 billion in debt after
13 years of Prime Minister Hawke and a federal Labor
government, we can recognise why it would prefer to
rewrite history and why it would prefer to forget about
heritage.
Ms Mikakos — Ask Alexander Downer about
rewriting Labor Party history.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL — Sorry, I have just totally
lost my place. On this occasion we want to focus on
heritage. We should focus on our heritage and preserve
it. It is something that Australia has an opportunity to
do, and something that most Australians want to do. On
this occasion the Labor government has gone too far. It
has not only set out to destroy Australia’s heritage, it
also set out to destroy the reputation of cattle grazing
families; and it is using $250 000 of taxpayer’s funds to
do it through a misleading advertising campaign.
We will forever remember the doctored photograph that
appeared in the Herald Sun. The Liberal Party has
called for the Minister for Consumer Affairs to have
Consumer Affairs Victoria investigate that photograph
because it is misleading advertising. It should be
investigated and the government should be prosecuted
by CAV. I hope that the minister looks into it because it
is unfair; she would do it to a private enterprise and the
government should not be allowed to get away with it.
I would like to return to the events of last Thursday and
the rally. It was evident that Labor hates country
Victoria. It was also evident that country Victorians
have had enough of Labor’s city-centric views and
policies that are destroying a country way of life and
destroying country livelihoods, and it is all being done
in the pursuit of Greens preferences. In 1999 Labor
promised country Victoria the world, and it has
delivered nothing. What it has done is to mount and
maintain a sustained attack on country Victoria and
country lifestyles. The ban on alpine grazing is the
straw that has broken the back of country Victoria.
It was evident at the rally; a number of different country
groups were not only there to support the cattlemen, but
also to protest their own issues. Irrigators were
protesting against the white paper, against the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan and the 80-20 sales
deals. Groups were also protesting against the toxic
waste dump, child employment laws, the ridiculous
native vegetation laws and the government’s failure to
adequately address and control weeds and feral
animals.
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Many other issues were also protested on the day. One
issue that was pretty close to my heart was the Barmah
forest. The Barmah forest cattlemen were there, as were
the members of the Barmah Forest Preservation
League. They know they are next on the government’s
list. We recently attended the Barmah Muster, where
we witnessed the result of 155 years of heritage carried
on over six generations. These local families in the
Barmah region have lived and farmed in that forest for
six generations, and they have been the custodians of
the Barmah forest. It is because of their custodianship
that we have a magnificent forest today, but the Bracks
government wants to take that away from them.
The Honourable Andrea Coote asked in her
contribution to the debate, ‘Who will be next?’. The
people of Barmah know they will be next. Once again
the government will have a predetermined outcome; it
will lead the people of Barmah down the path of
consultation, and after the locals have spent
considerable time and resources consulting with the
government, the Premier, Steve Bracks, will deliver the
knockout punch of the predetermined decision. There
will be no consideration for the local economy or for
the local lifestyle that people have lived for six
generations or for people’s livelihoods. All that will be
swept away in the pursuit of Greens preferences.
The Honourable Robert Mitchell and the
Honourable Graeme Stoney both represent the Central
Highlands Province, yet they are diametrically opposed
on this issue. Both were elected to represent the people
of Central Highlands. During his career Mr Stoney has
been an excellent advocate for the Central Highlands.
He has been truly the people’s voice in Spring Street.
On the other hand, Mr Mitchell, who was also elected
to be the people’s voice in Spring Street, has instead
become the government’s mouthpiece in the Central
Highlands.
In closing my contribution to this debate I would once
again like to congratulate Mr Stoney on his excellent
contribution to the debate. It truly was an honour to be
here to witness it. I would also like to say to the
mountain cattlemen and to the people of Central
Highlands that they made a wise decision when they
elected Mr Stoney, as they could not have chosen a
more passionate advocate to represent them in this
place.
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — I rise to make a short
contribution to this important debate on the National
Parks (Alpine National Park) Grazing Bill. I am a city
dweller and I represent a city electorate. I have never
lived in rural Victoria and certainly do not pretend to
know the land and the people of rural Victoria in

Thursday, 16 June 2005

anything like the way rural members of this house
understand their communities and their histories. But I
respect their knowledge and their deep and abiding
connections to land and to the pastoral and farming
cultures of this state.
Mr Stoney opened the debate for the opposition by
declaring his interest in the issues that go to the heart of
the bill. In his passionately felt speech Mr Stoney also
spoke of his love for the land and the culture of the
communities he represents. I think I understand the
sense of loss that many of these communities feel at this
time, but the imperative to protect the environment is
what impels this legislation — not the wish to disrupt a
tradition, take meaning out of an important and
enduring Australian myth or take away the livelihood
of cattle people.
Some months ago a flier went around the Parliament
that showed two images of rural Victoria. The first
showed rolling verdure as far as the eye could see under
an azure sky. The second washed out image of the same
scene showed the landscape marred by monstrous wind
turbines. The message was clear. The first was of a
natural and beautiful landscape. The second was blotted
and damaged by industry. But there was a prior image
that was missing — the great forests that preceded the
rolling verdure. These farmlands are, after all, a
European industrial artefact. The forests were cleared to
graze the sheep and cattle for wool, meat and dairy
products. I am sure the indigenous Victorians of the
early 1800s who witnessed the unbelievable destruction
of their woodlands and their livelihoods across the state
would have been appalled by the ugliness of a denuded
land so beloved by Europeans who saw in it the
beauties of country England.
My point is that use of the land is a cultural artefact,
and the so-called beauty and value of its use are
inextricably bound up with our productive culture, so I
do sympathise with the cattle people and the
communities that will be changed by this legislation. I
think it is fair to say that today our society has a better
overall understanding of the ways that human
production impacts on the environment. I follow the
debate on these very complex issues as best I can, but
like most of us in this house I am to a great extent in the
hands of experts, and I do not only mean boffins from
our universities or armchair inner city
environmentalists. I try to understand what indigenous
Australians have to say without getting sucked into an
uncritical acceptance of romantic notions of
pre-European Australia.
I try to listen to and understand what rural Victorians
say about land management, but I also hear the voices
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of the environmental scientists who warn of the huge
and negative impacts on the land by human beings. On
balance I am persuaded that there is a need to keep
cattle out of the Alpine National Park — Victoria’s
largest — and that this must be achieved. By any
measure, the government has consulted. The minister’s
second-reading speech states that some
3600 submissions were received by the alpine grazing
task force and that it met with 85 individuals across
many Victorian towns. The task force also met with a
broad range of experts including representatives of the
cattle people.

Hon. W. R. BAXTER — One hour, I beg your
pardon. But I suppose we are the masters of our own
destiny in this place.

In my view, the need to change is made out
persuasively — cattle grazing adversely affects water,
soil and the flora and fauna. I know that there are
arguments the other way, but I believe the weight of
responsible opinion falls clearly on the side of caution.
National parks must be protected as far as possible from
the negative impacts of exotic species and human
industrial activity. This is significant legislation. I
support it and commend it to the house.

I was also part of the negotiations that Mr Stoney
referred to this morning. Yes, they did go on for seven
days and seven nights and there were concessions made
on all sides. There were negotiations in good faith;
there were areas that had been grazed for nearly a
century given up at Bogong, Mount Nelse, The Bluff
and elsewhere, and we had a tremendous amount of
goodwill expressed by people such as David Evans, a
former member for North Eastern Province, members
of the Liberal Party, Mr Stoney and Mr Commins from
the cattlemen’s association and members of the then
Labor government. I think we all felt we had arrived at
a satisfactory compromise all round. It was going to
enable a huge Alpine National Park to be declared, but
at the same time it was going to enable traditional
activities such as cattle grazing to continue — not
across that vast area at all, only upon part of it, and in
fact, as we now know, cattle have grazed only on
something like 10 per cent to 15 per cent of that area
that was declared a national park.

The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I call the next
speaker it has been drawn to my attention that the Chair
omitted to interrupt business at 4.30 p.m., and I propose
to do that now.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 27(a), the sitting be extended
to complete the unfinished government business program
determined on 14 June 2005, as amended on 16 June 2005.

Motion agreed to.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — That is a
fascinating procedural motion, President. I am not sure
how we can do it 2 hours and 8 minutes after the time it
was due, but nevertheless — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! One hour.

I was in this place in 1985 when Graeme Stoney led the
cattlemen up Bourke Street, and I thought that was
Graeme Stoney’s finest hour. But really, it was only
one of his fine hours. We saw his finest hour today in
his magnificent contribution at the opening of the
debate on this bill and I certainly congratulate
Mr Stoney for the very measured way he advanced an
absolutely compelling and cogent case to the house.

Listening to some of the contributors here today one
would have thought there was a very heavy carrying of
cattle right across the area of the national park. That is
clearly not so and indicates that many people who have
spoken in the debate today do not appear to have ever
visited the Alpine National Park. If they had done so
they would not have made such an erroneous assertion
in their remarks today.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, on most occasions
they would have been very lucky indeed to see a beast
at all. Where are we now? We have a Labor
government controlling both houses of Parliament. The
licences were inserted into legislation — I emphasise
that they were inserted into legislation back then; not
just a regulation, not just a policy but an actual statute
of the state of Victoria, the law of the land — and the
very first time they are due for renewal under a Labor
government, this government is taking the opportunity
not to renew them but to abolish them altogether. What
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faith can the mountain cattlemen or the community at
large ever have in politicians and in governments if that
is the situation? You negotiate in good faith, you make
concessions, you come to a handshake agreement and
that handshake agreement is legislated into the law of
the land, and then at the first opportunity the next
government comes along and completely overturns it. It
is no wonder there is such cynicism in the community
about politicians.
But I suppose I should say that it is no surprise that this
government has done that. It was part of its 1999
election policy. I could not help but notice the crocodile
tears in the other place from the member for Gippsland
East during the debate yesterday when he was
complaining about it. He put these people into
government. I thought the best placard out there last
Thursday was the one that said, ‘I didn’t vote for
Bracks or Ingram’. That is absolutely the truth. It is
because of the actions of Mr Ingram and his colleague
from Mildura, whom I notice still supports this
government even on this decision, that we are here
today. Nothing galled me more than to sit in the
Assembly gallery yesterday and listen to the Minister
for Transport gloating as he made his contribution to
the debate on this bill. It was a Nunawading revenge —
that is what I put it down to — because he saw what the
mountain cattlemen were able to do in 1985 at the
Nunawading re-election. He bided his time and now he
is getting his payback. And you could see it in his face,
you could hear it in his voice, you could read it in his
body language yesterday — and it was a disgusting
sight.
We saw this sham inquiry, with four junior
backbenchers despatched on a mission. Like some
other speakers on this side of the house, I have a degree
of sympathy for them because they knew they were on
a sham exercise right from the start. They knew of the
caucus discussions that had been had last year, which
Mr Forwood read out to the house. They knew what
their task was. They knew that they were to go up there,
use up the hospitality, goodwill and friendship of the
cattlemen and pretend all along that they were on some
sort of independent inquiry when they knew the
decision that was expected of them. They knew what
the government was going to announce once they had
produced and filed their report. Why did we not have an
all-party parliamentary committee look at this?
Hon. D. K. Drum — The Environment and Natural
Resources Committee.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Perhaps the Environment
and Natural Resources Committee, as Mr Drum says,
could have gone up and assessed the scientific
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evidence. The government talks about all this scientific
evidence it is relying on. If it is relying on scientific
evidence why did it send the caucus committee up
there? There is no need to go and consult if that is the
only reason the government is making its decision.
Again it shows the shame of all of this and what a sham
it was. Scientific evidence is the hymn sheet that they
have over there on the government backbench. I think
scientists are a bit like economists — you never get two
of them to agree on anything, and you can get the
answer you want if you hire the right scientist, just as
you will get the sort of answer you want if you hire the
right economist.
I would have thought they would have taken some
notice of the empirical evidence that is around the
place. Cattle have been up there for 170 years now. If
the damage is as great as the government says and some
of the scientists it has produced might allege it is, why
is the place in such good condition that it can now be
sought to be put on the world heritage register? Why is
it not some desolate desecrated landscape if the cattle
are doing the sort of damage that the scientists allege
they are and the government claims the scientists say
they are doing? I think it is absolutely false to base
allegations on the claims of some persons and the
misinterpretation of some of the science that has been
done by journalists and others.
In particular I refer to the Sunday Herald Sun of last
Sunday, which had a picture of the famous Maisie
Fawcett’s plot. I have been to Maisie Fawcett’s plot on
many occasions. I am not quite sure what it is meant to
prove. I certainly believe that when Maisie Fawcett
fenced it off in 1947 she was genuinely trying to trial
something to see what the outcome was. Is this article
in the newspaper meant to convey to the reader that
while the fenced-off area is lovely and pristine, outside
the fence appears to be trampled? The inference is that
this is damage done by cattle grazing.
However, as I look at it and looking inside the fenced
area, I see a lot of woody herbage, but I am not sure of
its quality. I see it is not burnt, and of course the reason
it is not burnt is because cattle had grazed around the
outside and had protected it. But the reason why the
area outside the fence appears to be somewhat trampled
has very little to do with cattle. It is because of all the
tourists who go up there and tramp across to look over
the fence to see what it is. It has nothing to do with
cattle at all. It is simply human beings that make that
difference. Again, this is the quality of the science that
this government has relied upon and misinterpreted all
the time.
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We have seen also that the government says, ‘We are
just taking them out of the Alpine National Park. They
will still be able to graze in the state forest’. What a
joke that is. Half the state forests are winter licences in
any event whereas the alpine grazing licences are
summer licences. It betrays a total misunderstanding of
the topography, the geography and the realities of
farming. Alpine grazing is on an open plain. The state
forests are generally much more undulating country.
The pasture on the high plains — they are called the
high plains because they are plains; they are not
covered in timber — is sweet. Most of the feed in the
state forests is rough herbage and of much lesser value
to cattle than is on the high plains. I say it is ridiculous
to think that one is a substitute for the other, to say
nothing of the fact — the points that have been well
made by other honourable members — that in many
cases there is only a magical, mythical and invisible
line between the state forest and the national park. How
is one owner supposed to keep his cattle on one side of
the line and stop them straying into the national park? It
is simply an impossible task. That is going to render
that forest lease unusable in any event, so the
government will achieve its purposes by this devious
means in any event.
What about the Barmah forest? I want to say a bit about
the Barmah forest in the little time I have left to me in
this debate. It is currently subject to a Victorian
Environment Assessment Council inquiry, as members
would know. Cattle have been grazed in the Barmah
forest now for longer than this Parliament has
existed — and they know they are next in line! That is
why they were here in force last Thursday. Kelvin
Trickey and Stan Vale, Peter Newman and their troops
came down to offer support to the mountain cattlemen
because they know that they are next in line and they
will get the treatment.
Are we going to get science rolled out in the Barmah
forest as being the reason the cattle have to go from
there? We hear the alpine area is very fragile and that is
why we need the cattle out. I sometimes wonder how
fragile it is, taking into account the weather conditions
and so on up there, but let us accept for a moment that
the alpine area, the high country, is fragile. You could
not say that about Barmah. It has low rainfall, it is flat
and it has clay soil — so what sort of science are they
going to devise to chuck the cattlemen out of Barmah
next?
Hon. P. R. Hall — They will find something.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Oh, they will find
something, Mr Hall. They are presumably going to
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ignore the science that was done by Barry Dexter back
in the 1960s when he demonstrated conclusively that
the cattle are not damaging red gum regrowth in the
Barmah forest and that to some degree they may be
helping regeneration by keeping down some of the
other growth. Presumably that bit of science that was
put together 30 or 40 years ago will be totally ignored
because the government will search around and find
something to hang its hat on in terms of science in the
Barmah forest. The Barmah people know they are on
notice, that they are next in line but they are not going
down without a fight. They will put up a fight the same
as the mountain cattlemen have done. They will be able
to demonstrate that what they are doing in the Barmah
forest is beneficial. Whether this government takes any
notice remains to be seen. We will be supporting and
backing them all the way.
In the final minute I have I would like to talk about the
amendment moved by my leader, Mr Hall. It beggars
belief that the government is forcing this legislation
through this Parliament in one week when there is a
process on foot which may change the whole scenario
and what is being done. That this government would
want to force the bill through without waiting for that
process to run its course is simply an illustration that it
is concerned about the commonwealth’s intentions and
is trying to jump the gun, get in first and make it a fait
accompli. That is absolutely wrong. It is a
dictating-type government. The government should
accept the amendment moved by Mr Hall. We should
delay this until the commonwealth process has run its
course. If it is successful, we will have another
argument on our hands. If it is not successful, then at
least an opportunity will have been given for the
process to be followed properly. I call upon the
government to accept that amendment so it is not seen
to be jackbooting this legislation through the house.
Applause from gallery.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I remind
members of the gallery that applause from the gallery is
disorderly.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — It gives
me pleasure to rise and speak briefly in support of this
bill. Like Mr Hilton, I begin by acknowledging
Mr Stoney’s contribution earlier today and the sincere
beliefs he holds, even though I do not share those
beliefs.
I support this legislation as it protects one of Victoria’s
most significant natural assets and important water
catchment areas. I find myself, most unusually, in
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agreement with an editorial in the Sunday Herald Sun
of 12 June. In regard to alpine grazing it states:
The real issue is our wild environment.
The Alpine National Park, with its herbfields and flowers, its
moss beds and native grasses, its streams and bogs, is no
place for hard-hoofed animals if it is to be nominated for
World Heritage listing.
Up to 40 000 sheep shared the summer grazing with the cows
many years ago, but they were moved to more appropriate
locations when it became apparent they were damaging the
biology of the mountains.
The time has come for the cows to follow suit.
The 61 remaining licence-holders, who send about
8000 cattle to the park for the summer, are to be given $100
per beast to adjust their businesses …
The cattlemen are not to be booted out of the mountains —
the national park will be out of bounds but the adjoining state
forests will remain open for grazing.

There is overwhelming scientific evidence that cows
damage sensitive alpine environments. That has already
been spoken about today.
The important cultural and heritage values of cattle
grazing will be preserved with grazing continuing in
high country state forests very close to the Alpine
National Park. Some 10 000 cattle are licensed under I
believe about 150 licences in state forest. This will
continue. The Alpine National Park is being improved
with $2 million going to upgrading and scaling the
Bogong High Plains Road. There will be an additional
$2.2 million for pest and weed control in the park and
over $650 000 will be spent on rehabilitating moss
beds, an important point of water collection. I reiterate:
the high country cattle grazing is not ending. It will
continue in the state forest but not in the national park.
There is generous assistance for graziers who are not
having their licences renewed. I commend this bill to
the house because it is a bill for all Victorians.
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — I must say that
from my point of view this is a very sad day for
Victorians. I have the utmost respect for mountain
cattlemen and women. Without a doubt they are
extremely special people in Victoria who make a
marvellous contribution not only to their own districts
but to our state economy. Normally I can reason with
the purpose of bills, but this is neither fair nor
reasonable. I certainly come from a background of
practicability, not from the theoretical side that seems to
thrive on the science it wants to live with and some of
the big picture movements.
I noted and commend the contribution to the debate of
my colleague, the Honourable Graeme Stoney, who in
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his own right is a very proud high country cattleman.
His contribution here in the house today should be able
to be bottled. What a recital of the history of the high
country and of the families who have carefully grazed,
managed and made an enormous contribution to the
high country plains under their annual grazing licences.
Being belted up on a false premise will never be
forgotten by the high country families, and neither
should it be.
These grazing licences have been in place for
generations. I do not think we would have any longer
licenses in Victoria. Their continuous duration over
170 years should say something to all Victorians in
support of the cattlemen and the families retaining their
licences. This is more than just a traditional effort. This
represents the livelihoods of those districts. It
recognises the skills and management used in breeding
some of the best calves in Australia.
There is little doubt that this government has an agenda.
I do not think any of us in the house query that. This is
not about science; it is about locking up large tracts of
land in the guise of national parks. We know the current
licences are all below the snow line. Only about
10 per cent of the licensed grazing allocations are
actually being taken up at the minute. We appreciate
that those who hold the licences have used their own
management skills and recognised the situation after the
disastrous fires that took place over the summer of
2002–03. I would not be the first to say it, but I
sincerely mean it: our mountain cattlemen are good
commonsense managers, in many cases against
immense odds.
I have picked up here today that many are unaware of
what in fact is grazed under these grazing licences. It is
not bullocks and it is not heavy steers. The cattlemen
earlier realised that sheep were doing some damage, so
they have been taken out of the equation. Today they
put up their lighter cattle, the cows and calves. They do
everything in their capacity to lessen any damage
taking place under these grazing licences.
We must look at the task force that was sent in. I know
the people who were involved have in their own way
done what they could, but it was a mickey mouse task
force involving people without any background in high
country activities. Half the task force was made up of
metropolitan people who had very little understanding
of or feel for what takes place in the country. They
would be caught between what they were told one day
and what they were told the next day. They had little
background to give them the knowledge to come to a
particular position and see the damage done to families
by removing this opportunity.
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My memory of the high country is now some 20 years
old. In those days the Richardson family and others had
Cobungra station. Don and Carol Richardson were
neighbours of ours at Nareen. I used to spend quite a bit
of time with Don at Cobungra with Dooky Spencer,
who managed the place and had for some time. Don
introduced me to the high country and what it meant to
the families up there. I was fortunate enough to meet
members of the Treasure family and others who do not
come to mind. It was very interesting to see how those
licences were managed.
The memory of the days when we would go out and do
the salt camps, call the cattle in and those types of
things will never leave me. I can assure members of this
house that although the time I spent up there was more
months than years, it certainly showed me the lack of
damage that was taking place during the grazing period.
In fairness to those involved, I think it only ran between
sometime in January and sometime in the middle of
March, when most of the cows and calves would walk
themselves out and the calves would be brought down
for the mountain cattle sales — the weaner sales. Those
weaner sales in the mountains are revered across this
country.
I assure members that cattle do it tough up there. When
you bring them down and give them a good feed, by
hell the fellas in the southern part of the state and the
lower country certainly do well out of these
opportunities. The blokes up there do a marvellous job.
The genetics of some of the cattle will be diminished
when further pressure is put on these people.
Regrettably, as we heard at the rally the other day, some
of them will no longer be able to maintain their
enterprises.
The rally in town last Thursday, which I and most of
my colleagues attended and also supported, was an
absolute credit to the people who participated. To see
that many horses in Melbourne — and I believe that to
be the last time we will ever have an opportunity to see
that many horses in the city — coming past us and
assembling, taking up the bulk of Spring Street, in some
cases with three generations of the one family on
horseback, demonstrated the feeling around the issue of
grazing licences. It was terribly disappointing to see the
law makers of this state keeping an arm’s length from
this action. They are certainly not comfortable with the
legislation they have pushed through the Assembly and
are determined to push through this house either later
tonight or tomorrow morning.
It was important to see the number of people from
regional Victoria who joined the ranks of Victorian
cattlemen in their disappointment at what is going on.
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People from Western Victoria were there in relation to
toxic waste. We had people from Lake Mokoan, timber
industry people, the four-wheel-drive association and
the Barmah forest cattlemen all expressing their
concerns and fears of where the axe might swing next
time. Regional Victorians are sick of this discriminatory
and anti-rural government and are very vocally
expressing that enough is enough.
We saw a scandalous campaign. It was deceptive and
grossly misleading. It cost the taxpayers of this state
$250 000 to implement. There is no doubt that there is a
lack of management of national parks by government.
That was expressed after the horrific fires of 2002–03,
where we saw fuel build-ups. Many of the tracks that
go through the high country have trees fallen over
them. People were unable to attend or try to control any
of the wildfires that took place. It was an absolute
disgrace.
It says in the second-reading speech that there will be
another $2.2 million afforded over three years for the
control of weeds in what will be seen as the biggest
national park in Victoria. I have to say that this is just a
total sham. That sort of money would not even put the
blackberries to bed.
I think this whole legislation is a sham. This
government has always had a known agenda and its
members have masqueraded through the high country
like foxes dressed in lambs’ clothes, carrying out a
mock consultation that has not really reflected on
earlier licence-holder support by the minister of
cattlemen’s livelihoods. It has held cattlemen in
contempt to appease its interest groups. It is about
chasing votes, and it was always against the livelihoods
of generational graziers. I, along with others on this side
of the house, certainly oppose this bill.
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — I am
pleased to make a very brief contribution to the debate
on this very difficult and sensitive piece of legislation.
On the one hand there are issues of heritage, tradition,
culture and financial livelihood. I thought Mr Stoney
gave a very emotional but dignified defence of the high
country cattlemen’s position. His description of the
contemporary and historical life of the mountain
cattlemen was edifying. On the other side of the
argument, which is what I would have thought until
today — and I still do think it — is scientific evidence
demonstrating that grazing on the high plains has
deleterious effects on the environment of the Alpine
National Park. As it turns out, the debate is not just a
simple dichotomy between science and tradition. We
have listened to speaker after speaker from both sides,
from all political parties, debating whether the
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conclusions by the scientific advisory committee are
actually based on science. I must add that none of the
speakers, I would have thought, are scientists, and so
that destroys the credibility of us parliamentarians a
little bit in deciding whether a particular document
comprised by scientists is scientific or not. I conclude
by saying that financial compensation for the loss of
heritage and tradition is never possible. But I do hope
the financial compensation given to the cattlemen for
loss of earnings is sufficient. With that I commend the
bill to the house.
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I rise
today to speak against this despicable piece of
legislation. It is despicable in that it tramples on the
rights of a minority group of people. The group of
people that this legislation will put out of business are
the mountain cattlemen. It is an appalling piece of
legislation and I, along with all other members of the
Liberal Party and The Nationals, and I believe one of
the Independents, will vigorously oppose this
legislation. I have been very privileged on two
occasions in the last fortnight. One was this morning,
when I witnessed an outstanding contribution from my
good friend the Honourable Graeme Stoney. I think it is
wonderful that even members of the government
acknowledge the great contribution of the Honourable
Graeme Stoney today.
I have also had the privilege of being a participant in
the rally last Thursday. One of the things I decided to
do as part of that rally was to expose my nine-year-old
grand-daughter to democracy in Victoria. I felt that it
was important to demonstrate to the next generation
how one could form and put forward their political
views, and even at the age of nine she understood fully
what was going on. As we were driving in to the rally
we were listening to the Neil Mitchell show, where
both sides of the debate were being discussed.
Young Lauren listened with great interest to both sides
of the argument. I have allowed her to draw her own
conclusions. I guess, as she enjoys riding her horse on
her other grandparents’ farm at Tallangatta, she leans
more to the side of keeping the mountain cattlemen in
the alpine regions.
I have listened carefully to the debate today, including
the arguments that have been put forward by the
government, and they have certainly failed to persuade
me. I cannot accept the science. There is as much
science for as against the proposal to ban alpine grazing
in national parks. But I do not want to spend too much
time on the science. I know my friend the Honourable
Graeme Stoney is above all a keen environmentalist
and conservationist and I know that he, along with all
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the other cattlemen in Victoria, would not do anything
to jeopardise their futures.
In fact, if one looks at a book written in the 1980s by
Tor Holth and entitled Cattlemen of the High Country,
in the introduction, which was thoroughly researched,
he echoes some of the words of Graeme Stoney this
morning. He says that, yes, the high country was
sometimes overstocked early in the 20th century,
particularly when cattle and sheep were brought up
from New South Wales in the drought years and rabbits
infested the properties and the grass was eaten. I quote
part of the final paragraph from that book:
However, mountain cattlemen of the present generation are
aware of the long-term harm of overgrazing. They also know
that controlled grazing not only encourages the growth of
feed for their stock from year to year but also promotes
wildflowers and restricts scrub. Therefore, with their
experience and love of the bush and in cooperation with the
Soil Conservation Authority, they are not only preserving the
condition of their leases, so vital a support to their farms, but
also conserving the beauty of the high country for all.

That says it all.
We are also told that the decision to end cattle grazing
in the park was informed by the findings of the Alpine
Grazing Taskforce. I thought this must be some
high-ranking, intelligent group of people, so I thought I
would have a look to see who were actually on the
members of the task force. The names of the four
members — three from the lower house and one from
this house — have already been mentioned. I thought
they must have certain expertise to be able to make this
informed decision, so I thought, ‘How can I find out
how expert these people are?’. I went to the Victorian
Parliamentary Handbook, and found that, yes, these
people are experts. The first member is Jennifer Lindell,
the member for Carrum in the other place. What are her
qualifications for this committee?
Ms Carbines — She is the chair of the — —
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON — She is chair of a
joint committee, but I am talking about this task force.
Before entering Parliament she was a radiographer and
an electorate officer for two former members of
Parliament. She has no qualifications in the
environment or conservation areas.
The next member is Tony Lupton, the member for
Prahran in the other place. He is a solicitor and
barrister. He should have disqualified himself from this
task force because he is a member of the Australian
Conservation Foundation, which has on its books the
aim of getting rid of the mountain cattlemen from the
high country. He became a member of that task force
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with a biased view. The third member is Ian Maxfield,
the member for Narracan. We have heard some of his
colleagues sing his praises. I am sorry, I cannot sing Ian
Maxfield’s praises. Before he entered Parliament he
was an electrician and a union organiser. He was with
the shop assistants union. What would a shop assistants
union official know about alpine cattle grazing?
The Honourable Robert George Mitchell, who
represents Central Highlands Province in this place,
was educated at Broadmeadows Tech. He has a
certificate of business management, so maybe that
qualified him. What did he do before he entered
Parliament? He was a sales representative, he was a
Royal Automobile Club of Victoria service contractor,
he was a tow-truck driver and he was an apprentice
bootmaker. They were eminent qualifications to put
him on this task force! We have on the task force four
people whom I would classify — and I hope I am not
being unkind to them — as dills. It was this task force
that informed this government on how to ban alpine
cattle grazing. I hope I am not being too unkind to
them, but I think their decision will be a decision that
they will have to wear to the next election.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, in the
interests of relevance the honourable member should
have mentioned that the principal qualification of the
task force members is that they are members of
Parliament.
The PRESIDENT — I do not uphold the point of
order.
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON — In the final
couple of minutes that I have I would like to put on the
record a quotation from Simon Turner, who says:
Sadly the Alpine Grazing Taskforce report utterly failed to
come to grips with the most perplexing issue about the
grazing of cattle in the Alpine National Park. This issue is
why textbook and urban-based theory conflicts with the
on-ground, experience-based knowledge. Unravelling this
conundrum is the key to understanding the conflict about
grazing cattle in the Alpine National Park.

I said when I opened that this is the most despicable
piece of legislation that I have encountered in my
12-plus years in this Parliament. What does one do
when one is confronted with a despicable law? I am
calling on the mountain cattlemen of Victoria to
organise a campaign of civil disobedience. Do not
vacate the Alpine National Park. Take no notice of this
legislation. Graze your cattle in the high country.
Interjections from gallery.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask members of the
gallery to refrain from comments, actions and noise.
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — President, I am glad you
gave that instruction before I began to speak. I was
going to be quite reserved and moderate in my
contribution on this debate until I heard that disgraceful
contribution from Mr Brideson, who personalised it and
attacked my colleagues on this side, so we go to plan B.
I start by saying this debate is about the environment
and about science, it is not about the romantic nonsense
that I have heard from every speaker on that side of the
house today. Let me say this: if I hear one more
reference to the Man from Snowy River I am going to
gag.
Let me give those on the other side the mail: he did not
exist, it is nothing but a poem, get over it! That talk
about the history of the high country and the mountain
cattlemen et cetera is right — that is what it is, history.
It is in the past. Times change; everything changes.
Every worker in this state, in this country, has been
subjected to massive change over the last 10 to
20 years. It is a part of globalisation. It is a part of life in
general, so I say we should deal with the facts, and the
facts are that this bill is based on science. It is based on
absolutely well-researched facts et cetera, and it is
responsible. It is not about politicising a small group of
people in the high country to garner their votes et cetera
with pathetic promises like those we heard from the
Leader of the Opposition in the other place. He said,
‘If’ — and it will be a big ‘if’ — ‘we are returned to
government, we will bring the cows back’. That has just
about as much credibility as his claim that, ‘We will
buy back EastLink at $6 billion or $7 billion’. What a
joke! These people deserve better than to be conned
like that.
It is pathetic. I also want to refer to the illustrious
people in the high country, and past president of the
Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria Bill
Bray — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SMITH — I have been wound up already and I
am filthy about this, because I have a lot more to say.
The fact is their own people are arguing that the cows
should be removed from the park. That is dead right.
They are doing enormous damage. The fact is that
25 plant species are put at risk by the cows. There is
evidence for anyone who wants to read or see it that the
area affected by cows is in a much poorer
environmental state than that which is protected from
the cows. That evidence is in the Herald Sun of 12 June
in a story about Masie’s paddock. It is there and easy to
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see. Blind Freddie could see the facts. The facts are that
we are right. This is good legislation that will protect
the environment for all Victorians. Get over it!
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — As an
environmentalist and a person who understands what is
happening in the high country, Mr Smith is surely a
good union worker. There is no doubt this decision to
ban cattle grazing from the Alpine National Park was
on the agenda in 1989. They put the mountain
cattlemen to the sword at the very first opportunity they
got, and after the expiration of those seven-year leases
this is the first opportunity. They will use their numbers
in this chamber to push the legislation through in a very
slipshod way. They are pushing the legislation through
in three days, so the way this issue is being handled by
the government is a sham.
I was unaware of the history associated with the
principal legislation and was unaware of the
compromise the mountain cattlemen made. They have
already been through this once before. They worked
with the National Party, the Liberal Party and the then
government and came up with a compromise and a
handshake that resulted in legislation. It put in place
what they thought was the legislation that had been
done and dusted. They gave up certain tracts of land but
at least they preserved their heritage, culture and
livelihoods for the foreseeable future. They now find
that this government, the first chance it gets, wants to
take that away, break that handshake agreement, amend
the legislation and head off in another direction that is
motivated by the Greens in Melbourne and the
insatiable lust this government has for securing those
Greens preferences. It has nothing to do with the areas
restricted from grazing, the families that will have their
livelihoods ripped away from them and nothing to do
with science or damage to the country; it has only to do
with gaining Greens preferences.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Smith knows that only
too well. In 2003 we had Minister Thwaites when put
to the test giving an assurance in the other chamber
during question time that the licences would be
renewed and grazing could continue. We thought it was
done and dusted and put to bed again.
I want to talk about the scam of this recent inquiry
involving sending backbench members of the
government to conduct an inquiry. If you have any
credibility or are serious about trying to achieve a
credible outcome you would send the Environment and
Natural Resources Committee to inquire into this
reference — an all-party committee, so that you have
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members of all parties in this Parliament. Why would
you send four members from the government’s
backbench to make a predetermined decision after
conducting this inquiry? There are members from all
parties of this Parliament. Why would you send four
government backbench members to deliver a
predetermined decision? I feel sorry for the untalented
bunch who were sent up there. It is not their fault that
they were sent by the government to deliver a
predetermined result. They should not be blamed for
that.
I take exception to the claim made in some quarters that
Mr Mitchell represents the people of the high country.
When he was elected he lived in Mickleham on the
outskirts of the airport — not exactly a regional area.
We thought he may go and live in the bush, but he
moved to Whittlesea so he could truly represent the
people of the high country! Those backbenchers are the
sort of people making decisions about people’s lives.
Last Thursday I saw a fantastic sight outside Parliament
House. I am concerned about the way the government
has gone about it. Members have gone to people’s
houses and accepted the hospitality of the families and
garnered the information from them. They took time off
work and spent money in preparing their submissions to
the inquiry. They went out and took the photographs to
prove their case, and while they were welcoming this
inquiry the government was preparing the legislation
and the advertising campaign that would follow their
decision forthwith.
The government spent hundreds of thousands of
dollars. It was already getting ready to doctor the
photographs that it thought would back it up and
support it in its push to convince the rest of Victoria it
was making the right decision. It is no wonder that the
government is on the nose in country Victoria. As
Mr Hall said this morning, it is no wonder that the
government is on the nose. For example, commercial
fishing licences have been taken away and timber
industry licences revoked in the Otways.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Smith, you should be
looking after the timber workers with your history in
the union, but you will stand by and let the same thing
happen again to the timber industry. People in the
riverine red gum area of Gunbower Island and the
Barmah forest are concerned about the Victorian
Environmental Assessment Council inquiry report that
will come before Parliament in 2007.
They also had the same fear of a predetermined
result — that their licences will be revoked. The four or
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five generations of timber workers who are creating red
gum furniture and sleepers will be finished as well.
That is the fear about this mob and country Victoria,
not to mention the native vegetation legislation which
will tell farmers in this country how they can operate on
their farms. It is all very dramatic. The coup de grace
about this government is helping — —
Mr Gavin Jennings interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Minister Jennings should get
out in the country a little bit more if he really wants to
help us out. Then there is the toxic waste dump in
Mildura — the government initially turned up to private
property and said it would acquire the land and put a
toxic waste dump there. It got beaten up on that one and
went 30 kilometres or 40 kilometres closer to Mildura
to dump it there. It does not matter if it falls out on the
road because the Minister for Finance will scoop it back
on the trucks. It would be a toxic waste spillage but it
will all be okay! We really have to make sure that this
government hears it and hears it clearly.
Last Thursday was a fantastic sight when 500 turned up
on horseback to tell this government what is really
happening. They were joined by other people from
country Victoria such as the Lake Mokoan group, the
toxic waste group and the Bush Users Group. They
were all there to tell the government that it is simply not
listening to country Victoria.
This government has to understand. The rally on
Thursday was truly a great sight for people who have a
real interest in country Victoria. As the Leader of the
Opposition said yesterday, a lot of government
members say they have an interest in country Victoria.
If it were not for the Honourable John Brumby in the
other place, this government would be in serious
trouble. It has only one person in the other chamber
with any idea of how country Victoria operates and
what needs to be done if this government is going to
serve the people.
It looks like this government should have waited for the
heritage listing from the federal government to run its
course and to see whether or not it is the correct course
of action. We are going to have to see how it is played
out, possibly in the courts. We also have to be very
aware of the results of the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council inquiry and when its report comes
before this Parliament. For the sake of the communities
along the Murray River, we hope that this government
has the decency to wait until the 2007 completion date
of the VEAC inquiry. We need to make sure that the
government does not make a decision prior to the
election in its chase of the Greens preferences, and we
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need to make sure that it inquires about the health of
those towns. Those communities are going to be
affected by that decision in coming years.
Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland).
Debate adjourned until next day.
Sitting suspended 6.32 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
Ms Hadden — President, I refer to the standing
orders of this place. During question time the
Honourable Robert Mitchell yelled out to me across the
chamber words to this effect, ‘You ought to resign for
stealing money from the ALP’. I was so offended by
those offensive words spoken by Mr Mitchell, a
member for Central Highlands Province, that I was
incapable of getting to my feet. I was only able to
confirm those comments during the dinner break with
other members in this place who clearly heard
Mr Mitchell’s offensive words to me. I therefore seek
an immediate withdrawal and an apology from
Mr Mitchell.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If the Honourable
Robert Mitchell did say those words, I agree with
Ms Hadden’s point of order. I ask the honourable
member to withdraw.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — I withdraw.

COURTS LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill I would like to indicate that the
opposition will not be opposing this legislation. Before
I get very briefly into the detail of it, I must say I would
like to commend the Attorney-General on bringing
forward this piece of legislation, which is very much an
omnibus bill. Members will recall that as we have been
confronted over the last couple of years with one-page
bills that make small amendments to various existing
pieces of legislation I have said, and Mr Baxter has
said, that that is a fairly nonsensical way to go. There is
a lot of merit in an omnibus bill that covers two, three
or four changes to legislation rather than producing one
or two-page bills. This is very much an omnibus bill.
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Although not everybody may agree with all of these
small amendments to existing acts, an omnibus bill for
each jurisdiction is the appropriate way to go.
This bill does things under about five heads, and I will
briefly run through them. In essence the opposition has
no problem with any of the issues raised. It amends the
Magistrates’ Court Act in relation to committal
proceedings. Currently as part of a committal hearing
the police are able to present what is called a hand-up
brief. This is a statement that is produced by a police
officer where a defendant makes a statement in front of
a police officer. This statement can then be tendered
during the course of the committal proceedings, and it
is termed a hand-up brief. This does not impact in any
way on the defendant’s right to cross-examine the
various witnesses that may come forward. It does not
inhibit their right to disagree with issues that are in that
statement and it does not prejudice the court in any
way. It is just a mechanism by which the process of the
Magistrates Court can be streamlined and time is saved.
It is a measure which expedites the process of the court.
At the moment it is only the police who can take
statements for hand-up briefs. The amendment will
allow other categories of individuals the right of being
able to provide a hand-up brief. The amendment to the
Magistrates’ Court Act inserts new paragraphs into
clause 8(1)(b)(vii) of schedule 5 which provide that
designated employees of Australia Post, the National
Investigations Unit of the Department of Education,
Science and Training and investigators of Insolvency
and Trustee Service Australia will also be authorised to
take hand-up briefs — in other words, to take a
statement which is then presented to the court. The net
result of that will be to expedite and streamline the
action of the Magistrates Court. The opposition sees no
problem with that process at all, given that the normal
safeguards still exist.
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the Chief Crown Prosecutor or a senior Crown
prosecutor for pension purposes if any of those
particular individuals so named should be appointed as
a County Court judge.
I must say this seems to be a very practical step. As I
understand it, it is not uncommon at all for people who
have held the office of DPP to become Supreme Court
judges during the normal course of their duty. Likewise
it not unusual, as I understand it, for a Chief Crown
Prosecutor or a senior Crown prosecutor to take up a
position as a judge in the Supreme or County courts. In
terms of ensuring that there is a significant pool of
highly qualified and motivated people who can move in
and take up positions as judges in these courts, we must
do everything we can to ensure that any entitlements
that may have accrued in their present employment do
not act as a disincentive for them to move on and accept
positions as judges. This is exactly what this does. It
states that if they move on to become judges, they will
not lose the entitlements that have accrued in their
previous employment in the courts. I think this is an
eminently sensible process to make sure no disincentive
is put in the way of people moving up to accept the
very important and critical positions as judges of our
courts.

The next of the omnibus measures is an amendment to
the Constitution Act and the County Court Act for the
recognition of prior service with respect to the pension
for judges. Clause 4 amends section 83 of the
Constitution Act 1975 to provide recognition of prior
service as the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP),
the Chief Crown Prosecutor or a senior Crown
prosecutor for pension purposes for a Supreme Court
judge. So if one of those three individuals were to take
up the position of a Supreme Court judge, their prior
service in that position would be recognised for pension
purposes.

The next set of amendments relate to the Koori court
and the drug court. Members may recall that it was not
that long ago that we brought in legislation regarding
the Koori court. Because it was to be a new court with a
whole different way of prosecuting the law, it was first
seen, quite wisely, as a bit of a trial, and there is a
sunset clause in that particular legislation which
provides that after a certain amount of time the court
will automatically be sunsetted and go out of existence
unless there is action to reinstate it. We often see with
legislation that once something is put in place it just
hangs around by virtue of inertia. I am very much in
favour of sunsetting, because it means reviews will take
place and premeditated action will be taken to keep
them going rather than their keeping going by way of
benign neglect. Both the Koori court and the drug court
were subject to sunset provisions when they were
initially introduced. Certainly from what I have been
led to believe from talking to quite a few people both
inside and outside this chamber, these courts have been
remarkably successful. The Koori court has worked
extremely well, and likewise the drug court has worked
well, so it is appropriate that these courts continue.
These amendments remove the sunsetting clauses so
that those courts will continue to operate.

Clause 5 is very much in a similar vein but relates to the
County Court. It provides that there will be recognition
of prior service as the Director of Public Prosecutions,

The next amendment deals with changes to the
Sentencing Act in relation to the drug court. The
amendment puts in place what is eminently logical, and
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one can ask how it was not put this way in the first
place. In essence it provides for somebody who comes
before the drug court and is given some sort of
supervision order in which good behaviour or
abstention from drugs is part of that order. Of course,
the drug court has a monitoring role so the court must
go through the whole procedure of bringing the person
to court to assess whether the conditions of the order
have been fulfilled. If for any particular reason the
person fails to appear before the court, this amendment
makes it quite clear that the time between the order first
being made and their failure to appear to be reviewed
will not be counted as part of their sentence. So quite
logically it says, in effect, ‘If your sentence is under
review we will count the time you have served only if
you come to the court to be monitored and reviewed. If
for any reason you seek to avoid that review by not
appearing, then we will not count that time’. So it is an
eminently sensible amendment with which we agree.
Clause 11 amends the Public Administration Act. This
is a more interesting issue which shows, as we on this
side of the house have often said, that the
administration of the Attorney-General’s office is fairly
slapdash. The government brings into this place all
sorts of things without thinking them through, and in
many cases the administration and drafting of those
pieces of legislation by the Attorney-General is pretty
slack. The amendment to the Public Administration Act
is nothing more than a result of that slackness. It
ensures that the office of Legal Ombudsman will
continue to exist past 1 July.
Perhaps I can very briefly explain the situation.
Members will recall that the Legal Profession Bill was
brought into this place about 18 months or two years
ago. It was a very significant bill. In terms of weight I
think it is one of the biggest pieces of legislation that
we have seen for some time; it is about the size of a
brick. I would guess that it was only a couple of months
ago that another half brick was brought in which
contained amendments to the first brick. At the time
both Mr Baxter and I highlighted the unfortunate
necessity of doing this simply because the first brick
was rushed through without adequate consultation. I
know the legal profession was very critical of the
Attorney-General; he produced the brick and gave
members of the profession three or four weeks to
comment on it. Not surprisingly, there were many
errors and changes were needed to correct them. The
Legal Profession Act has totally changed the structure
of how the legal profession is managed and monitored.
It in fact removed the position of legal ombudsman and,
as part of the new regime, set up a legal practitioners
board and all sorts of new people to take over the
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functions of the ombudsman, so the legal ombudsman
was wiped out and a new structure put in place to
replace the legal ombudsman. What has happened —
surprise, surprise! — is that the legislation to remove
the legal ombudsman is in the process of going through
and the legal ombudsman will cease to exist, but the
legislation that comes in to create the new structure that
replaces the legal ombudsman is not ready and will not
be able to come through maybe for 1, 2, 3 or
4 months — nobody knows. So what the government
has had to do is to move amendments to reinstate the
legal ombudsman for this intervening period until such
time as it can get its act together and make sure the new
regime is in place.
One can well say that the legal ombudsman has fallen
through the cracks of this change, or really a crevasse,
as it were, caused by the fact that unfortunately with
this large piece of legislation the Attorney-General has
not been able to get his act together. Nevertheless we
would support that because we see that it would be
inappropriate if there was an intervening period where
there was no legal ombudsman or no new structure in
place to stand where the legal ombudsman used to. We
do not disagree with what is being done. We simply
highlight the fact that it is unfortunate that we have to
do this simply because of misadministration.
The last amendments deal with changes to the Judicial
Remuneration Tribunal Act of 1995. They allow the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal to consider additional
arrangements for leave. To be honest, we are not sure
precisely why these provisions have been put in place,
but we do not see any great danger in giving the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal the power, given that
the Attorney-General has already essentially gutted the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal, anyway, and further
they allow the Attorney-General to issue certificates in
relation to judicial conditions of service for the tribunal.
In conclusion, the issues dealt with by this piece of
legislation are certainly, in the view of the opposition,
small but essential and important steps in ensuring that
our judicial system continues to work appropriately.
The opposition has no problems with this bill and
wishes it a speedy passage.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — This is a
small bill and certainly does not meet any objections
from my party at all in the sense that basically it is
simply removing two sunsetting provisions on the
Koori court and the drug court and making some other
fairly minor amendments in the field of the law and
judicial officers. They all seem quite sensible to me.
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I, as the house knows, was a reluctant starter on the
Koori court when it was first introduced, and I share
Mr Strong’s sentiment that it was appropriate that a
sunset clause be inserted in that original legislation
because it was trailblazing and it was an opportunity to
see how it worked. There does not appear to be any
doubt whatsoever that it has been more than a great
success. I have been particularly impressed with
outcomes in my electorate, especially in Shepparton. I
have had the opportunity of meeting with officers of the
court and with people who work within the Koori court.
I have observed the response of the local indigenous
community to the court in Shepparton, which has been
very positive indeed. I have examined the incidence of
Koori court repeat offenders and compared that with
the list of repeat offenders in the ordinary Magistrates
Court, and one would have to acknowledge that it
appears to be having a remarkably beneficial impact.
Therefore it seems to me and my party that the Koori
court is a worthy initiative of this government, one that
ought to be now made a permanent feature of our
judicial system, and I am pleased to so acknowledge.
As far as I can tell, similar sentiments might well be
expressed about the drug court, although I have not
personally experienced the operations of that court at
all. That is my own failing and not a failing of anyone
else, but I have heard satisfactory reports and it does
appear to be operating beneficially as well. I note that
this bill includes an amendment which, to a degree at
least, imposes an additional penalty on those who
appear before the drug court and then take it upon
themselves to thumb their noses at an order of the court.
It is appropriate that that aspect be addressed so I have
no problems with that.
Similarly, in terms of counting prior service for pension
calculations for certain persons who become judges of
the Supreme Court and the County Court — and the
bill sets out the class of officers to whom that might
apply — it clearly is appropriate that pre-service be
counted in the calculations because the officers
concerned are very senior officers within our legal
system, not equivalent to a judge perhaps but
nevertheless at the top of the tree. We need to make
sure our judges are appropriately paid. Part of that
package clearly must include pension arrangements,
because skilled people at the bar are able to command
very high incomes and we will have difficulty in
attracting appropriate appointees to the bench if they
perceive the drop in income is of such magnitude that
they feel they cannot make that sacrifice. I pay tribute
to all those judges who do accept appointment to the
bench, because I know that at times it does lead to a
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loss of income. This is one way of equalling it out to a
degree.
The Nationals have no objection to the bill. Mr Strong
has gone through the clauses ad seriatim and I do not
see any need to add to what he has said.
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I rise today in support
of the Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Bill, which reflects the Bracks government’s
commitment to modernising our justice system and our
courts. It is an omnibus bill, as has already been
commented upon, and it deals with a number of
technical amendments to various courts legislation. I
will quickly outline to the house what some of those
changes are.
The bill will, for example, recognise prior service for
pension purposes of the Director of Public
Prosecutions, the Chief Crown Prosecutor and senior
Crown prosecutors in certain circumstances. The bill
will allow the Attorney-General to issue certificates in
relation to judicial conditions of service and allow the
Judiciary Remuneration Tribunal to consider additional
leave arrangements. The bill repeals sunsetting
provisions relating to the Koori court — and I want to
come back to that in more detail — and it also repeals
sunsetting provisions relating to the drug court. I note in
this respect that the groundbreaking A Fairer Victoria
statement, which was handed down as part of the
budget this year, indicates an investment of
$24.3 million over four years for the court intervention
program and the continuation of the drug court at
Dandenong. This clearly reflects that the drug court has
shown significant benefits and improved outcomes for
hardened drug offenders, as the document states on
page 38. The drug court will be established as an
ongoing program — something that I particularly
welcome.
The bill authorises certain persons to take statements
for committal proceedings — namely, investigations
officers of Australia Post, the Department of Education,
Science and Training and the Insolvency and Trustee
Service Australia. The bill makes amendments in
relation to drug court absconders. Finally, it reinstates
the legal ombudsman as a person with functions of a
public service body head under section 16 of the Public
Administration Act 2004. The reason for that is that, as
members would recall, when the bill which originally
made changes to the legal ombudsman was passed the
Public Administration Act received royal assent on
21 December 2004 and was to come into operation on a
day or days to be proclaimed. The act includes a
consequential provision, section 117(2), which replaces
the legal ombudsman with the legal services
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commissioner as a person with the functions of a public
service body head for the purposes of section 16 of the
act.
What had been intended was that that section would
commence at the same time as the new Legal
Profession Act 2004 under which the office of the legal
ombudsman will be abolished and the legal services
commissioner established. As a result of the inadvertent
proclamation of parts of the act, section 117(2)
commenced operation on 5 April, and from this date the
reference to the legal ombudsman under section 16 of
the act was replaced with the legal services
commissioner. This was unintended, and the bill seeks
to ensure that the legal ombudsman has at all times had
the relevant powers under the Public Administration
Act in relation to employees in her office.
I turn to the provisions in the bill relating to the
sunsetting provisions of the Koori court. As the chair of
the Aboriginal Justice Forum it would be remiss of me
not to focus my contribution on this part of the bill. The
Koori court reflects the commitment of the Bracks
government to invest in creative initiatives to deal with
crime, the causes of crime and making our community
a safer place to live for all Victorians. The Bracks
government is committed to problem-solving courts
which address the special needs of some defendants.
These courts are about modernising justice and
modernising our courts.
Members will recall that on a number of occasions I
have spoken about the Aboriginal Justice Agreement,
which was signed in 2000 and which committed this
government to ensuring that the administration of law
does not impact adversely on Aboriginal people and
their culture. An initiative of the agreement was the
establishment of a Koori court pilot program which
aimed to reduce the overrepresentation of indigenous
people in the criminal justice system and to reduce
perceptions of intimidation and cultural alienation
suffered by indigenous defendants.
Some further aims were to increase Koori ownership of
the administration of the law, to increase positive
participation by Koori offenders, to increase the
accountability of the Koori community families and
offenders, to encourage defendants to appear in court to
reduce the amount of breached court orders, to deter
offenders from reoffending, to increase community
awareness about community codes of conduct and
standards of behaviour, to explore sentencing
alternatives prior to imprisonment and to increase
community safety.
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It is well documented that indigenous Victorians are
massively overrepresented in our criminal justice
system. Statistics show that indigenous people in
Victoria are 12 times more likely to be imprisoned than
their non-indigenous counterparts. Indigenous males
make up approximately 5 per cent of the adult prison
population and indigenous young men account for
11 per cent of the population in the juvenile justice
system. So the Koori court was created under the
Magistrates’ Court (Koori Court) Act 2002 as a
division of the Magistrates Court, which sentences
defendants who have pleaded guilty. Offences
involving breaches of family violence orders and sexual
assault are currently excluded from the Koori court.
The court provides an informal atmosphere, which
allows greater participation by the Aboriginal
community in the court process. A Koori elder or
respected person, an Aboriginal justice worker, and
Koori defendants and their families can contribute
during the court hearing. This reduces perceptions of
cultural alienation and tailors sentencing orders to the
cultural needs of Koori offenders. The Victorian Koori
court model was developed by the local Koori
community and is unique to Victoria. The court
processes were designed to ensure that offenders
comprehend the consequences of their offending
behaviour from both a community and legal
perspective. As members would be aware, there are
currently three adult Koori courts in Victoria, located in
Shepparton, Warrnambool and Broadmeadows. I have
had an opportunity to visit the Broadmeadows court
and see it in operation. I encourage members to attend
and see the courts in operation; they are really
fascinating to observe. I take this opportunity to
congratulate all the magistrates involved in those three
courts and the other workers, such as the committed
prosecutors and Aboriginal justice workers, who make
those courts work very effectively.
Members would be aware that the Warrnambool court
is the first adult Koori court to sit on a circuit, which
includes Portland and the Hamilton Magistrates Court.
The court began sitting in January 2004. Again, I had
an opportunity to participate in the smoking ceremony
and the formal opening of that court. I know that the
local community, despite some initial reservations, has
become very supportive of that court, as is the case with
all the other Koori courts. That is because where we
have established a Koori court in a particular
community we have deliberately set up a process of
involving local stakeholders to guide in its
development. This has involved representatives from
local Aboriginal communities, the courts, Victoria
Police, the legal profession, Corrections Victoria, the
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Sheriff’s Office, local shire councils and victims of
crime.
I am very pleased to inform the house that in July the
Mildura Koori court will commence operation, and
plans are under way for a Koori court to be established
in the Gippsland region later this year. Also later this
year we will see the establishment of the first children’s
Koori court, which will be located in Melbourne. In
respect of the children’s Koori court I note that it was
an initiative that came out of the Aboriginal justice
forum and is something that was very much supported
by the Aboriginal community. I know that they are very
keenly awaiting the commencement of the work of that
court.
As I indicated previously, the Koori court and the drug
court were established as pilot programs. An
independent evaluation of the Koori courts has been
conducted by Dr Mark Harris of La Trobe University.
He looked at the operations of the Shepparton and
Broadmeadows courts over a two-year period. He was
not able to look at the work of the Warrnambool Koori
court because the evaluation had already commenced
prior to that court beginning its operations.
Nevertheless he did find that virtually all the stated
aims of the Koori court pilot program had been met,
and he found that it had been ‘a resounding success’.
In particular the evaluation report found that the Koori
courts have reduced the levels of recidivism among
Koori defendants, which in turn has direct ramifications
for the level of overrepresentation of indigenous people
in our prison system. The Shepparton Koori court had a
recidivism rate of approximately 12.5 per cent for the
two years of the pilot program while the
Broadmeadows Koori court reoffending rate was
approximately 15.5 per cent. Both of these figures are
significantly less than the general level of recidivism,
which is put at 29.4 per cent by the evaluator.
The evaluation also found that the courts had achieved
reductions in the breach rates for community correction
orders and the rates of Koori defendants failing to
appear for court dates. It also found an increased level
of Koori community participation in and ownership of
the administration of our legal system. The evaluation
found that the Koori courts provide a forum for the
sentencing of defendants that is less alienating for them
and has allowed them to give an account of the reasons
for their reoffending. The evaluation found that the
Koori courts provide a mechanism whereby the
sentencing process takes into account cultural
considerations. They have developed a particularly
effective means of integrating the various service
providers who might be involved in the tailoring of
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community-based orders. The report found that the
Koori courts reinforce the status and authority of elders
and respected persons thereby strengthening the Koori
community.
The evaluation of the pilot found that it effectively
broadcast the vision of the Koori courts such that they
have received support from some sectors that had
previously been sceptical about initiatives such as the
Koori court. I was particularly pleased to hear the
Honourable Bill Baxter acknowledge in his
contribution that while he had initially been sceptical
about the Koori courts he has changed his view. That is
reflective of some other members of the community,
including some parts of the legal profession, who have
also overcome their initial scepticism. I welcome
people being prepared to look at something, evaluate it,
see it in operation and acknowledge that it is working
well.
To round off my comments I want to provide a couple
of case studies, without mentioning names of course, to
indicate the uniqueness of the Koori court. The first
case involved a 35-year-old Koori man who had been
involved in the criminal justice system since the age of
12. At the end of the proceedings he shook the
magistrate’s hand, not because he received a
community custody order that involved a term of six
months imprisonment but because he was overjoyed by
the fact that his community had been involved in his
sentencing. In the second case a defendant was referred
on to alcohol counselling. He is still receiving treatment
and has not reoffended.
In conclusion, I am a strong supporter of the Koori
courts in Victoria. I think they have been an outstanding
success and are something all Victorians should be
proud of. I commend the bill to the house because it
works on modernising our courts and providing an
efficient and accessible justice system in this state.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak in
support of the Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill. I am always very pleased to speak
on justice bills, especially those which cover areas that I
am very familiar with such as drug rehabilitation and
the drug court, and the Koori courts in this state. I have
been a member of the parliamentary Law Reform
Committee since 1999. I am very proud to have played
a part in the preparation and tabling of the review of
legal services in rural and regional Victoria during the
54th Parliament. I was the deputy chair of that very fine
Law Reform Committee, and the chair was none other
than Murray Thompson, the member for Sandringham
in the other place. We worked very well and very hard
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on that committee for three years during the
54th Parliament.
I recommend that everyone in this chamber read the
recommendations of our legal services review. I
actually have this one — it is tabulated everywhere; it
has lines through it; it is my bible, so to speak. It is
amazing how the Attorney-General in the other place
always fails to mention this very fine Law Reform
Committee report, from which he pulled some
recommendations and has implemented them since the
report was tabled in 2000. I notice that the
parliamentary secretary has not recognised it either. I
am sure it was a slip on the part of Ms Mikakos.
But the Koori court was actually a recommendation of
the Law Reform Committee of the 54th Parliament. I
travelled around country Victoria looking at Aboriginal
communities and how we, as a Parliament, could
improve them. I also went to the Port Adelaide Koori
court, with permission as a white person, to sit in and
listen to the cases. The Port Adelaide Nunga court is
one that should have been implemented here. It is a
court separate from the white gubba courts, as the
indigenous people call them. You must get permission
as a white person to enter that court at Port Adelaide.
I was humbled to be given permission to sit for some
hours during deliberation on the case of a young Koori
male, with his family present. It was a very long
process. The Law Reform Committee members were
the only white people in that courtroom, apart from the
white magistrate. The Koori courts have around a 20 or
25 per cent success rate, which I think is much better
than our white criminal justice system. But there is also
the opportunity not to participate in the Koori court.
Once people are charged they can go through the
normal Magistrates Court system. It is their choice. It is
a pretty hard task to have to confront your elders within
the Aboriginal community. It is in effect a shaming
process — that is part of their culture. Probably we
could learn a heck of a lot from them.
So I am very pleased that the sunset clause in this bill is
to be repealed to enable the Koori courts to be
expanded across the state. Recommendation 121 of the
54th Parliament’s Law Reform Committee’s Review of
Legal Services in Rural and Regional Victoria
recommended that the state government establish an
Aboriginal court in a regional location as a matter of
priority. It took a couple of years but it has happened
and it has continued to go from strength to strength.
They have been opened in Shepparton, Broadmeadows
and Warrnambool.
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I was present with the Attorney-General and the
Parliamentary Secretary for Justice, Ms Mikakos, at the
opening of the Warrnambool Koori court. I might add
that I was the only country member of Parliament
present. In fact Ms Mikakos and I were the only two
state MPs present, which was a bit of the shame. I
would have thought the Geelong MPs could have been
present since they were a heck of a lot closer than the
distance I had to travel. But I was very pleased to be
there and to know members of the Koori community
there because members of that community in my
electorate at Ballarat attended that opening. They know
me because of my long association with Koori women
and Koori men and the elders in my electorate. I was
very pleased but I never got an acknowledgement then
from the Attorney-General, and I sure as heck will not
now because I am now an Independent member of
Parliament.
I am also very pleased to hear in this chamber from
Ms Mikakos that a Koori court will open in Mildura
because that is very much needed. It needs to have the
money put into the court. It needs to be properly
resourced because that court operates very differently
from the normal Magistrates Court and white justice
system.
I am also very pleased that Gippsland is being
considered for a Koori court later this year because
those rural areas were the ones on which we very much
concentrated our legal services review, because
Gippsland and Mildura might as well have fallen into
the ocean as far as the Department of Justice was
concerned.
I might also add that the white magistrate at the Koori
court at Warrnambool spent a year or so there. He has
now moved to Ballarat. He is a very fine magistrate but
I think the Koori courts burn out their magistrates. I
think they need to be selected properly and specifically
trained, and I go so far as to say they should possibly be
psychologically assessed to see if they are up to the job.
This is because you need to have an innate
understanding of indigenous culture before you can sit
there and say, ‘I am a magistrate in a Koori court’. I
understand indigenous culture. I urge people to look at
a recent Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
decision on the issue for which I was an objector, and
see that I was successful for my indigenous community,
the Djadja Wurrung of Mount Franklin.
I am also pleased to see that this bill amends the sunset
provisions in relation to the drug court to allow it to
continue as a normal court, so to speak. That court has
been operating in Dandenong, and with the sunset
clauses repealed further drug courts will no doubt be
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able to be opened, with proper resourcing by the
Department of Justice through the Attorney-General
and the Treasurer, Mr Brumby. Drug courts are very
different to ordinary magistrates courts, which are the
coalface of our justice system. Most people who appear
in court, appear there, and it is a very different regime
to the higher courts in our state. A drug court needs a
lot of resourcing and a lot of thought as to how it treats
the offenders who appear before it, because they are
well attuned to being drug addicted and do not quite
think the way the court system would like them to
think. They need to be nurtured through the drug court
system.
There are a few other minor amendments in this bill
that pick up on the issue of the legal ombudsman, who
is a very fine person and who did a marvellous job —
Ms Kate Hammond. She has been dumped, so now we
do not have a legal ombudsman. As I understand it
there was an inadvertent proclamation of the wrong
sections in April this year by the parliamentary
secretary for justice. There is now no legal ombudsman
to sit in the seat, so to speak. We have a phantom legal
ombudsman, because the legal services commissioner
cannot pick up the call yet because the relevant sections
of the Legal Profession Act 2004 have not yet been
proclaimed and will not be till next year. It is a pretty
big inadvertent error. I would have thought that with the
amount of staff this government employs and the
number of parliamentary secretaries, who get an extra
10 or 15 per cent on their salaries, it ought to be better
on the job than this.
Hon. C. A. Strong interjected.
Ms HADDEN — I pick up Mr Strong’s interjection;
it is pretty slack and is not good enough. The
government is quick to point the bone at someone when
they are trying to get to speak in this chamber, but when
it comes to it actually proclaiming bills, sacking the
legal ombudsman and then putting in a phantom
ombudsman, it is pretty well — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Back to the bill please, Ms Hadden.
Ms HADDEN — I am on the bill, Acting President,
I am on part 6, clause 11, which, to quote the
explanatory memorandum:
amends the Public Administration Act 2004 to ensure that the
legal ombudsman has the functions of a public service body
head under that act until the legal ombudsman is replaced by
the legal services commissioner under the Legal Profession
Act 2004.
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But as we have just heard from Ms Mikakos, that will
not occur until sometime next year, if I recall the dates
that she read from her copious speaking notes.
Kate Hammond did a marvellous job for this state for a
number of years. She used to come out to rural and
regional Victoria and meet with people who had
concerns about the legal profession and how they were
represented. I will be very keen to see how this new
body operates, functions and is accepted by Victorians.
Whilst this might be a small bill of 11 clauses, it has
some important ramifications and implications for the
state, especially in relation to the Koori court, drug
court and the inadvertent proclamation, or whatever the
explanation for what happened to the legal ombudsman
is purported to be.
Other than that I could go through chapter and verse of
the recommendations the 54th Parliament’s Law
Reform Committee made for the improvement of
justice in this state in rural and regional Victoria, which
is of course very close to my heart. But I am not sure
that the Acting President is interested. I have 3 minutes;
I can make him interested. As part of the — —
Hon. C. A. Strong interjected.
Ms HADDEN — Thank you, Mr Strong, I will pick
up the interjection. We did have some very good
recommendations — about 128 in this report — and
while the government has picked up a few of them, it
certainly should have picked up a heck of a lot more,
because that is a very important parliamentary report.
We recommended that the Department of Justice
address the stories of disadvantage across country
Victoria in rural locations such as Swan Hill, Echuca
and Robinvale, where the incarceration of young Koori
people especially was very high, as well as at
Bairnsdale, Horsham and Mildura.
The report also noted the overrepresentation of young
Koori men in the criminal justice system. We looked at
Warrakoo station, which is across the border from
Mildura in New South Wales, and how in its program it
rehabilitates young Koori males who have been drug
and alcohol offenders. We recommended that the
government look at implementing, setting up and
running a Warrakoo station initiative in this state. I refer
to recommendation 30 at page 141. Unfortunately that
has not been picked up yet, but I am quite sure
Mr Thompson, the member for Sandringham in another
place and a former chair of this very fine committee,
and I could give the Attorney-General and his trusty
advisers a briefing on the further work that is
desperately needed in this state to really put into
practice the reform and rehabilitation of young Koori
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males especially, but also of young Koori females, who
get caught up through disadvantage in their life cycles
and end up in the criminal justice system.

community raised that issue time and again with the
then Minister for Corrections, André Haermeyer, and
said that it was an inappropriate development.

We certainly need to turn around the very high statistics
for their offending and incarceration. I commend the
bill to the house.

At the same time we had the ludicrous position under
this government where the prison system had been
overcrowded and the government was intent on moving
ahead with the closure of Won Wron prison. For four
years the government had said that prison was not
suitable as a correctional facility. It is interesting that in
debating this bill we heard the rhetoric from members
of the government about the importance of the Koori
court. I support that and I support the amendment
which removes the sunset clauses, but the reality is that
the rhetoric of this government does not apply to the
real world.

Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
wish to make a brief contribution to the debate on the
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill.
The Liberal Party will not be opposing this bill, but
there are a couple of issues I wish to put on the record
about some of the areas that have raised concern.
The government on the other side indicated the level of
Aboriginals in our prisons. I think Ms Mikakos referred
to a figure of 13 times the non-indigenous rate. The
Productivity Commission’s latest report — in 2005 —
on my understanding puts the rate of Aboriginal
offenders in our jails at around 15 times the
non-indigenous rate. The rate in our jails is now
growing higher in comparison to that in jails in other
areas where you would assume there would be
significant rates, such as Western Australia and the
Northern Territory. Over the period of this government
Victoria has seen an increase in the Aboriginal
population in our correctional facilities.
The interesting and important thing about the removal
of the sunset clauses for the Koori court and the drug
court is the assumption that it is actually achieving a
desired result. You would hope that that would be the
case. We think it is, but there is certainly evidence
indicating that it is not achieving to the level of what
was suggested in the rhetoric from the government.
The government had announced its intention to
establish an Aboriginal correctional facility at Mount
Teneriffe, designed to be the conduit between the Koori
courts of, I think, Shepparton and Broadmeadows. We
have had speakers talk about the Broadmeadows Koori
court. That was meant to be the panacea, as it were, in
providing a correctional facility for Aboriginal
offenders in a controlled environment.
For a number of years the government went through the
charade of telling the people of Victoria generally and
the people of Longwood and surrounding areas of
Mount Teneriffe in particular that that was the
appropriate place. We know from the evidence before
us, that has been cast many times before, that this
government had decided to locate a correctional facility
for the Aboriginal community in an area that is a
significant high-fire danger zone and has no running
water or easy access to emergency vehicles. The

If the government had been so open and accountable in
the process of ensuring that the Aboriginal community
was well served with correctional facilities, it would not
have done what it did at 4 o’clock on Thursday,
21 April, when it announced via a press release that it
was not proceeding with the Mount Teneriffe
Aboriginal correctional facility proposal but was going
to establish a correctional facility at Won Wron prison.
That prison had closed on 4 February after the
government had been announcing its closure for four
years, saying it was not suitable as a correctional
facility. Yet at 4 o’clock in the afternoon of 21 April,
when the media had gone and all the stories had been
written, the government put out its press release.
What we find is that the government’s rhetoric and
what it pretends to do with the Aboriginal Koori
community does not line up with what it does in reality
and practice. It hid the fact that it stuffed it up. It hid the
fact that it did not know what on earth it was doing. We
now have before us a bill and the government is
pronouncing — almost in song, again as usual, from the
advisers that give it the hymn sheet — that this is great
and almighty, praise it all. As I indicated, the reality is
that the rate of imprisonment of Aboriginal offenders in
our prisons has now increased from 13 to 15 times the
non-indigenous rate. That is a disgrace in terms of the
way we are dealing with our Aboriginal community.
We also find that the overall reoffending rate of people
in our prison system has gone sky high, from 25 per
cent when this government took office to over 31 per
cent now.
I support other provisions of this bill, such as part 2,
which contains clause 3. That is appropriate. I would be
one of the very few people here who have actually
compiled a hand-up brief and provided it to a court.
Those on the other side who have been electorate
officers and tow-truck drivers and toenail repairmen
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would not have any understanding of the bill. Therefore
they do not speak on it. The fact is that we also have, as
the Honourable Dianne Hadden — we still use protocol
here — indicated, concerns about clause 11 in part 6.
That also is an indictment of a government that is bereft
of vision and unable to move forward and deal with the
real day-to-day issues. It has no idea and it has no
vision. On that basis, I indicate we will not oppose the
bill but it has significant flaws.
Motion agreed to.
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In doing so, I thank all members for their contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUDGET PAPERS 2005–06

Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.

The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2005–06.

Third reading
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! I am of the opinion that the third reading of this
bill requires to be passed by an absolute majority.
I therefore ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
The PRESIDENT — Order! In order that I may
ascertain whether the required majority has been
obtained, I ask those members who are in favour of the
question to stand where they are.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

APPROPRIATION (2005/2006) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 June; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

Question agreed to.

DANGEROUS GOODS AND EQUIPMENT
(PUBLIC SAFETY) ACTS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC).
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — One of
the most important roles of any Parliament is to ensure
that we have occupational health and safety rules and
regimes that are adequate, indeed more than adequate,
and that protect the people they are designed to protect.
In this place last year we debated at some length new
occupational health and safety legislation that was
based on the Maxwell report, and in preparation for
tonight’s debate I went back and reread all 417 pages of
Maxwell, which I wish now to share with the
Parliament.
I repeat the comment I made to the minister’s adviser at
the time we were briefed on this bill, for which I thank
him, and the minister himself, that I look forward to this
bill going into committee and being able to finish the
committee stage after we were so rudely truncated at
4 o’clock on Friday, the last day of sittings last year.
The bill today mirrors in two other acts — the
Dangerous Goods Act and the Equipment (Public
Safety) Act — the regime we put in place last year for
occupational health and safety. I find myself in a
somewhat schizophrenic state because on the one hand
we on this side of the house think it is very sensible that
we have uniformity across the three acts in question.
We think it is very sensible that there be a consistent
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regime of occupational health and safety rules,
inspections and prosecutions et cetera that applies to
occupational health and safety in the workplace, the
dangerous goods legislation and also the equipment
public safety legislation. In that sense I have no
problem with the legislation that is brought before the
house, because all it does is replicate the legislation that
this house in its wisdom — although we opposed it —
passed last year.
On the other hand, last year we opposed the legislation
because, despite our absolute and total commitment to
occupational health and safety, we regarded the regime
that was designed by Maxwell and amended, mucked
around by the government and brought to this place, as
deficient in some regard. I adumbrated them at some
length last year, and I do not propose, despite my
review of the Maxwell report, to cover the ground that I
covered so adequately last year.
Ms Romanes interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I pick up the
interjection from Ms Romanes who said that I was
extensive but not adequate. Perhaps it was not her so
much as Mr Baxter. While I am on Mr Baxter, let me
say how disappointed I am that when we rise to oppose
this legislation, in my schizophrenic state I will see my
friends from The Nationals seated with the government
on the other side. I find it incomprehensible that my
friends in The Nationals could arrive at a situation
where, given the choice that we were faced with — the
legitimate desire for uniformity across these acts on the
one hand, and our abhorrence at some of the powers
that have been given to various members of the
inspectorate, union movement and others — that they
could come to a different decision to the one which we
arrived at. However, I fully accept that The Nationals
consider these things in detail. As friends of mine I am
disappointed that they made the wrong choice, but I am
by no means going to hold it against them the next time
I need their support on some other piece of legislation.
This bill is almost a virtual replica — —
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — Only one half of your party is
opposing it.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up the
interjection from the Honourable Carolyn Hirsh. No,
we are going to oppose this piece of legislation. On the
one hand we think it is sensible that we have uniformity
across the legislation; on the other hand we think if
legislation is bad you should oppose it. Yes, we think it
is good that we have uniformity, but unfortunately we
are not happy with the state of the uniformity and
therefore we are going to oppose the legislation before
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the house tonight. The bill, although it is long — it
covers over 100 pages — is in two parts. The first part
begins to replicate the provisions from the Occupational
Health and Safety Act that deal with inspectors and
enforcement and their appointment and powers. It goes
on to incident inquiries, search warrants, limits on entry
powers and return and forfeiture, powers to issue
directions and notices and the review of decisions as
well. Then once you get to page 58 you start afresh and
do it all again with the Equipment (Public Safety) Act.
The bill is in two parts with both parts virtually
identical, although with minor amendments to take into
account the differences between dangerous goods on
the one hand and equipment and public safety on the
other.
On this side of the house we make the point again that
we do not believe it is appropriate for inspectors who
go to the Magistrates Court and get a search warrant to
then have powers of arrest. We think it is extraordinary
that workplace inspectors would have powers of arrest.
I ask the minister to tell me that it is not the intention
that they exercise those powers of arrest. I thank the
minister for his acknowledgment of that statement.
However, we remain concerned about that prospect and
possibility. We are very pleased that the inspectors are
now no longer a law unto themselves as they were in
the past regime and are now subject to the directions of
the Victorian WorkCover Authority and by inference
therefore, through the board, the minister himself,
whom I know has a high regard for raising the
standards of the inspectorate and ensuring that the
decisions made by it are consistent, logical and in the
best interests of safety of workers and the public. I for
one am confident that the minister and the VWA board
will not stand by and watch the occupational health and
safety, dangerous goods and equipment (public safety)
rules used for industrial purposes. I am very confident
that the minister and others associated with him will
ensure that they are used appropriately. For that I am
grateful.
I am still extraordinarily nervous that we are at
5 minutes to midnight — or 20 past 9 today — because
the reason we are debating this bill tonight is that it
starts on 1 July. That brings in the starting date of the
occupational health and safety regime so we will have
all the acts starting at the same time. I know that there
has been an extraordinary amount of work going on
behind the scenes to ensure that the VWA is ready by
1 July, and I, like others in this place, wish them all the
best. We certainly have our fingers crossed in relation
to it, but I think it is extraordinarily disappointing that
so many of the rules on which this bill being passed
tonight and the already passed Occupational Health and
Safety Act will operate are not yet public. For example,
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where is the prosecution’s policy on which all this will
rest? I remember in the committee stages last year
having a discussion with the minister and saying, ‘Why
don’t you show us how this will work? Show us how it
will work’.
The minister said, ‘We are working on it. We have got
a committee, and we are consulting with the lawyers,
the unions and with Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry — —
Mr Lenders — And AIG!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — And, of course, the
Australian Industry Group and all sorts of people. This
is a great government for consulting. But I said to the
minister, ‘That legislation was passed before Christmas
last year’. I stand here today, which I presume is
sometime in the middle of June — I do not know what
day it is — —
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — It is 16 June.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It is 16 June and it is a
fortnight to the first of July. I ask the minister or some
member from the government who may speak on this
legislation, ‘Where are the guidelines for the
prosecutions? Could you please make them available so
we all know how it works?’. At the same I also point
out that we asked the same questions during the debate
on the dangerous goods and hazardous goods regime
last year as well. I now have the template that has been
circulated, as I am sure has Mr Baxter, but again it is
not good enough to bring in legislation and say, ‘It will
all depend on the things that happen after we pass the
legislation’, and then not give it to us so that we can
study what will happen and how these things will be
implemented.
With those few words let me say that we are pleased to
see the complementarity that will exist between the
Occupational Health and Safety Act, the Dangerous
Goods Act and the Equipment (Public Safety) Act. We
are disappointed that this bill replicates a system that
gives extraordinary powers to workplace inspectors and
by implication, dare I say it, unionists. I for one am
quite confident that a unionist now has the right to walk
down the street, see a dog in the yard and say, ‘There is
a potential that the dog will bite the postman. This is a
public safety issue’, and therefore enter the premises
and the house. There is no doubt that that possibility
exists under the legislation passed by this government.
We did not support it last year, and we do not support
its extension now. We accept that this is more sensible
than having three separate bits of legislation that people
need to get their heads around. With those few words I
indicate that we will vehemently oppose the legislation
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brought to the Parliament tonight. I look forward to
seeing how these bills will operate when the
government finally gets around to deciding how that
will be.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — Unlike
Mr Forwood I am not suffering schizophrenia on this
piece of legislation, but I am upon the horns of
dilemma. I think that is really where Mr Forwood is
rather than being schizophrenic. There is no doubt that
the occupational health and safety legislation which
was opposed so strenuously last year by both the
opposition and The Nationals is an obnoxious piece of
legislation, especially with respect to the right of entry
provisions for WorkSafe inspectors and more
particularly for union officials. It was on those grounds,
amongst others, that The Nationals were so strenuously
opposed to that legislation last year. We absolutely
abhor the concept of union officials being able to barge
into any workplace on the pretext of an alleged,
perceived or assumed breach of safety legislation.
We had other concerns about the powers that have been
given to the WorkSafe inspectors, not the least being
the power of arrest which Mr Forwood has alluded to
tonight. That being so, and because that piece of
legislation was passed by the Parliament, it does seem
somewhat clumsy and illogical to have a different set of
rules applying under the Equipment (Public Safety) Act
and the Dangerous Goods Act. That seems to me to be
a recipe for disaster and confusion not only for workers
but more particularly for employers. Given the dilemma
we found ourselves facing, we came down on the side
of saying that what is so distasteful to us is already the
law.
Is it in our interests or the interests of the people we
represent to make it even worse for them by resisting
having at least a commonality of power applying under
these three companion acts? It was on that basis that I
recommended in the bill report I prepared for my party
room on Monday that we not oppose this legislation. I
want to emphasise in that situation that as far as I can
understand the bill — and I might need to stand
corrected on the basis of the remark Mr Forwood made
a moment ago — I do not believe this bill gives union
officials under the Dangerous Goods Act or the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act the same powers they
are given under the Occupational Health and Safety
Act. It certainly gives the same powers to WorkSafe
inspectors. That seems to me to be a logical thing to do,
even if we do not like the powers they have got. It was
on that basis that we decided we would not oppose the
legislation.

DANGEROUS GOODS AND EQUIPMENT (PUBLIC SAFETY) ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Thursday, 16 June 2005

COUNCIL

But we do find the occupational health and safety
provisions that go to inspectors and more particularly to
rights of entry for union officials to be absolutely
obnoxious. I would not want it thought for one moment
that our decision not to oppose this legislation is in any
way meaning to convey that we are weakening on that
point. We are not, but it is a little bit like shutting the
door after the horse has bolted. The horse bolted last
year with the Occupational Health and Safety Act. We
have got to make the best of it now.
Along those lines I absolutely support Mr Forwood’s
contention that we need to see what the rules and
regulations are going to be. We are 14 days from this
Occupational Health and Safety Act coming into force.
We have concern all over the countryside about what
this is going to mean, and I have to say to the house that
everywhere I go where there are businesspeople that is
the issue they are raising at the moment. They are dead
worried about the implications of this new occupational
health and safety legislation. They deserved to be
brought into the loop before this. One would hope that
they are going to get some advice before the balloon
goes up on 1 July.
I simply make that plea to the government, that it might
take it upon itself to instruct the WorkCover authority
to get on with it and have that out within the next few
days, because surely it must be near finality. If it is not,
it is an indictment not only of the authority but of the
government. Having said that, I indicate that The
Nationals are not opposing the legislation on those
grounds.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am pleased to rise and make a contribution to the
debate in support of this important bill. What this bill is
really about is protecting people whilst they are at
work. There is nobody in this house who would not
support that principle. It is disappointing that the
Liberals are not supporting this piece of legislation, but
it is most welcome that The Nationals are.
Our government made an election commitment in 2002
to ensure we have leading occupational health and
safety legislation. In late 2003 the government
commissioned an independent review by Chris
Maxwell, QC, of the existing Occupational Health and
Safety Act. His report was delivered in March 2004.
That Maxwell report included a recommendation to
align inspectors’ investigation and enforcement powers
in Victoria’s principal health and safety acts.
As was alluded to by the previous speaker, the new
Occupational Health and Safety Act was passed by the
Parliament back in December 2004. This bill amends
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the Equipment (Public Safety) Act as well as the
Dangerous Goods Act to make the investigation and
enforcement powers of the inspectors uniform with the
powers that are now available under the new
Occupational Health and Safety Act.
I want to briefly pick up Mr Forwood’s criticism that an
inspector’s power to arrest a person under a search
warrant will be available as a result of the amendments
that are put forward in this bill. I would like to reassure
Mr Forwood that this power is attached to search
warrants issued under the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989
and is consistent with the Occupational Health and
Safety Act as well as acts that are administered by other
safety regulators, such as the Office of Gas Safety and
the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector. So the
powers are no greater than those that exist in other
pieces of legislation and given to other inspectors in
similar circumstances.
As I said, we are very committed to ensuring that
Victoria not only has leading occupational health and
safety legislation but is also leading the way with
workers who are protected and able to work in safe and
secure workplaces. This bill aims to modernise
inspectors’ powers across the principal health and
safety act and in doing so, ensure that the laws are
administered and enforced in a transparent, consistent
and accountable way. As I have already said, the bill
also implements a specific recommendation to make
the investigation and enforcement powers that the
inspector has under the Dangerous Goods Act and the
Equipment (Public Safety) Act uniform with those that
exist under the Occupation Health and Safety Act.
Making our communities and workplaces safer is a goal
of all of us who are here today. I am sure that we all
share that aim. It is unfortunate that the Liberals find
themselves unable to support this legislation. We were
committed to implementing the recommendations that
were given to us in the Maxwell report. One
recommendation is that there needs to be an alignment
of the acts as far as possible, specifically around
inspectors’ powers and duties. Both employers and
employees seek to have greater certainty as well as
greater consistency, and this bill helps to create a
framework whereby the roles of inspectors are more
closely aligned across Victoria’s main health and safety
acts.
The powers of the inspectors are clearly defined, as are
the rights of the persons who are subject to those
powers. The reforms to the occupational health and
safety regime in Victoria are designed to ensure that the
Victorian WorkCover Authority is a more constructive,
transparent and effective regulator. This bill will ensure
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that public safety is improved by providing greater
certainty in regard to compliance issues and more
productive interaction between those who can be
described as the duty holders as well as the inspectors.
This bill is before us today after a rigorous consultative
process. As we all know, extensive public consultation
was conducted during the Maxwell review of the
government’s responsibilities. This bill is a direct
response to recommendations made in the Maxwell
report. The previous speaker pointed out that the new
framework will come into place on 1 July, and the
Victorian WorkCover Authority will continue to
communicate the changes outlined in the bill. It will
continue to make them available and known to the
broader community. A public information campaign
has been planned, which will follow the passage of this
bill.
This is a good bill because it is about making our
communities and our workplaces safer. It deserves the
support of all members of this chamber, and I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to make a contribution to debate on the
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety) Acts
(Amendment) Bill 2005, which bill fulfils a
government commitment. Last year we debated the
Occupational Health and Safety Bill 2004. This bill is
important for health and safety in Victoria and will
come into force on 1 July. It is a response to the
recommendations of the Maxwell report. We
understand the importance of health and safety in the
workplace and therefore want to adopt the report’s
recommendations.
The government did a lot of things before it introduced
the bill into the house. Lengthy consultation was
undertaken with stakeholders and people associated
with the workplace. In May, representatives of
10 organisations attended a meeting, including
representatives from the Lift Engineering Society of
Australia, the Australian Amusement Leisure and
Recreational Association, and the Plastic and Chemical
Industries Association. The Department of Treasury
and Finance communicated the nature and extent of the
changes to a representative of the Victorian Trades Hall
Council, so there were plenty of meetings to consult
with people.
Because we want the bill to be supported by the
community and to have its provisions implemented,
people need to be aware of it and be behind the
government so it can be implemented. I listened to
contributions to the debate by opposition members. The
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bill gives inspectors the power to enter a workplace. It
will give them more responsibility to enter a workplace
where an employer is in breach of the law. They will
work with the police who will ensure that inspectors are
doing their jobs properly, and that is essential for the
protection of employers. I understand there are some
concerns of members on the other side who think the
bill will give the inspectors the power of entry into
workplaces. The inspectors will not abuse their power
as the bill will ensure the inspectors do the right thing in
obtaining evidence and getting support.
The inspector now has more responsibility, not only in
doing the report, but in taking more action — for
example, obligations on inspectors are clearer, more
logical and easier to understand and follow. The key
new powers conferred on inspectors include the power
to advise on compliance, to issue non-disturbance
notices and require people to provide names and
addresses. There will also be new powers to issue
binding directions if there is an immediate threat and to
require people to answer questions; and also to issue
improvement and prohibition notices under the
dangerous goods legislation only. So if the inspector
has to do something urgently, they can react, or if the
inspector feels there is a threat to the workers and the
community, they have the right to ask questions to
make sure that the people who look after these areas
give the right information.
In applying the occupational health and safety
framework of inspectors’ powers and obligations to the
dangerous goods and equipment public safety
legislation, some modifications or refinements have
been necessary to reflect the different focus of those
acts — for example, the inspector has the power to
direct that spilled dangerous goods be cleaned up or to
stop, detain and inspect vehicles used for the transport
of dangerous goods. In these things the inspector has
more roles to more actively handle the case if he thinks
a person is dangerous to the public.
The bill more closely aligns the dangerous goods and
equipment public safety acts with the Occupational
Health and Safety Act in relation to the limitations and
safeguards on the exercise of inspectors’ powers. They
also have the right of entry to residential premises.
Inspectors will be subject to the Victorian WorkCover
Authority’s directions and procedures relating to entry,
the announcement of entry, the production of
identification cards and the giving of reports about
entry. The legislation will also provide a speedy and
transparent mechanism for the internal review of certain
decisions of inspectors, such as decisions to issue
improvement or prohibition notices. So the inspectors
will have more power. They have to make sure the
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safety provisions are followed, and they have to stop
operations if they think goods in the storeroom are
dangerous. They also have the right to inspect the
transportation of dangerous goods. Penalties will be
made consistent with the Occupational Health and
Safety Act. This will be a matter for any wider review
to more comprehensively align those acts with the
Occupational Health and Safety Act.
The bill replicates the Occupational Health and Safety
Act offences and penalties that relate to the
performance of the inspector’s role. For example, the
penalties for obstructing an inspector, impersonating an
inspector or for non-compliance with an improvement
notice will now be uniform under the three acts, so that
will be good. The bill will ensure that people who
handle dangerous goods will be more responsive and
careful when they handle these goods.
In conclusion, the government is taking this matter
seriously to ensure public safety is on the agenda and
that people who handle dangerous goods know what
they are doing. They have to put the safety of the public
first, and it is the goal of the government to ensure
everyone shares responsibility. The government will
implement the bill on 1 July 2005.
Before it committed to implementing the Maxwell
report’s recommendations the government consulted
with many people in the community who are involved
with dangerous goods — people from business, from
the unions, from industry, and experts in health and
safety. Also, the government knows that employers and
employees are seeking greater certainty and
consistency, and this bill will improve or create a
framework where the role of inspectors is more closely
aligned across Victoria’s main health and safety acts.
The Victorian WorkCover Authority will continue to
communicate these changes in the broader community
via their public information campaigns, so everyone
will take stronger roles and work together to ensure this
legislation will create great interest in the community. I
commend the bill to the house.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 26
Argondizzo, Ms
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Drum, Mr
Eren, Mr
Hall, Mr

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

Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 13
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr (Teller)
Hadden, Ms

Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr (Teller)
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I would like to thank all members for their
contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, notwithstanding any sitting of the Council on Friday,
17 June 2005, for the completion of the government business
program, the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday,
19 July 2005 at 2.00 p.m.

Motion agreed to.

HEALTH LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr GAVIN
JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care).
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
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ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Doncaster Park and Ride: public safety
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — Tonight I
seek the assistance of the Minister for Transport in the
other place. The issue I raise is the management of a
property known as the Doncaster Park and Ride.
Doncaster Park and Ride is basically a very large car
park facility off Doncaster Road near the entrance to
the Eastern Freeway. The concept of the park and ride
is that residents who want to catch regularly departing
freeway buses to the city, which are very convenient in
peak-hour traffic, can park their vehicles at the facility,
catch those buses and then pick up their cars on the way
home.
There are obvious benefits to the park and ride. It has a
capacity of about 400 vehicles, and it is at capacity
most times. Many people use it to cut their travel times
into town and home again or to work and school. It also
gets a lot of traffic off the roads, which improves travel
times for those using their vehicles on the freeway.
Anybody who has used the Eastern Freeway will know
that it can be a parking lot much of the time. This is
also an environmental issue — it takes a lot of cars off
the road and reduces the release of pollutants into the
atmosphere, so it is very well supported by the local
community.
The problem has been issues with the management of
the car park. The property is managed by the National
Bus Company, which has done a very good job of
trying to improve some of the public safety issues at the
site. The site has often attracted undesirable elements
after hours, who have created a lot of noise and
disturbed local residents until very late at night. In
addition there has been at least one report of a bashing
of somebody returning to their car late at night after
leaving the bus. This is a serious problem. It is made
even more serious by the fact that the inbuilt security
cameras at the site are operated by VicRoads. I am
advised that unfortunately many of those security
cameras are not operational. That is hampering security
measures designed to protect the safety of members of
the public when coming back to their vehicles after
using the bus service. This needs to be corrected as a
matter of urgency.
My request to the Minister for Transport is that he
urgently intervene to ensure that the security cameras
are repaired and brought up to scratch so the whole site
can be adequately monitored in the interests of public
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safety. I ask that he take this action as a matter of
urgency.

Neighbourhood houses: funding
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I to raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Local Government,
Ms Broad. The issue I raise relates to neighbourhood
houses. I am aware that through the Victorian
government’s long-term social policy framework
contained in the document A Fairer Victoria —
Creating Opportunity and Addressing Disadvantage,
which was launched by the Premier on 28 April this
year, an additional $12.4 million is to be made available
from 2005–06 to modernise neighbourhood houses. I
understand the minister has met with representatives of
the sector’s peak body, the Association of
Neighbourhood Houses and Learning Centres, and has
indicated that she will work closely with the association
in determining priorities for the allocation of these
funds, within the parameters established in the A Fairer
Victoria policy. The action I am seeking is for the
minister to have her department take the necessary
steps to ensure that the Geelong neighbourhood houses
get their fair share of the funding that has been
allocated, and if possible to outline what that amount
will be.
I was delighted with this announcement, which I hope
will expand the neighbourhood renewal program in
Norlane and Corio in my electorate. This successful
neighbourhood renewal program gives residents in
disadvantaged communities the opportunity to plan the
renewal and upgrade of their homes and streets. To date
various communities have benefited from housing
upgrades, new jobs, safer streets and better access to
essential services. Unemployed residents have carried
out much of the work through a community jobs
program, with many participants going on to further
employment or training. This program, which helps the
community take the initiative and build up its social
infrastructure, is growing in leaps and bounds and is
giving a real sense of worth to these communities. I
therefore seek the assistance of the minister in relation
to this matter.

Dental services: waiting lists
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Health in the other place. It concerns dental waiting
lists in Victoria. It is important to note that dental
waiting lists have blown out over the last two years
under the Bracks government. It is also important to
note that the average waiting time for general dental
treatment in Victoria is 31 months and that the waiting
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time for the fitting of dentures has blown out under the
Bracks government from 28.47 months in June 2003 to
34.59 months in April 2005.
However, my matter tonight particularly concerns the
areas close to the city. In Parkville there is still a
24-month wait, as of April 2005, for dental treatment.
That is two years. You need to wait 38 months for
dentures at Parkville. That is in the Minister for
Health’s own electorate and it seems to me that she
ought to intervene. If she cannot intervene around the
state where the results are so devastating and damaging
to many of people, she could at least do something in
her own electorate.
At Moreland Community Health Service, near her
electorate, according to the state government web site it
would take 22 months to get dental treatment and
38 months to get for treatment for the fitting of
dentures. At the nearby North Richmond community
health centre it would take 9 months to get dental
treatment — that is one of the best results in the state,
but I have to say that 9 months is still a long wait for
general dentistry — and 13 months for the fitting of
dentures. I do not think that anyone could support that.
At North Yarra Community Health, Fitzroy, the wait is
35 months for general dental treatment and 12 months
for the fitting of dentures.
The minister promised that she would fix the problems
in the public health system and with public dentistry. I
have to say that despite the warnings of the
Auditor-General in 2002 she has done nothing of the
sort. In fact the situation has deteriorated severely under
the Bracks government, and people are being forced to
wait in pain and discomfort, with general damage to
their health. I am concerned that the Minister for Health
has not taken these issues seriously, despite the fact that
the state government has been spending less than other
state governments in a comparative sense and less than
Queensland in an absolute sense for most of its term. I
ask the state government and the minister what she will
do on this — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired. The member required no action, so the
minister is not required to respond.

Mekong Senior Citizens Hostel: land
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like tonight in the adjournment debate to raise an
issue with the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad, so I am
glad she is in the chamber. I was approached a few
months ago by the Indochinese Elderly Refugees
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Association Victoria (ICERA-VIC). The association is
looking for land on which to build an aged care hostel.
The organisation has been around since March 1981,
having incorporated in June 1987. It has many
members and provides services for its community, such
as referrals, counselling, assisting with the settlement
and integration of Indochinese elderly persons, and
maintaining the cultural heritage and traditions of
members. It also develops community education
programs to meet the needs of the Indochinese elderly
community. It fosters and maintains a sense of
friendship and provides many excursions for the elderly
to other places in Victoria. It provides a good deal of
entertainment. When people get bored or do not know
where to go they can come to the centre to meet, play
chess or cards and do other things.
The association also provides services through the
Mekong Senior Citizens Hostel in East Keilor. Because
of the needs of its clients, the committee wants to
expand the hostel’s services. In the next 10 years it
wants to increase the hostel’s capacity from
33 low-care beds up to 200 beds. There is a big demand
in the community for beds and ICERA-VIC would like
to expand. It is looking for land somewhere in the
western suburbs, and I ask the minister to see whether
anything exists to assist it in this matter.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I call the next
speaker, I return to the ruling I gave on Mr David
Davis’s adjournment matter. I have checked with
Hansard. The member’s question did get on the record.
Action was sought by the member, so the minister
should respond to it in the appropriate manner.

WorkCover: claim review
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I wish
to raise a matter for the Minister for WorkCover and
the TAC. I seek his assistance in resolving one of the
bizarre anomalies that occur from time to time in the
WorkCover system. Pat Wilding is the theatre unit
manager at the Mansfield Hospital. She was injured in a
workplace accident on 1 September 1998. Some time
later, in 1999, her doctor wrote to WorkCover and said
the injury had healed to some extent but that it was
likely she would have arthritis in the future and at some
stage it may cause pain enough to warrant surgery. Six
years later it was time for the surgery. WorkCover has
paid for the operation which she has had but because
she has over 65 years of age she is not entitled to
weekly payments that the injury happened more than a
year ago.
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If a 40-year-old person had sustained exactly the same
injury on exactly the same day and were treated exactly
the same way, they would have had the operation and
would be entitled to weekly payments as well as the
costs of the operation. The only reason she is not
entitled to the weekly payments is because she is over
65 years old. This is one of the anomalies that occurs
from time to time but it is grossly unfair that a person
should be discriminated against in that way. As she said
in her correspondence to me, she is looking to continue
to work. People are being encouraged to continue to
work, and all she has done is gone back to work as soon
as possible and continue to work until the time the
doctor predicted she would need to have the operation.
She has had the operation, which was paid for by
WorkCover, but because of the sentence in the act that
says that a person is not entitled to weekly payments
after retirement age unless they were injured in the year
before, she fails to qualify for weekly payments.

Throughout that time and until now Mr Casement has
held a wrasse ocean fishery access licence, which is
different from the licence that was compulsorily
acquired by the government. The Department of
Primary Industries has now written to Mr Casement
using the show sufficient cause provisions of the
Fisheries Act, with the threat to refuse to renew this
licence. Essentially reason is claimed to be that the
licence was largely inactive between the financial years
2000–01 and 2003–04.

I do not know what can be done in these circumstances.
I do not think this will open the floodgates and wreck
the WorkCover scheme’s viability. I do think that as a
matter of natural justice and fairness she is entitled to
receive weekly payments. As I said, this is a case where
two people in identical circumstances but of different
ages would be treated differently. I do not think that is
fair and I look to the minister to use his good offices to
ensure that Mrs Wilding is treated appropriately in
these circumstances.

I might add that since the legislation was passed in late
2003 Mr Casement has made every effort to activate
the wrasse ocean fishery access licence but, because it
is an ocean access licence and not an inlet licence, he
needs to acquire a new boat and new equipment to do
so. Therein lies the problem.

Fishing: commercial licences
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Tonight I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Agriculture in the other place, Bob Cameron. It
concerns my constituent Mr Steve Casement of
Mallacoota and is regarding the renewal of his wrasse
ocean fishery access licence.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I know Steve.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Forwood knows Steve,
and most people in this chamber should recall the name
Steve Casement, as he was one of the holders of four
commercial fishing licences that operated in Mallacoota
Inlet that were compulsorily acquired by this
government about three years ago. Mr Casement took
legal action against the government over its right to
compulsorily acquire his licence. In the typically
heavy-handed fashion of this government, in late 2003
legislation was pushed through this Parliament —
retrospective legislation, I might add — that took away
his right to take the government to court over that
action. That legislation was colloquially called the
Steve Casement Bill by many of us.

Mr Casement has responded to this order to show
sufficient cause and pointed out to the Department of
Primary Industries that for the first two years of that
period he was actively using his Mallacoota Inlet
fishing licence. He could not use both at the same time.
For the next two years of that four-year period he was
actively fighting this government over the right to retain
his Mallacoota Inlet licence.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I simply say to this
government: you screwed this guy once, don’t do it
again. He doesn’t deserve it. I ask the minister to do the
right thing this time and ensure that the current licence
held by Mr Casement is immediately renewed without
further question.

Fishing: commercial licences
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Here we go
again. I direct my adjournment matter to the Minister
for Agriculture in the other place, who is responsible
for fisheries. A moment ago I listened to and noted an
interjection by Minister Broad, the Minister for Local
Government and a former minister with responsibility
for fisheries, about members on this side of the house
not having a clue about fisheries issues. Well, I am
somebody who does have a clue, and I will tell her that
fisheries management in this state is completely out of
control. It is out of control because the Premier of this
state went along to a ball one night and, after having a
jolly good time, got up and unilaterally said — without
any consultation with anybody, including I am sure the
minister responsible for fisheries — that there would be
another voluntary buy-out of commercial fishing in the
state.
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The Minister for Local Government can interject and
tell me if I am wrong, but it seems to be that everybody
connected with commercial fishing in the state knows
the Premier’s intervention was a fact. He was in a
position of social ambience, and I presume he was
wanting to ingratiate himself with a group of people
rather than actually putting a formal process in place.
That was properly done leading up to the voluntary
buy-out, which took 100 licences out. That was done
under the minister’s watch. She implemented a
program, which had already been started by the
previous government prior to the 1999 election, to have
a voluntary buy-out. That followed several years of
detailed industry consultation that included an
estimated expenditure of $750 000 on reports and a
detailed examination of the issues of resource allocation
and the sustainability of our bays and inlets.
It is a fact that Australia imports 60 per cent of the
seafood consumed in this country, that Victorian fish
resources are worth about $100 million and that clearly
most of them are not species consumed here — they are
rock lobster and abalone, which are exported.
I want to get to the point that there are a number of
outstanding questions. I would like the Minister for
Agriculture to advise me — because the industry has
not been advised, stakeholders have not been advised;
in fact, nobody knows what is going on — of what in
fact the process is to be and whether it is really the case,
as set out in the belated press release from the Premier,
that the Fisheries Revenue Allocation Committee is to
be the body to conduct this buy-out. If it is — and
Minister Broad would well know — this body was not
established to have administrative responsibility in
fisheries management. It was established to allocate the
revenues raised from fishing licences. I ask the minister
to advise me on what the government intends.

Responses
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
The Honourable Andrew Olexander raised a matter for
the Minister for Transport in the other place regarding a
request for urgent attention to be given to security
concerns about a car park facility off Doncaster Road. I
will refer that request to the minister.
Mr Eren raised for me as Minister for Local
Government a matter concerning the allocation of new
funding for neighbourhood houses through the
government’s A Fairer Victoria plan. I can confirm for
the member that I will certainly be consulting with the
peak body, the Association of Neighbourhood Houses
and Learning Centres, about the allocation of those
funds in accordance with the criteria set out in A Fairer
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Victoria. I would also like to acknowledge the very
valuable contribution being made by neighbourhood
houses in his electorate and in particular in the
neighbourhood renewal areas in his electorate.
The Honourable David Davis raised a matter for the
Minister for Health in the other place concerning
waiting times for dental services, and I will refer that
matter to the Minister for Health.
The Honourable Sang Nguyen raised a matter for me in
my other capacity as Minister for Housing. He raised
the needs of older members of the Vietnamese
community in seeking access to land for an expansion
of facilities, and I will respond to the member with
further information about that request.
The Honourable Bill Forwood raised a matter for the
Minister for WorkCover and the TAC concerning a
workplace injury to a Mrs Wilding and the question of
qualifications for access to weekly payments for her,
and I will refer that matter to the minister.
The Honourable Peter Hall raised a matter for the
Minister for Agriculture in the other place concerning
Mr Steve Casement and a wrasse ocean fishery access
licence, and I will refer that request to the minister.
Finally, the Honourable Philip Davis raised a matter for
the Minister for Agriculture in the other place and
sought advice from the minister about the process to be
followed in relation to further voluntary buy-outs of
commercial fisheries licences, and I will refer that
matter to the minister.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 10.22 p.m.
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Friday, 17 June 2005
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

STATE TAXATION ACTS (GENERAL
AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Mr LENDERS (Minister
for Finance).
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
In the state budget handed down on 3 May, the government
announced major taxation reform including further land tax
relief worth $823 million over five years. The principal
objective of this bill is to make the necessary amendments to
the taxation laws to implement these commitments, and a
range of other government initiatives.
The bill enacts the government’s undertaking provided in the
2003–04 state budget to abolish debits tax from 1 July 2005.
This was foreshadowed under the intergovernmental
agreement on the reform of commonwealth-state financial
relations, and confirmed at the commonwealth-state
ministerial council on financial relations on 26 March 2004.
The Land Tax Act 1958 is amended to give effect to the
extensive reform package announced in the budget. This
includes:
reducing the middle land tax rates that apply to property
holdings valued between $750 000 and $2.7 million,
which will deliver savings of up to 44 per cent;
bringing forward by one year the reduction in the top
marginal rate announced in the 2004–05 budget,
estimated to benefit over 2300 land tax payers;
increasing the tax-free threshold by $25 000 to
$200 000, thereby eliminating land tax bills for around
21 000 Victorians;
providing a general land tax rebate for the 2005 land tax
year, estimated to approximate $59 million;
capping the increase in land tax liabilities for the 2006
land tax year; and
providing a full land tax exemption for more than
450 aged care facilities, supported residential services
and rooming houses backdated to 1 January 2004.
These reforms will benefit around 44 000 taxpayers who have
been impacted by the increased valuations that reflect
Victoria’s buoyant property market. This targeted relief
continues the most significant land tax reform in the state’s
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history. The changes mean 98 per cent of Victorian
businesses will pay less land tax than in any other state.
In addition the bill implements the land tax exemption for
private caravan parks announced on 4 December 2004 and
backdated to 1 January this year. This exemption, as well as
that for aged care facilities, supported residential services and
rooming houses will be subjected to a special land tax rate
where previously exempt land is no longer used for an
exempt purpose. An amendment to remove an anomaly in the
refund provisions for unoccupied land subsequently used as a
principal place of residence and the adoption of similar
administrative provisions for information gathering as those
found in the Taxation Administration Act 1997, are also
contained in the bill.
It was also announced in the budget that the highly successful
additional $5000 first home bonus for any qualifying first
home purchase up to $500 000 will be extended until the end
of this year, and then will be available at the reduced amount
of $3000 until 1 July 2007. The additional grant has been an
outstanding success helping over 24 000 Victorians buy their
first homes. The take-up rate in regional Victoria has been
particularly pleasing. Access to the more limited first home
buyer concession in the Duties Act 2000 continues to be
suspended while the additional grant is in place.
There are significant changes to the sub-sales provisions of
the Duties Act 2000 which have been the subject of extensive
consultation with the Law Institute of Victoria and industry
players. The fundamental basis of duty is that changes in
beneficial ownership in land, however achieved, are subject to
conveyance duty. For reasons of equity and revenue
protection, it is essential that duties are applied fairly and
effectively. An entirely new regime will be introduced by this
bill which will ensure that additional duty is only applied
when there are multiple dutiable transactions. The previous
provisions had given rise to anomalies and reform in this area
reflects the government’s commitment to working with the
taxpayer community. I thank those who have contributed to
these proposals and appreciate the genuine recognition given
by business and practitioners to the state’s role as custodian of
revenue.
Another significant measure is the proposal to extend the
corporate reconstruction exemption to consolidations as
defined under commonwealth law. This too has been the
subject of significant industry input. The government
acknowledges that changing business practices entail regular
review of existing legislative exemptions and this measure is
further proof of the government’s proactive approach to
taxation law reform.
As noted earlier, the bill enacts the abolition of debits tax
from 1 July 2005. It further contains provisions in the Duties
Act to enact the government’s commitment in the budget to
abolish business rental duty from 1 January 2007. This
highlights the transformation in state taxes where since 1999
Victoria has gone from being the state with the highest
number of business taxes to having the equal lowest. The
lead-in time for the abolition of rental duty allows commercial
hire businesses, especially those which enter into special
hiring agreements, plenty of time to adjust their practices.
The bill abolishes, with reasonable transitional provisions,
three little used exemptions from duty. These are:
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where there is a vesting of land because of a foreclosure
of mortgage. The registrar of titles advises that there are
about five of these cases a year. The concession is
inequitable as the mortgagee obtains the legal and
beneficial interest in the land upon a foreclosure order
and, in any other situation, a transfer of this interest
would be dutiable;
upon a transfer of property (either land or a motor
vehicle) to a shareholder if made as the result of a
reduction in capital; and
upon a transfer of property (either land or motor vehicle)
to a shareholder if made as a result of the voluntary
winding up of the company.

In both these latter cases, these provisions are rarely used and
are inequitable in the sense that a shareholder does not
already, by virtue of ownership of shares, enjoy a beneficial
ownership of the property of the company. Therefore a
transfer to a shareholder effects a change in both legal and
beneficial ownership. Generally, the concessions offered from
duty flow from an underlying assumption of an existing
beneficial interest. It should also be noted that most other
jurisdictions do not offer these concessions and the State
Revenue Office believes that there is abuse of the winding-up
concession in that the concession itself is the motivation for
the voluntary winding up designed to benefit particular
shareholders.
The government signalled on 13 April 2005 its intention to
close a potential loophole in the land-rich provisions. The bill
contains an amendment to clarify the definition of
‘land-holder’ which has been challenged on a narrow literal
meaning. This amendment to clarify the meaning intended by
Parliament will have effect from the date of commencement
of the current provisions, being 13 May 2004. The change
will remove any uncertainty in the market place and will
ensure that Victoria’s duty laws are fair and equitable.
The law will be changed to reflect industry’s understanding of
the provisions, will ensure that the tax treatment in this area is
equitable across the board and will protect the revenue in the
manner that was always intended. The bill contains some
additional minor amendments to the land-rich provisions.
The bill amends the Pay-roll Tax Act 1971 to reflect the
government’s announcement in the Budget to exempt wages
paid or payable by school councils from payroll tax. This
exemption is to be backdated to 1 July 2004. The amendment
is necessary because, due to the discretionary nature of
funding provided to school councils, it cannot be clearly
anticipated whether or not the payroll tax threshold for
individual councils will be breached. Therefore funding
allowances cannot be accurately made and councils are
occasionally faced with unexpected payroll tax for which they
have inadequate funding.
The Taxation Administration Act 1997 contains an
amendment that adds the Country Fire Authority and the
Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board as
‘authorised recipients’ of taxpayer information for the
purposes of the section 92 secrecy provisions. This follows a
request from the Emergency Services Commissioner and is
designed to assist these authorities to better target compliance
activity for verifying statutory contributions from persons
insured with overseas insurers.
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The bill further amends section 31 of the TAA which deals
with potential reductions in penalty tax in circumstances
where a taxpayer has made a voluntary disclosure. This
follows the finding in the VCAT matter of Dr Peter Tisdall
and the Commissioner of State Revenue where the tribunal
allowed a reduction in penalty contrary to the practice of the
State Revenue Office. The proposal is to clarify the operation
of this section to the ‘voluntary’ provision of information
specifically noting that providing information in response to
an assessment by the SRO does not attract a reduction in
penalty.
There are two more technical amendments easing the manner
in which the market rate of interest can be set (section
25(1)(a), (2) and (3)), and how foreign currency and interest
rates are valued (section 119). The amendment to market rate
of interest is also made to the Taxation (Interest on
Overpayments) Act 1986. Certain legislative terms are now
obsolete and need to be replaced. This will also lead to greater
uniformity between federal and other jurisdictional
provisions.
The proposed amendments to the Business Franchise
(Petroleum Products) Act 1979 will implement the 2005–06
budget measure to establish a transparent link between
revenue from traffic cameras and speeding fines and the
government’s expenditure on roads, road safety and road
maintenance programs.
From 1 July 2005, revenue from speed cameras, red light
cameras and other speeding fines will be directed to
improving and maintaining Victoria’s road system through
the Better Roads Victoria trust account.
The Business Franchise (Petroleum Products) Act 1979
established the Better Roads Victoria trust account. Section
13(3) of the act currently enables the trust to be expended for
the construction and maintenance of roads. The bill amends
the act to allow the trust to be spent on a wider range of road
improvement initiatives, including road safety programs.
The changes reflect the government’s commitment to a
taxation system that is fair and equitable.
I commend the bill to the house.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — In our
wish to accommodate the government we will of course
immediately commence to debate this piece of
legislation, just to show what good fellows we all are.
This is the annual round of state taxation legislation
which comes after the budget has been introduced and
which puts into effect the matters announced in the
budget and previously — and other matters that were
not announced in the budget which the government
always tries to sneak through. We call those ‘the
nasties’. I say at the outset that I am very pleased that
today I will be assisted by the speaking notes from the
Labor Party which have appeared in my box overnight.
I am very grateful for the fact that somebody has seen
fit to help me with my speech — which I can do
without the Labor Party’s speaking notes, but I have
them, and that is always very useful, I know.
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An honourable member — I’ve got mine, so it
wasn’t me.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I do not know who
gave them to me, but it is nice to have them anyway. It
does seem to be some sort of pattern.
The State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill
makes amendments relating to the purposes for which
money paid to the Better Roads Victoria Trust Fund
can be spent. It removes the debits tax from 1 July. It
excludes livestock from business goods in relation to
interdependent sales. It provides a new basis for
applying duty to sub-sales of property. It repeals duty
exemptions for transfers arising from reductions of
capital, company wind-ups and foreclosures of
mortgage. It phases out the first home owners grant by
1 July 2007.
The bill alters the land-rich and corporate restructuring
duty provisions. It removes hire of goods duty from
January 2007. It alters the scale of land tax and provides
a rebate for 2005 and a cap for 2006. It exempts
caravan parks, residential care facilities, supported
residential services and rooming houses from land tax
and changes the refund provisions for the land tax
principal place of residence exemption. It applies to
land tax the Taxation Administration Act information
provision powers, which is unexceptional.
The bill will exempt from payroll tax wages paid by
school councils, and that of course is backdated as well.
It reduces the penalty tax following voluntary
disclosures of information, although that is an
interesting one in itself and we will deal with that when
we deal with clause 13, which is an outrageous attempt
by this government to retrospectively slug a company
who came forward to the State Revenue Office with
information about a transaction. The bill makes some
alterations to the determination of interest rates and
foreign currency valuations.
There are substantial issues in these various matters. Let
me start with the Business Franchise (Petroleum
Products) Act. The Labor Party speaking notes say in
relation to this that:
An amendment is made to establish a transparent link
between revenue from speed cameras, red light cameras and
other speeding fines and government’s expenditure on roads,
road safety and road maintenance programs. —

Mr Somyurek — Bill, what am I going to say?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I do not know what
you are going to say; this is my speech!
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This amendment is deemed to have come into operation on
1 July 2005 as was specified in the budget of May 2005.

I just want to say to honourable members that we intend
to take this bill into committee, particularly because we
intend to move for the deletion of clause 11, which we
have considerable difficulties with. When we are in
committee we will be inviting the minister at the table
to explain to the house how this is actually going to
work. We have had a look at the Better Roads Victoria
fund, and we have been back to the act, and we would
like to know what the word ‘hypothecate’ means when
the government announced that it was intending to
hypothecate the funds. The Minister for Transport said
every dollar collected from speeding and red light
camera fines will be injected back into road funding
and road safety initiatives. Does that mean this will be
new money?
Hon. W. R. Baxter — No.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Or does it mean that
the government will be reducing the contribution from
the consolidated fund that used to go to Better Roads
Victoria? Mr Baxter, a previous minister for roads, and
an outstanding minister for roads in this state, has said,
‘No’, and I must tell you I agree with him, but we will
be looking for the minister to define how this is actually
going to work. Other people have already pointed out
that if we are going to fund our road improvements on
the basis of speeding fines, we better hope that
Victorians do not get too good at driving, because if
they do there will be a severe diminution in the funds
going into the Better Roads Victoria fund, and therefore
the funds for road safety will not be available.
I rather suspect this is one of the government’s spins.
This government knew it was taking a hit on the issue
of speed cameras, red light cameras and the fact that
this is not about road safety. The people of Victoria
now know that this is a revenue-raising issue, and the
government thought, ‘Well, how do we get over our
problem in relation to this?’ I will tell you: ‘We will say
that any money raised goes into the Better Roads
Victoria fund’. That is all I intend to say on that matter
now, because far be it from me to foreshadow that The
Nationals may wish to comment on this matter — —
Mr Lenders — You haven’t been colluding with
The Nationals again, have you? Is the coalition still
alive?
Hon. W. R. Baxter — We did have a discussion at
breakfast.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We did. Mr Baxter and
I had a discussion at breakfast, and so I do not need to
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take that matter any further. I look forward to the
opportunity of — should I say — tearing the wings off
flies during the committee stage.
Let me move from there to the issue of land tax. The
people of Victoria know that land tax has been one of
the all-time great windfalls that this government has
had, and despite the rhetoric that we hear from the
government about what a good job it is doing in
lowering land tax rates, what we all know is that land
tax has gone up and up and up. The government can
bleat all it likes about the fact that it is lowering land
tax. However, there has been a massive increase in
property values over time, and this has far outweighed
the reduction, if you could call it that, in the rates that
are being applied — or the modifications this
government has brought in.
I seek leave to table in the house and have incorporated
into Hansard a chart prepared by the Liberal Party
which goes to Labor’s land tax changes.
Leave granted; see table page 1622.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am happy to
distribute this chart to anyone who wants it. I should
make the point at the outset that the above table shows
changes to land tax for properties that have had
increases in valuation of 20 per cent per annum
between 2004 and 2006. We know that according to the
Valuer-General’s official land tax indexation factors for
2005, 49 out of 80 municipal areas across Victoria have
had an average valuation increase of 20 per cent or
more, amounting to a 44 per cent or greater increase
over the over the two years. We know of course that
valuations for 2004 land tax are based on land values as
of 1 January 2002. Valuations for land tax in 2006 are
based on land values at 1 January 2004 but for 2005,
land tax valuations are determined by multiplying the
2002 valuation by the official indexation factor for the
municipality in which the property is based. As
honourable members in this place know, we are
committed to scrapping this harebrained scheme which
is grossly unfair.
If you look at the chart that has been prepared you will
see that the value year on year going up leads to, for the
lower end of the scale, a massive increase of 110.4 per
cent tax change. For the lower end of the spectrum the
tax on a property valued at just under $700 000 goes
from $1749 to $3680. In the just over $1 million
category it goes from $6959 to $10 230, and the tax on
a property valued at over $3 million goes from
approximately $93 000 to approximately $116 000. The
government cannot come in here with its
mealy-mouthed words and tell us that it is reducing the
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burden of land tax on small businesses, that it is
reducing the burden of land tax on self-funded retirees,
because it is not. No matter what it says, when these
particular taxpayers get their bill next year, they will
pay more. This government is all about sleight of hand.
These people will pay more.
Mr Hilton is an educated man. He is an accountant by
profession. He knows about these things, and what he
knows is that because of the increase in the value of
land you can marginally change the rate but the bills
still go up. What we know — and we had the Treasurer
confirm this when he appeared before the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee — is that because
of the increase in the value of land, which he accepted
as being over 40 per cent, there will be massive
increases for most land tax payers in the year ahead. It
is pure spin to say that they are making these changes.
The changes that this government so roundly lauded
when it was forced to bring the changes in were in fact
measures against what the taxes might have been if it
had not made the changes, as opposed to what they
actually were. People need to understand the sleights of
hand that this government will use in order to confuse
people or to get them to accept, somehow or other, that
it is making legitimate amendments to these sorts of
issues.
It is shocking that it can behave in such a manner. It
really is beyond the pale that it will continue to behave
in such a way. We reject out of hand this notion that
this government is being kind to land tax payers,
because it is of course doing no such thing. I should just
check and see what the cheat sheet says about land tax.
I bet it says something about ‘we are reducing it’. It
says, ‘a range of measures to provide land tax relief’.
We accept that there are exemptions for residential care
facilities, supported residential services, private caravan
parks and rooming houses, and so there should be. I am
quite happy to say if it had not been for the vigorous
work of the shadow minister for aged care, who put real
pressure on her colleague the Minister for Aged
Care — —
Hon. Andrea Coote — And he did listen!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — He did listen, and then
put pressure on the Treasury. We shamed the
government into introducing the exemptions for
residential care, supported residential services, private
caravan parks and rooming houses, because we know
that this money-hungry government will rip taxpayers
off in any way, shape or form that it possibly can, and if
it was not for us and our eagle eye on the dreadful
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deeds of this government, heaven knows what sort of a
state the state would be in.
We are pleased to see that. That is important, and we
accept it is useful. There has also been an amendment
to the principal place of residence exemption. This
again came about as the result of vigorous action on the
part of the member for Brighton in the other place, who
raised a particular concern. It was the member for
Brighton’s activities that led the government to
acknowledge that there was another anomaly. The
government has at least acted, and I might say quite
speedily, to resolve that particular issue. Again, that is
useful. I should say that we on this side of the house do
not oppose the bill. We think the government has a
right to implement the tax measures it wishes to
implement.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Bits of it I support, bits
of it I do not oppose and some of it I oppose outright.
Because of that we will be going into committee and
we will certainly be voting against clause 11. If I am
feeling bolshie at the time, I might even vote against
clause 13, which is an outrageous retrospective
provision. I will get to it later, but too often this
government brings legislation in here that has a
retrospective effect. On the Steve Casement matter —
the accident compensation issue raised last night in
relation to people who made claims — we took away
Mr Casement’s rights in the Supreme Court. What we
are doing to Grocon in this case is absolutely a scandal.
I cannot believe members of the Labor Party will accept
that this is sound commercial behaviour. I will deal
with that in a moment.
As I said, some of this stuff we support, obviously,
some we do not oppose and some we do oppose, but we
will not vote against the bill. The cheat sheet then talks
about the bill containing specific measures to reduce the
middle land tax rates. What we know is that the
Treasurer cannot get this right — he gets confused
about these issues. If honourable members want to
know how confused, I suggest they compare what he
said to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
under questioning from the member for Box Hill in
another place, Mr Clark, and me with what is reported
in Hansard two days ago, where he got himself into
some difficulty.
In the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
hearing the Treasurer purported to have some accurate
information supplied to him by the State Revenue
Office which Mr Clark took no time at all in
demolishing completely. It was factually wrong and did
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not add up. This is very odd, but what was more
concerning to me at the time was that during the course
of the conversation the Treasurer decided to assert that,
if people’s income went up, of course they should pay
more tax, and he did so on more than one occasion. As
I have said in this place before, and I make the point
again today: tell me how your income goes up if the
value of your land changes? For example, I am sitting
on a block of land — —
Mr Lenders — It is public land, this one?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, I am just sitting on
a block of land. I am not earning income from it, it is
just a piece of land.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood is being
facetious.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, I am not being
facetious. I am horrified that the Treasurer of this state
does not know the difference between income and
assets. He kept saying, ‘They should pay more because
their income has gone up’. No, the value of their land
has gone up. There is not necessarily a connection
between the two. We now find ourselves in this bizarre
situation where there is absolute confusion in relation to
those issues dealing with land tax. We have the plan to
fix it. We will get rid of the bizarre capacity to index
that comes in the middle year between the valuations.
We will give people the right to object at the time they
should rather than force them to wait.
Mr Lenders — You have changed your mind since
1997?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am telling you what
we will do to fix the mess that the government has
made of land tax. I go back to the point: this
government does not care about anything other than
raising revenue, and that is what this is about.
Let me turn to another issue. The cheat sheet that I have
from the Labor Party says about stamp duty, and I
quote:
We inherited the rates of stamp duty from the previous
government.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Every time I come in
here you are speaking.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I cannot help it!
Mr Lenders — He has a lot to say, Theo!
Hon. Andrea Coote — We are making the most of
him before he goes.
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Mr Lenders — He has run out of things to say; he is
reading from a Labor Party document.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I have the Labor Party
cheat sheet. Let me start again:
We inherited the rates of stamp duty from the previous
government.

Then it says in bold:
We have not increased the rate.

Mr Lenders — Yes.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — ‘Yes,’ we get from the
minister. I agree with that, but let me tell you what has
happened. In the time since the last government up until
now, the take the government has received has gone
from $1 billion to over $2 billion and the rate has not
changed. How can that be? It must be because the value
of land goes up. There are two sides to this equation,
you dodos! One is the rate and the other of course is the
value of land. This is very like the federal Treasurer
saying, ‘I have not changed the income tax rates since
1996’. Wages go up and if he does not change the rates,
he just gets more and more money. Obviously this is
what has happened. This government says it is doing
everybody a favour and it provides the cheat sheet
which says it has not changed the rate. You do not need
to change the rate when the other side of the equation is
leading to such a massive windfall gain.
Mr Pullen — Why don’t you talk about the first
home owners grant?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I thank Mr Pullen. He
asked me to talk about the first home owners grant, so
let me make a few comments about that. The first
comment I will make is that there was a first home
owners grant of $7000 instituted by the federal
government. In the interests of administrative efficiency
the federal government decided it would give the
money to the states for the states to distribute. Guess
what? That is not federal government money anymore;
no, that is the state’s money. So the state has taken
credit for the federal government’s $7000 grant.
Mr Pullen — Why not?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It is not yours,
Mr Pullen!
Mr Pullen — We are dishing it out!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — ‘We are dishing it
out!’ You are shameless! It does not matter where it
comes from!
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That is the first bit. Then the government decided it
would bring in the bonus. Through this legislation it is
changing the bonus, and it is being phased out on 1
January 2007. We think it is a good idea. The reason
that it came in was that there was some genuine
concern by one or two of the more soft-hearted people
in the government that — —
An honourable member — Name them!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — That would be telling.
There was a difficulty for people in relation to paying
the stamp duty on their homes. What is really apparent
is that despite the first home owners grant, home
owners are being slugged absolutely by the massive
increases in stamp duty. Let me just make a few
comments about this. Stamp duty on the typical
Melbourne home is more than 80 per cent higher now
than when the government came to office. Despite the
first home owners grant a Victorian first home buyer
still pays, even after you allow for the $5000 first home
buyers grant that will run through to June next year,
$11 660 on a $350 000 Victorian home. This is
allowing for it!. That is $11 660 stamp duty compared
with $4500 in Queensland. Guess how much in New
South Wales? Absolutely zero.
On top of that, given the Victorian Treasurer’s repeated
boasts about mortgage duty in Victoria, no mortgage
duty is payable on a transaction like that in New South
Wales. The mortgage duty in Queensland would be
$400. If you apply a similar exercise to a
$250 000 home, Victorian first home buyers will still
be paying $5660. First home buyers in New South and
Wales and Queensland pay nothing in stamp duty on a
$250 000 home. So the first home owners grant gives
back to Victorians barely $1 in $10 of the extra stamp
duty the Bracks government has imposed since it came
to office. The government should either continue the
grant or provide an across-the-board stamp duty relief.
It is not just me that is saying this, because I have
received correspondence from the Master Builders
Association. It said:
Master Builders Association of Victoria supports the
additional first home buyers grant … as a key measure in
keeping the affordability of Victoria’s housing stock within
the reach of first home buyers.
The grant is to be reduced to $3000 in 2006 and then be
eliminated by 2007. On face value, while disappointing, the
building industry recognises the reduction and eventual
abolition of the grant was inevitable.

It went on to say:
The original $7000 home owner grant —

the commonwealth’s money —
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will continue …

The master builders association then said that the
association:
… calls for a reduction in residential conveyancing stamp
duty to offset the elimination of the home buyer bonus, since
the grant was partially introduced as a mechanism to offset
the increasing levels of property taxation that are hindering
individuals’ ability to enter the home ownership market.
MBAV has lobbied over a number of years for substantial
changes to stamp duty, which is estimated to raise
$2.24 billion in 2004-05 and fall to over $2.08 billion …
which we believe is conservative.
Now that the home owners grant is to be phased out, we ask
why stamp duty has not also been reduced. Permanent
reductions in stamp duty rates ought to be a priority for the
government over the next 18 months.

Today we are not looking for the government to quote
from the cheat sheet and tell us the rate that we brought
in has not changed. We are looking for the government
to accept that there are two sides to this equation and if
you apply the rate to an increasing value, you will
always get more money.
Let to me turn to the claim in the cheat sheet about the
summary of the Bracks government’s record on tax.
This is the part of the cheat sheet which talks about the
various taxes that have been cut. The ones that are in
this bill are, of course, on this list. In regard to the bank
accounts debit tax the box beside the comment ‘To be
abolished 1/7/2005’ — which is in a fortnight — is
ticked. Of course it is! It is a part of the
intergovernmental agreement on the GST. I agree that
this is a tax that is being abolished by the state
government, but I want people in this place to
understand — —
Mr Somyurek — The cheat sheet is honest. It says
that.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Not on my bit it does
not! It says:
Here are some notes that may be useful for the debate.
Summary of the Bracks government record on tax.
… the Bracks government has announced tax cuts …

It says that the bank accounts debit tax is to be
abolished, but it does not say ‘funded by the federal
government under the agreement from the GST’. It
goes on to say that business rental duty is to be
abolished on 1 January 2007, but it does not make the
point that that is also being funded by the federal
government. In regard to the stamp duty that I have
dealt with, there is a tick against the comment ‘Rates
unchanged’. Really? Labor members would do
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anything to hoodwink people. I will tell you who they
are hoodwinking: they are not hoodwinking us, they are
hoodwinking Labor members. These little parrots get
up and say, ‘We have been told to say this’ and away
they go, parroting out the information they have been
given.
Hon. Andrew Brideson — The dumbing down of
the backbench.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — They cannot make
their own speeches. They are told, ‘We will give you
something to say just in case — —
Hon. Andrew Brideson — If it can be made any
dumber.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I pick up the
interjection. The dumbing down of an already very
dumb backbench. I look forward to the contributions to
debate we will get later today.
I turn to some changes to the duties tax regime. This is
interesting. I have a letter from the Law Institute of
Victoria (LIV). It is important that I read this letter into
Hansard and get it on the record. It draws into stark
contrast the behaviour of this government on different
issues. It is to the Treasurer from John Cain, the chief
executive officer of the institute. It says:
The State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill proposes
amongst other things to repeal sections 49 and 50 of the
Duties Act 2000. These provisions currently allow an
exemption from stamp duty on a transfer of dutiable property
from a company to a shareholder arising from a reduction in
capital (section 49) or from a winding-up (section 50).
The Law Institute of Victoria (LIV) strongly opposes the
abolition of these exemptions. There has been no convincing
reason provided by the government or the State Revenue
Office for the abolition.

When we get into committee we will be inviting the
minister to provide us with what he thinks the reasons
are. The next sentence is salutary:
The LIV notes that there has been a useful consultation
between the State Revenue Office and the LIV in this respect
of the subsale provisions and corporate reconstruction
provisions of the bill.

If you turn to the cheat sheet, you are informed — —
Hon. Andrew Brideson — There is another one?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, I only have two.
This is quoting from page 1 of the cheat sheet. It says:
These proposals present a major improvement over the
current provisions, which have been widely criticised by the
legal profession. They are significantly more liberal in their
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effect than those in other jurisdictions and have been the
subject of detailed consultation with the LIV which has
commented extensively on draft provisions.

The cheat sheet says that on those clauses there has
been extensive consultation with the LIV. What you
discover in relation to the other two is that:
The LIV considers that the consultation has been beneficial to
the legislation produced.

The institute agrees. The SRO consulted, and it agreed
on a way of improving those matters. But this letter
then says:
The proposed repeal of sections 49 and 50 has not been the
subject of consultation and comment and has come as a
surprise to the LIV.

Why is that? Why is the government so selective about
matters like this? Why is the SRO prepared to go to the
LIV and discuss matters in some detail to make better
legislation on some aspects but not on others? That is
another question we will be putting to the minister
during the committee stage. It then goes on to
adumbrate the reasons it opposes the abolition of the
exemption. The abolition effectively constitutes —
guess what? — a new, unannounced tax. Do not come
in here with your cheat sheets and give me the list of
taxes you have abolished or reduced. Why do you not
come in here honestly and tell us what the taxes and
charges are that you have increased?
I have a list here. Let me tell the house — it increased:
the gaming machine levy in 2000, 2001 and 2005 to
earn an extra $91 million a year; payroll tax on fringe
benefits eligible termination payments, $94 million a
year; payroll tax on apprentices and trainees,
$60 million a year; extensions to stamp duty on
land-holding bodies, $60 million a year; payroll tax on
employment agencies, $20 million; the water tax,
$60 million; the parking tax, $34 million. What about
the increases to motor vehicle registration of
$69 million? What about the drivers licence increases
of $5 million? What about the indexation of other fees
and fines — which the government will not even
provide a list of because there are so many — which
brings in at least $30 million a year? What about
halving the pensioner registration concession? That is
another $68 million a year. Of course there is also the
metropolitan improvement charge increase of
$7 million.
Its cheat sheet might give some areas where it has made
some changes, but I have another list. My list says that
it is putting up taxes as hard as it can go. As the Law
Institute of Victoria rightly points out, in the legislation
before the house today there are changes to the tax
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regime that were unannounced. What sort of a
government changes the tax rules without telling people
what it is doing? This government does. Why? Because
it is so money hungry. There are other reasons apart
from the fact that this constitutes a new unannounced
tax. The exemptions have been available under
Victorian stamp duty legislation — for over 60 years in
the case of share transfers when there was a duty on
them and always in the case of land. The institute’s
letter goes on to give the reasons why this happens. The
letter also says:
The current exemptions contain robust anti-avoidance
mechanisms.

If you have robust anti-avoidance mechanisms in place,
you do not need to abolish the tax. It goes on to say:
The commissioner has issued two public rulings dealing with
his interpretation of these anti-avoidance mechanisms in
sections 49 and 50. These rulings prescribe robust integrity
measures to ensure that the exemptions are not abused.

I would like to see some evidence that they have been
abused, and we will be asking the minister in the
committee stage to give us that evidence. If the
government wants to abolish the exemptions, it should
justify wanting to do that instead of bringing in sneaky
taxes like this. I could go on with this, but I will not. All
I will say is that we think it is abhorrent to the fair
operation of the tax system that the government should
try to sneak taxes through without announcement. We
really find that to be abhorrent.
Now I need to turn to the issue of retrospectivity in
relation to Grocon. I refer honourable members to the
most recent Alert Digest and the committee’s
comments on the State Taxation Acts (General
Amendment) Bill. In the box on page 31 it says about
retrospective provisions:
The committee notes the retrospective provisions in the bill
(other than clause 13) provide certain exemptions from
liability to pay duty or tax and are therefore of a beneficial
nature to taxpayers.
In respect of the retrospective application of clause 13 which
deletes certain words in section 71 of the Duties Act 2000, the
committee is of the opinion that the amendment corrects a
drafting error and is retrospective to the commencement of
the original section as substituted on 13 May 2004 …

Let us get the sequence right. The government changed
this on 13 May last year, and just as we were fixing up
the mistakes made in November with the accident
compensation bill two weeks ago, this is an attempt to
fix up a mistake that was made in May last year. The
committee’s report goes on to say:
The committee will seek further advice from the Treasurer
whether any person may be adversely affected by the
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retrospective operation of clause 13 amending section 71(1)
of the Duties Act 2000.

I am in receipt of a copy of the letter written by
Mallesons Stephen Jaques which is appended to the
back of this Alert Digest. It is important that honourable
members understand what is happening in this case.
The Queen Victoria development commercial structure
was between Grocon and ING, and over an extended
period Grocon and ING conducted discussions to
explore the possibility of ING selling to the Bruno
Grollo family entity. They commenced this transaction
on New Year’s Eve and New Year’s Day last year. On
12 January the matter was voluntarily brought to the
attention of the State Revenue Office, and it was
asserted that the parties did not believe any stamp duty
had been incurred in relation to the transaction. They
were acting according to the law at the time. They had
developed a flexible structure. Paragraph 2.7 states:
The fact that the State Revenue Office has lobbied for
retrospective legislation suggests quite strongly that the State
Revenue Office does not believe that the transaction is subject
to stamp duty under the current Duties Act 2000.

In other words, the only reason this is here is that the
SRO does not think it has the capacity to levy duty on
this particular transaction. It goes on to say:
Indeed, an opinion received by our clients prior to completion
of the transaction from Alan Myers, QC, supports the
proposition that no duty is payable.

They read the law, they did the transaction and they
told the SRO. Then the SRO decided, ‘We cannot do
this; we will backdate to last year and thereby capture
them’, and that is why this clause is in the bill today. I
find this sort of stuff very difficult to stomach. It goes
on to say:
The proposed amendments to the Duties Act will materially
alter the legal analysis of the transaction with the result that
stamp duty may be payable by Grocon and its associated
entities.
Accordingly, the amending bill trespasses unduly upon the
rights of the parties to the transaction.

It goes on:
In determining the transaction and development structure, our
clients construed the legislation in an objective way. Our
clients determined that the transaction would not attract duty
and proceeded on that basis.
It is clear that the genesis of the amending bill —

the clause here —
is the transaction referred to …
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This is specific. It says:
This leaves our clients in a particularly vulnerable position.
The retrospective aspect of the bill takes away the freedom of
our clients to have chosen not to have done the transaction at
all.

They had a choice of not proceeding with this
transaction on the basis of the information in front of
them. On the basis of the information in front of them
they made a commercial decision, and now this
government is moving the goalposts. It is saying, ‘We
are going backwards’.
There was some real argy-bargy in the other place,
when the Treasurer got caught reading from legal
advice, was asked to table it, and then tabled a doctored
document instead. Honourable members can read the
transcript of his personal explanation made yesterday.
But this is the sort of shoddy behaviour that this
government is now engaged in.
Let me read to members the very few words that the
Treasurer was forced to put into Parliament. He said
that:
In the opinion of senior counsel any party which arranged
transactions on the assumption that the literal language of
section 74(1) would govern did so at its own risk.

What sort of a government will not allow people to read
an act and apply a literal transaction? What sort of
government would accept advice from a senior counsel
which says that if you read the act and apply a literal
reading, you do it at your own risk? What sort of
government behaves in this way? This is bizarre in the
extreme. Every single day members in here read the
acts and look at the words, work out what the words
say, and then proceed on that basis.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — What do we need to do
instead of that?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I have absolutely no
idea, Mr Baxter, what you are meant to do instead of
that. I cannot believe that the government would behave
in this way. Let me summarise: this transaction was
done to the letter of the law. It was brought to the
attention of the State Revenue Office by the parties to
the transaction. The clause in the bill is a deliberate
attempt by the government to capture a transaction that
was not otherwise captured. What else are you going to
do? What sort of behaviour is this?
I put on record that while we will not be opposing this
because it is a taxation bill, we are very uncomfortable
with a number of aspects of it, and we look forward to
having a crack at it in the committee stage. As I have
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outlined, for the reasons given in the Law Institute of
Victoria’s letter we will be opposing clause 11 in the
committee stage, and we will be seeking detailed
information from the Minister for Finance at that time.
Finally, I should finish by saying thank you very much
to whoever is providing me with the Labor Party
speaking notes. Don’t stop!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — This bill
has some welcome provisions, there is no doubt about
that, but as we have come to expect from this devious
government, wrapped up among those welcome
provisions are a number of nasties, some of which
Mr Forwood has dealt with in a very sound fashion in
the last few minutes. I intend to go through those
detrimental provisions as well.
Turning to the more positive ones, the first is the
abolition of the bank account debits tax. It is a bit rich
for the government to be claiming credit for this and for
the cheat sheet to be informing the backbenchers that
they can go out and sing from the rooftops that it is a
marvellous initiative of this government, when it is all
part of the GST agreement that was signed and sealed
some time ago.
I suppose the only credit that could be given to the
Victorian government in this respect is that at least it is
acting and abiding by that agreement and abolishing it
by 1 July as agreed, whereas some Labor governments
in other states are dragging the chain and perhaps
reneging altogether. Nevertheless it is a welcome
flow-on from the introduction of the GST. It was an
iniquitous tax, it fell inequitably, and I think it affected
lower income persons more than it perhaps affected
those who are better off in the community in that it
often incurred a debt for people who have a lot of small
transactions, who are perhaps, for whatever reason,
unable to arrange their affairs to minimise the number
of transactions, and they were the ones who paid a
disproportionate part of their income in this tax. It is
therefore very good to see it going.
I, and I am sure thousands of other people, rearranged
their affairs so that they used credit cards a lot more,
they amalgamated payments, they removed the cheque
facility from a particular bank account and they used
automatic teller machines, direct debits, direct credits
and so on, so that on their principal bank account they
incurred no bank account debits (BAD) tax at all,
because it did not have the cheque facility. Regrettably
some people do not seem skilled enough to organise
their affairs in that way and they are the ones who paid
the heavy penalty whilst this tax was in existence. It has
gone the way of the financial institutions duty (FID),
and that is very welcome. Whilst talking about these
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sorts of taxes, it is high time to look at conveyancing
duty.
Mr Forwood has alluded to the fact that the cheat sheet
says the government backbenchers can claim credit for
the fact that conveyancing duty scales have not been
altered since this government came to office. How true
that is! But why not be a bit more honest and tell the
people about the massive increase in collections it has
received from stamp duty receipts on property
transfers? It is phenomenal, and it is what is propping
up the budget. If there were a housing downturn this
government would find itself in dire straits indeed.
It is interesting to compare Victorian stamp duty
imposts with other states. I received an email from a
constituent in response to a town meeting The
Nationals conducted in Yackandandah on 6 June. This
person was expressing regret that they were not able to
attend our meeting but they wanted to draw The
Nationals’ attention to an anomaly, as they referred to
it, that applies if you live along the border. Of course it
applies everywhere, not just along the border. It says:
Victorian stamp duty on the purchase of a home for a price of
$300 000 is $13 660, whereas NSW stamp duty on a house
with the same price is only $8990.

Hon. D. K. Drum — Five thousand dollars cheaper!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Drum. That is a
massive difference. The email goes on to say:
The difference is significant and merely augments one’s
anger at the high rate of both Victorian and NSW stamp duty,
particularly for people such as us (both in our 70s) when
moving house is influenced heavily by our age and health.

I understand this couple’s concern. They have clearly
relocated because of their age and health to be near
adequate medical care and the like and they find
themselves, because they chose for those reasons to live
on the Victorian side of the border, hit by this impost
that is so much higher than that in New South Wales.
The email goes on:
We understood that the states would reduce or eliminate
stamp duties when the GST was introduced. Have we been
misled by our so-called representatives yet again?

They have asked a pretty good question, because it was
the indication that once we got the GST we would have
some of the more minor stamp duties eliminated and
the major ones like stamp duty would be moderated.
We have seen absolutely no moderation at all in
Victoria and — —
Mr Lenders interjected.
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I am not sure I caught that
interjection from the Leader of the Government, but I
think he was saying that the goalposts were shifted.
Mr Lenders — When food was taken out of the
GST.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is right, Mr Lenders.
There was some change in that because of the
Democrats’ actions in the Senate, which we all regret.
But that is not an excuse for doing nothing, nor is it an
excuse when it is taken into account that GST receipts
are in fact rolling along at a much higher level than was
anticipated when the agreement was made.
Of course stamp duty sometimes catches people
unawares, and they are usually the lower-income
people in our community. I have a case, for example, of
a single mother at Wandiligong who bought a home
and after she had arranged her finances for the house
received a stamp duty bill of thousands of dollars which
she was not expecting. You might say she should have
been better informed; perhaps she should have been.
She certainly should have been better advised. But it is
hardly her fault that having made those provisions she
then had placed on her a quite unexpected levy of a
very substantial amount. It is just another indication of
how stamp duties can impose a great deal of hardship
on some people in our community.
The bill extends the first home buyers grant. That is
encouraging and appreciated. It is a pity, though, that as
from the end of this year it will be reduced from $5000
to $3000 and will go out of existence in the year 2007,
because it has been of some assistance to first home
buyers in this very expensive housing market that we
have, particularly in metropolitan Melbourne, to enable
them to actually get their foot on the rung of owning an
asset. That is to be encouraged because once people
buy a home it makes them much more disciplined in
budgeting and it really sets them on a much more stable
path in their life’s finances. Anything that can
encourage young people to make the move into
property ownership is to be applauded.
The bill then goes on to the very vexed question of land
tax. Here again we have had the cheat sheet given to —
—
Mr Somyurek interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Somyurek, the
cheat sheet has wide circulation. It really is a disgrace,
you know, that government backbenchers are fed this
sort of information. I do not resist ministers providing
their troops with some debating points and speaking
notes — that is entirely appropriate — but I do object

1585

strongly when government backbenchers are given
material that is misleading and on some occasions
perhaps downright untrue. That can put them in an
invidious position if they use it in good faith and are
caught out on the public platform. Government
backbenchers ought to be given the facts and they ought
to be able then to make their decisions as to how they
use the material. If they misuse it and get caught out,
well it is on their heads. But when they are caught out
because they have been given misleading information
in the first place, I do have some sympathy for them.
We have seen the land tax situation develop to the point
where the government has been shamed into at least
making some sort of amendments to land tax in the bill.
I have here an article from my local paper, the Border
Mail, of 31 March, showing a picture of a businessman
in the main street of Wodonga. He had placed outside
his premises a blackboard saying, ‘Land tax
contribution centre. Any purchase will help!’. That was
the sort of reaction that the land tax issue was getting.
The metropolitan newspapers got onto it too, because
the same photograph appeared in the Herald Sun the
following day. That is part of the pressure — along
with that from hoteliers at Metung, out at Box Hill and
elsewhere — to at least do something about
ameliorating or moderating their land tax impost that
the government gave into.
Again we have the cheat sheet which misleads
government backbenchers by saying, ‘Yes, we
inherited the scales from the Kennett government and
we have not altered them’.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is true, they have
just left them there. Land values have gone up, bracket
creep has gone on. This government should
acknowledge that the Kennett government at least
adjusted the scales from time to time to take account of
rising property values. I welcome the exemptions that
have been brought in for land tax for caravan parks,
rooming houses, aged care facilities and so on. But
again I say it was done only because the government
was shamed into it. I can remember the Premier talking
about it in the first instance, sticking to the guns that
there was nothing wrong with it, and the Treasurer
absolutely resisting pressure from my electorate for an
exemption for caravan parks — —
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Drum, taxing the
rich — that is what their response was. Finally they
were shamed into doing something, and that is
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welcome. But as the table circulated by Mr Forwood
clearly shows, any moderation is very moderate and the
government’s take from land tax will continue to rise
exponentially over the next few years unless we see
some backing off by the government.
Further amendments in this bill go to the issue of
subsales. I want to give the government some credit,
because it has acted properly in respect to subsales. I
brought a case to the house when a similar bill was
before the chamber last year. I pointed out that a pair of
builders in my electorate had gone to an auction,
purchased a property on the Saturday, put it in their
own names, got further advice from their financial
advisors and solicitors on the Monday and then put the
property into the name of their company. The State
Revenue Office deemed that to be two sales and double
duty was charged.
I had taken it up with the Treasurer and the letter had
gone off to the State Revenue Office, and I got back an
answer which in effect said, ‘No, this is two sales. Go
jump in the lake. We are not going to do anything about
this’, and that is the end of the penny section. I thought
that was a grave injustice and I raised it in this house.
Mr Forwood, to his credit, said that on the surface it
appeared that my constituents had a case, and
Mr Pullen, very much to his credit, said that on the facts
as I had outlined them there appeared to be a need to
have another look at this. I took it up with the Treasurer
again. I am very pleased to say that the Treasurer did
take action and he did instruct the State Revenue Office
to remit the second lot of duty. My constituents
received back some $23 000 in duty. I very much
appreciate and I am sure that they very much appreciate
that fact.
My disappointment is that it took so much to get it back
and that the State Revenue Office itself was unable to
make that decision. What I am pleased about is that the
amendments in this bill today will go down presumably
as the Ultimate Living amendments, because that was
the name of the company in question. That has
triggered this change, and I commend the government
for making the change. I think what was done last year
was clearly unjust. The government has acknowledged
that, and I give it credit for that.
There are, of course, in the bill a number of
miscellaneous amendments. There is the exemption of
school councils from payroll tax. It was never intended
that school councils would pay payroll tax. It was
always assumed they would be under the exemption
level in any event, but school budgets have got larger.
Some of them are crossing that threshold and they are
now being exempted. The secrecy provisions are being
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moderated to a degree to enable the Country Fire
Authority and the Metropolitan Fire Brigade to acquire
certain information from the State Revenue Office,
which will enable them to ascertain whether
corporations who insure offshore are making their
correct contribution to the firefighting services in
Victoria. That seems a reasonable provision, because
we would not want persons to get around making their
fair and equitable contribution simply because they
choose to insure their buildings offshore.
There is an amendment to deal with the matter of
Dr Tisdall and the State Revenue Office. As I have had
explained to me in the briefing, it seems fair enough. I
am not entirely certain that Dr Tisdall was not harshly
done by in that he actually came forward, but it does
seem that perhaps he did not come forward until after it
was clear that there was going to be some sort of
investigation. There are some amendments there which
will make that a much clearer process in the future. I
have some reservations about them, but I am not going
to oppose them. I share Mr Forwood’s concern about
the clause 13 retrospective amendments in terms of the
Grollo case, and no doubt that will be teased out in
committee.
I am very much opposed to the provisions that are
contained in clause 11 of the bill. These are the sneaky
provisions in this bill because these are the ones that
actually abolish existing exemptions. Here we have a
bill introduced into the house dressed up so it appears it
is reducing taxes, and yes, it is in terms of bank account
debit tax. It is to a degree in terms of land tax. It is
extending the first home buyers grant, but what it is
also doing via the back door with scarcely a mention in
the second-reading speech is abolishing three existing
and longstanding exemptions. I believe if the
government wanted to do that, it should have done it by
separate legislation and it should have done it with a lot
more consultation and publicity.
I certainly think the abolition of the reductions in
capital exemption, as contained in section 49 of the
Duties Act, is grossly unfair and has not been justified.
There is a similar situation in section 50 with the
adjustments to dutiable value on transfer on the
company winding up. These are obviously usually
going to apply to small companies, companies that are
usually owned by a family. To give an example, a small
business in a country town that has traded as a family
company, because that is the advice the family was
given back in the 1950s and 1960s by the legal advisers
at the time, owns the local hardware shop in the main
street. The couple are the only two shareholders in the
company, and because of advancing age or changed
taxation laws or whatever they want to wind the
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company up and transfer the land into their individual
names. Under this provision in this bill they will now
pay stamp duty on that transfer, yet the beneficial
ownership of the parcel of land will not change — they
owned the company, the company owned the land and
when the company goes out of existence the two
shareholders own the land. They owned it before,
except that they owned it through the company. It
seems to me that that is just a grab for revenue, and I
see absolutely no justification for it at all.
When I read in the bill the provision for the repeal of
section 50 of the Duties Act, which goes to the matter
of the winding up of a company, I was particularly
concerned that that would affect farming families and
perhaps get around the exemption in section 56 where
transfers of farmland are free of duty. That was a
provision introduced by the Kennett government when
the then member for Wimmera in another place and
Minister for Agriculture, Mr McGrath, was in the
Parliament. He was very keen on the introduction of
that provision, and to its credit the Kennett government
introduced it. It has been very useful in terms of farm
succession and enabling older farmers to exit their
properties and hand over management and ownership
of them to the next generation. It would have been a
pity if the abolition of section 50 somehow or other
interfered with that very worthy initiative. However,
having taken advice, I am now convinced that
section 56(2) actually covers that situation and we will
not see duty being applied to farm transfers where there
is a company wind-up. Section 56(2) says:
The transferor must be—
(a) a natural person; or
(b) a trustee for a natural person; or
(c) a company all the shares in which are owned by natural
persons who are relatives of each other.

I think the principle is going to be preserved, so I can
put aside my original concern. However, I still believe
it is unwise and unfair that section 50 is being repealed
by this bill.
Similarly, clause 11 repeals section 55 of the Duties
Act, which deals with the foreclosure of mortgages.
Currently section 55 says:
No duty is chargeable under this Chapter in respect of the
vesting of dutiable property referred to in section 10(1)(a) —

that is, freehold land —
by a decree or order of a court or the Registrar of Titles
because of the foreclosure of a mortgage.
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It seems to me that people who are in a situation where
a mortgage is being foreclosed are in diabolical trouble
in any event. I think it is pretty unfair to be imposing a
further stress, worry and financial burden on them. The
reality will be that if they are foreclosed upon, the
property is transferred to the mortgagor and duty is
therefore paid, the mortgagor will sell the property to a
third party and duty will be paid again, so the
government is getting a windfall gain from a transfer
that would not have occurred if the mortgage had not
been foreclosed. Of course the person who is
foreclosing is obviously going to seek recompense for
that duty that will have to be paid. Currently that is not
paid, so the poor old person who has actually had the
mortgage foreclosed upon them is even further
penalised for that circumstance.
This situation could apply to a young couple who has
borrowed money and bought a home, perhaps in a
country town. One of them loses their job for whatever
reason and cannot keep up the payments, the mortgage
is foreclosed and the lender takes back the property.
The lender obviously is going to want to recover the
cost of the duty that the lender is going to have to pay to
the State Revenue Office. I see that as actually grinding
people who are already down further into the ground. I
find it difficult that this government, which claims to
have some compassion and to represent the low-income
people who perhaps are struggling in our community,
would impose an even greater penalty on those persons
who are already in a diabolical financial situation. I will
certainly be opposing that provision in the committee
stage. I want to come to the matter of the Better Roads
fund which I have considerable concern about.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — You know a bit about that
bill, don’t you?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, I know a bit about
that, Mr Bishop, because I happen to be the person who
introduced the Better Roads fund. Section 13 of the
Business Franchise (Petroleum Products) Act says:
(1) There shall be established in the Public Account as part
of the Trust Fund an account to be known as the ‘Better
Roads Victoria Trust Account’.

It then sets out the funds that are to go into this account.
Of course its genesis was in the situation when an extra
3 cents per litre was imposed upon petrol and diesel in
about 1993. It was to be paid into this trust account and
a third of it was to be spent in country Victoria.
Section 13 further says:
(3) Amounts standing to the credit of the Better Roads
Victoria Trust Account shall be expended, as the
Treasurer determines, for the construction and
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maintenance of roads within the meaning of the Road
Management Act 2004 in Victoria.

As we all know, state business franchise fees on
petroleum products were deemed to be unconstitutional
and the former government acted before that decision
was taken to ensure that the Better Roads Victoria trust
account continued, but it was funded by direct
subventions from the consolidated fund that bore a
resemblance to the amount that had been previously
collected by the licensing fees imposed on petroleum
products before that was deemed to be unconstitutional.
So the fund has rolled on in the intervening years and it
has been a very good initiative in terms of assisting in
road upgrades and road construction, particularly in
country Victoria. But bearing in mind that two-thirds of
it was going into the metropolitan area, clearly it fixed a
lot of suburban roads as well.
Now we have seen — and I think Mr Forwood has read
the particular section of the second-reading speech —
that the government has said that it is going to
hypothecate all fines into this fund. The speech states:
The proposed amendment to the Business Franchise
(Petroleum Products) Act 1979 will implement the 2005-06
budget measure to establish a transparent link between
revenue from traffic cameras and speeding fines and the
government’s expenditure on roads, road safety and road
maintenance programs.
From 1 July 2005 revenue from speed cameras, red light
cameras and other speeding fines will be directed to
improving and maintaining Victoria’s road system through
the Better Roads Victoria trust account.

So far, so good! The second-reading speech continues:
The Business Franchise (Petroleum Products) Act established
the Better Roads Victoria trust account. Section 13(3) of the
act currently enables the trust to be expended for the
construction and maintenance of roads. The bill amends the
act to allow the trust to be spent on a wider range of road
improvement initiatives, including road safety programs.

As far as that went, it sounded all right. However, at the
briefing I inquired as to whether this amendment would
enable the account to be spent on public transport. The
persons briefing me referred the question to the
ministerial adviser, who was present, who said she
would seek advice and get back to me.
Hon. D. K. Drum — Has she?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I will give Mr Drum the
story. A week went by and I heard nothing. So on
Friday of last week I had my electorate officer
telephone the Treasurer’s office to ask where this
information was, bearing in mind I was endeavouring
to prepare a bill report for my party meeting on the
following Tuesday morning, given that Monday was a
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public holiday. I heard the conversation because I was
in my office.
My electorate officer had a good deal of difficulty
explaining to whoever it was at the Treasurer’s office
who I was and why I wanted this. She was told she was
unable to speak to the ministerial advisor in question
and that we would have to put the request in writing.
That was done forthwith by email. Again nothing
happened. As we know, the debate occurred in the
Legislative Assembly earlier this week. About
6.00 p.m. yesterday I got a knock at my door. It was the
ministerial advisor in question, who inquired of me
whether Treasury had provided me with the
information, to which I said no. She said, ‘I have a
document here for you’, which she then provided.
Hon. D. K. Drum — It was not the one he shuffled
under the papers the other day, was it?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — No, I do not think it was
that one. I accepted this document and expressed my
concern that it had not come to hand before the debate
in the other place. Anyway, I now have the document,
but it gives me no joy, because I had inquired as to
whether these amendments would mean that the trust
fund could be spent on public transport, and this is what
I got: an undated, unsigned single sheet of paper with
no letterhead — —
Hon. D. K. Drum — Out of the Auditor-General’s
office?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I don’t think the
Auditor-General would take any credit for this one,
Mr Drum. The document says:
Traffic and transport integration is about:
safer, more efficient, traffic flow — for example,
freeway performance monitoring systems and
emergency vehicle priority systems

Possibly that has something to do with roads and road
safety, so it might be acceptable. It then says:
Road-based public transport …

In other words, the answer to my question of whether
this means the fund can be spent on public transport is a
resounding yes. The document continues:
… for example, assisting road authorities to adopt best
practice techniques for improving travel times, reliability
and road safety for public transport vehicles. Projects to
improve the attractiveness of public transport …

Hon. D. K. Drum — Paint the buses!
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I think it means paint the
trams, Mr Drum, because it talks about priority tram
routes. So there we are: we are going to spend it on
public transport! The people who are being fined for
speeding will be very interested to know that despite
the fact the government said with great fanfare that it
would spend fine revenue on road safety initiatives, it
will in fact paint the trams.
The document goes on to talk about road freight
efficiency, intersection upgrades to facilitate truck
movements, designated truck routes and truck rest
areas. I do not have too much objection to that, but I
would have thought spending the funds on intersection
upgrades in fact fits with existing section 13(3) for the
construction and maintenance of roads. Again I ask:
why this change? Why is this given as an example
when I would have thought that example was already
covered in the existing business franchise act?
The document then talks about travel and traffic
information systems and says there will be a traffic
management centre and intelligent transport systems
with uninterrupted power supplies at traffic lights. I do
not know that any of those things are particularly
objectionable, but again it certainly means there is
enough scope in this amendment to drive a horse and
dray through what you can use this trust fund for. I say
that that is totally unwarranted. Presumably it means,
for example, spending money on car parks at railway
stations. Most of the things listed on this sheet are in the
metropolitan area, so one wonders what dividend the
country will get out of the speeding fines that are
acquired from country areas of the state.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Maybe all sorts of things,
Mr Drum. I think the house can see that The Nationals
are very suspicious about this amendment — and our
suspicion is not allayed by this document, which I
received last night. In fact, it is deepened. Therefore at
the committee stage I will be moving an amendment to
delete the reference to transport integration programs,
because we think that is simply a device to enable the
government to use this fund for all sorts of things for
which it was not intended in the first place and on
which the people who incur and pay fines do not think
it should be spent — if they are to believe the
government’s rhetoric that their contribution,
involuntary though it is, is to be spent on roads. I
indicate that that will be my proposal during the
committee stage, and I will be inviting the committee to
support me in that matter.
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Finally, I indicate that The Nationals are not opposed to
parts of the bill. We support a couple of them, even
though in reality they result from federal government
initiatives. But we are very much opposed to clause 11
and will be moving an amendment to clause 3.
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — Initially I
will just say that Mr Forwood and Mr Baxter almost
stole my thunder.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Because we got the cheat
sheet we knew what you were going to say.
Mr SOMYUREK — But because I am such an
independent thinker they did not quite steal my thunder.
I rise to make a contribution to the debate in support of
the State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill.
The bill amends a number of mostly taxation acts and
legislates a number of measures from the budget,
including land tax reforms, abolition of the debits tax,
extending the first home bonus and establishing a
transparent link on speed camera fines and expenditure
on roads.
There are a lot more amendments, but I am not as brave
as the member for Box Hill in the other place,
Mr Clark. Reading Hansard I noticed that Mr Clark
listed all the various amendments, and it took up about
a quarter of the page. So in the interests of preserving
paper, I will not list all the amendments. I will make a
few comments on the four amendments I have just
mentioned, but I will do that a bit later on in my
contribution.
It is instructive at this stage to make a few points and
observations about taxation in this state and in this
country. Both the commonwealth and state
governments understand that taxation is a key policy
instrument at their disposal. I agree that that is the case
more for the commonwealth than for the states. So both
those jurisdictions understand they need to be
disciplined in the taxation regimes they put in place.
One of the biggest problems facing the nation and the
state at the moment is future productivity, mainly due to
our ageing population. Economic growth takes place in
two parts, one part through new people coming into the
work force and the other part through increases in
productivity. In the not-too-distant future we will have a
real problem in the first part — that is, of working-age
people coming into the work force. Some figures from
Access Economics suggest that in 20 years time our
productivity or economic growth might be halved as a
result of a reduction in the number of people entering
the work force — that is, not enough people will be
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entering the work force and that will reduce our
economic production.
One of the ways of offsetting the effects of a reduced
working-age population is to increase participation rates
in the work force. While the majority of policy
instruments affecting work force participation, such as
pensions and superannuation, are within the purview of
the commonwealth, one of the biggest policy
instruments the commonwealth government has at its
disposal is income tax or taxation measures. I admit the
state government can also influence work force
participation by doing things like improving education
outcomes. The state government is a big employer so it
can make it more conducive for people to work and
encourage favourable regulatory environments.
According to budget paper 2 at page 97 work force
participation is likely to fall from 65 per cent to 54 per
cent over the next four decades unless pre-emptive
measures are taken. The federal government has
recently handed out $22 billion of what I consider are
misdirected personal tax cuts and $4.5 billion of ad hoc
tax breaks to business, non-residents and high-income
superannuants. Unfortunately this means the Howard
government, fresh from the election, has missed a great
opportunity to really overhaul the tax system and
improve the whole structure of the system, including
achieving an increase in participation, competitiveness
and productivity. In that respect the federal budget has
compromised the potential of the Australian economy
to some degree.
I quote just an example of the ad hoc nature of these tax
cuts. The federal budget offered significant tax breaks
for the business community, especially larger
businesses and executives. I ask whether the following
tax cuts are commensurate with a prudent strategy to
boost productivity and competitiveness, or are they just
ad hoc tax cuts? The first one is the extension of the
12-month prepayment rule for managed investment
schemes. Another is the generous treatment of business
black hole expenditure. The third is an extension of the
producer rebate to New Zealand’s wine producers. It is
interesting that the commonwealth budget papers do
not even try to substantiate how these measures will
enhance the efficiency of our taxation system.
The Victorian government, in budget paper 2 at
page 13, at least has some direct references to
competitiveness. It says:
The competitiveness of Victoria’s tax regime plays an
important role in underpinning economic growth and
investment. Consistent with the government’s strategic
priority of promoting growth across the whole of the state, the
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government aims to ensure that Victoria’s taxes remain
competitive with the Australian average.

In its first term the Victorian government transformed
Victoria’s state taxation regime after conducting the
most comprehensive review of Victorian taxes in over a
decade. In its second term the government announced a
series of cuts to state taxation. These reforms are, as I
said, targeted to create a more competitive business
environment for driving new investment and job
opportunities for Victoria — a clear example of
efficiently using taxation as a policy instrument.
Another issue I was not going to touch on but members
taking part in the debate have touched on is the GST
revenue. I concede that revenue has gone up since the
advent of the GST, and from memory I think Victoria
gets about $14 billion.
Hon. D. K. Drum — You are swimming in it.
Mr SOMYUREK — Is $14 billion of GST revenue
correct? That is a fair proportion. But unfortunately
Victorian taxpayers contribute about 84 per cent of the
GST pool. That needs to be rectified in the future and I
think the federal Treasurer, Mr Costello, has made
some encouraging comments about balancing that.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — I do not think that is the issue,
Mr Drum.
Hon. D. K. Drum — It is up to the feds.
Mr SOMYUREK — That is a different issue. What
I am saying is that we are contributing about 84 per
cent to the GST pool.
Hon. Bill Forwood — But we get 84 per cent of
what we — —
Mr SOMYUREK — We get back 84 per cent.
Hon. D. K. Drum — It is a state-based, state-agreed
distribution plan.
Mr SOMYUREK — I think the federal
government is having a serious look at that.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — Yes. I return to the bill. The
Land Tax Act 1958 is amended to implement the land
tax reform package announced in the budget. This
includes: reducing the middle land tax rates that apply
to property holdings valued between $750 000 and
$2.7 million — this will deliver savings of up to 44 per
cent; bringing forward by one year the reduction in the
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top marginal tax rate announced in the 2004–05
budget — that is expected to benefit over 2300 land tax
payers; increasing the tax-free threshold by $25 000 to
$200 000, thereby eliminating land tax bills for around
21 000 Victorians; providing a general land tax rebate
for the 2005 land tax year — that is estimated to cost
$59 million; and capping the increase in land tax
liabilities for the 2006 land tax year.
I am running out of time so I will not complete my
analysis of the amendments that I said I would. In
concluding I reiterate that taxation is a very effective
policy instrument and governments do not have the
luxury of untargeted tax cuts. I commend the bill to the
house.
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I am pleased to
support the State Taxation Acts (General Amendment)
Bill 2005. I start with that old saying: There are two
things in life that are forever — that is, death and taxes.
Neither is pleasant, obviously. Having said that,
unfortunately both are necessary. Taxes are needed for
the essential services required and rightfully demanded
by the community. That is where the difference is
between this government and the opposition.
Oppositions, regardless of who is in government, by
nature appear to be whingers. They have to whinge
about the government of the day; that is their job. But
there are indicators to determine if a government is
doing a good job, and one of them is elections.
I am somebody who does not like gloating, so I do not
want to appear to be gloating when I say that the people
out there who decide who is to govern this state have
made a very firm decision on who should be in
government. It was indicated at the last election that
that was the Bracks Labor government. I am sure that
the opposition will not undermine that unanimous
decision because if they did it would be insulting to the
Victorian community. The other indicator is that people
are coming back in droves to live in Victoria. Our
population has, for the first time ever, passed 5 million.
That is yet another endorsement of this government’s
policies.
People would remember what the Kennett government
did as soon as it came to power. It introduced the
$100 poll tax. People may recall that when the same tax
was introduced in Great Britain by the Thatcher
government there was civil unrest which reached
boiling point and they had to reverse that decision very
quickly. Obviously there was a lot of anger here in
Victoria when the Kennett government introduced that
$100 poll tax. It indicated to the wider community how
the new government would conduct itself in taxation
policy. It was a very unfair tax on the disadvantaged.
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But whenever there is a tightening of their fiscal policy
that is what conservative governments do — they target
the most disadvantaged communities first. Within a few
years of the Kennett government’s coming to power we
saw people escaping to other states and territories to
live, and we are very grateful that they are coming back
to Victoria.
The other thing I comment on is the privatisation frenzy
that went on in that era. You do not need to be Einstein
to figure out that when you sell a public asset that
brings money into the state’s coffers you cease to gain
revenue from it. Sure, you receive a lump sum for the
sale but, as people know, that is very quickly spent and
you are back to square one. So where does one derive
money form in order to fix our roads and run our
schools and hospitals and so on? The money has to
come from somewhere. That is where the problem was
for the Kennett government: it increased taxes and
created new ones in order to get the money. That is
what happens when you sell public assets that bring in
money to the state.
One of the controversial sales was the former Gas and
Fuel Corporation. At that stage the Gas and Fuel
Corporation was bringing into the state coffers
$350 million to $400 million a year, and that public
utility was then sold off. I cannot understand why that
is done when a public utility brings in so much money.
The same issue is being considered with Telstra in the
federal arena. Telstra brings in somewhere between
$2 billion and $3 billion to the federal government. I
cannot understand why a government would want to
sell an asset that is bringing in so much money.
Mr Scheffer — Ideology.
Hon. J. H. EREN — That is exactly right,
Mr Scheffer, it is pure ideology — it is privatisation
frenzy. You could understand that if a public asset was
losing money, and losing it at a very rapid rate, which
meant that obviously services would be cut in order to
maintain that public utility, you would consider looking
at ways of fixing that problem. The Gas and Fuel
Corporation was bringing in $350 million to
$400 million in state revenue. Telstra is bringing in
$2 billion to $3 billion of revenue, so why would one
want to sell that asset I do not know.
Ms Romanes — Give it away to your mates.
Hon. J. H. EREN — That is probably right,
Ms Romanes. What have we done with tax revenue?
We have an extra 5766 nurses in the hospital system, an
extra 1150 police, 60 new police stations, and an extra
5000 teachers and other staff in Victorian schools. I
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point out that somehow the opposition says that you
have to cut this tax and that tax.
Ms Romanes — But they do not want to cut
services though.
Hon. J. H. EREN — No, they do not want a cut in
services. The government does not keep this money; it
goes back into the community. Geelong has been happy
with what it has been given so far. Mr Forwood said we
have been hiding our increases in taxes through gaming
revenues, and that we were being sneaky somehow in
increasing some taxes.
Hon. Bill Forwood — There are two taxes in this
that I mentioned.
Hon. J. H. EREN — That may be, Mr Forwood.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I rest my case.
Hon. J. H. EREN — You do not have to rest your
case. That is Mr Forwood’s argument. I point out to
Mr Forwood the bottom line.
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some of the cuts and some of the taxes that have been
abolished. Through the Chair, payroll tax — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order!
Hon. J. H. EREN — There has been a reduction in
the rate from 5.75 per cent to 5.25 per cent, which is a
9 per cent reduction. The payroll tax threshold has been
raised from $515 000 to $550 000. Victoria — and we
are very proud to say this — now has the second-lowest
payroll tax rate in Australia. In New South Wales the
tax rate is 6 per cent and the threshold is $600 000.
Land tax is another one. This government is very proud
of having that motto of listening and acting — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. J. H. EREN — We do, Mr Forwood. You can
laugh about that but we do listen.
Debate interrupted.

Hon. Bill Forwood — Your means justifies the end.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR

Hon. J. H. EREN — The bottom line is that there is
$100 million left in the kitty, and that is what good
financially responsible governments do. They have a
certain amount in a budget which gives us — which has
been the case in the past five years or six years, as
Mr Brideson interjected during an earlier
contribution — a AAA rating that will stay.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! I wish to draw the attention of the house to a
visitor. The Honourable John Delzoppo, a former
Speaker of the Assembly, is in the gallery.

This government has proven yet again that it is
financially responsible. The $100 million that is left in
the kitty after allocating the budget has been given back
to the community, and that is what good governments
do. Gone are the bad old days of the Kennett era when
it was hoarding the money it received through taxes in
the bank — millions and millions of dollars in the bank.
That is not what governments are supposed to do. It is
not a personal bank account, it is there to service the
community. I know this will yet again annoy
Mr Forwood, but I shall highlight some of those
important reductions and taxes that this government has
abolished.

Hon. J. H. EREN — A lot of issues that came up
about land tax we obviously saw as a concern. The
community made it loud and clear to us that that tax
was considered somehow unfair and we listened to that
and therefore we acted. We acted on the concerns of the
community, Mr Forwood, as we do — as good
governments do. Therefore we increased the threshold
from $85 000 to $200 000 for 2005–06. We lifted the
middle tax brackets and reduced the middle rates. We
reduced the top rate of land tax from 5 per cent to
3.5 per cent for 2005–06, with a reduction to 3 per cent
to be phased in by 2007–08.

I turn to payroll tax. Obviously the business community
is very happy about some of the policies the Bracks
Labor government has introduced.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You have not abolished
payroll tax.
Hon. J. H. EREN — I did not say that we have
abolished it. I said that I will highlight to the house

STATETAXATIONACTSSec
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Debate resumed.

The stamp duty on mortgages was abolished from
1 July, 2004, which provides a massive $230 million
tax saving each year. For a $330 000 home purchase
that represents savings of more than $1150. Removing
this duty also benefits small businesses taking out
mortgages to expand their businesses The abolition as
of 1 July of the bank account debits tax is part of the
intergovernmental agreement with the commonwealth
and is worth around $280 million each year. The duty
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on non-residential leases, financial institutions, and
quoted and unquoted marketable securities has also
been abolished.
Then there is the reduction in WorkCover premiums,
showing once again that we are listening to business
communities. In addition to cuts announced in April
2004, the Bracks government’s 2005–06 budget
delivered a further 10 per cent cut to WorkCover
premiums. Those two cuts will save employers
$350 million per year — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Yes, that is what it says here.
Hon. J. H. EREN — But Mr Forwood, you say that
you are not happy with those cuts — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Mr Eren, through the Chair!
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Mr Forwood knows interjecting is disruptive.
Hon. J. H. EREN — The community has obviously
benefited enormously from the initiatives of the Bracks
government. The other one was the abolition of
mortgages duty from the 1 July. This is obviously a
policy that in terms of making small business — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Are you going to get to the
home buyers page?
Hon. J. H. EREN — After the introduction of the
GST, Mr Forwood, how could you say that the
conservative federal government and the conservative
opposition here are friends of small business? The
federal government introduced the biggest nemesis for
small business — that is, the GST.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Are you complaining about
the GST now?
Hon. J. H. EREN — I am complaining about what I
am hearing from my constituents, the business owners
and small business owners in my electorate. They are
devastated by the GST. They are still trying to recover
from those changes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
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Committee
Clause 1 and 2 agreed to.
Clause 3
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I move:
Clause 3, lines 6 and 7, omit “, road safety initiatives and
traffic and transport integration programs,” and insert “and
road safety initiatives”.

That sounds complicated but it is really quite simple.
What I am doing is removing from the bill the reference
to ‘transport integration programs’ for the reasons that I
enumerated in my second-reading contribution. I and
my colleagues in The Nationals believe that gives the
opportunity for the government to spend the Better
Roads Victoria Trust Fund on a whole range of matters
dealing with non-road projects, such as public transport
and the like.
Our fears were confirmed by the document that was
handed to me yesterday by a member of the office of
the Treasurer. It clearly indicated there is scope for
doing so. For the record I read most of that document
earlier this morning during the second-reading debate
and I will not repeat it. I refer to page 67 of the most
recent yearly report, entitled VicRoads Annual Report:
2003-04:
The Victorian government’s Better Roads Victoria Trust
Fund was established under the Business Franchise
(Protection Products) Act 1979. The act specifies that a state
levy on petrol and diesel fuel sales was to be utilised to fund
construction and maintenance of roads. Following the
abolition of this levy in August 1997, the Victorian
government has continued to make equivalent payments to
the trust fund, together with $17 per motor vehicle registration
applicable from 1 July 2003.

That specifies how the fund is accumulated. It might be
interesting if the minister could inform the house
whether there is still going to be a subvention from
Treasury to the fund in the same way there has been in
the past now that traffic and speeding fines are also to
be allocated to it, and explain what the mechanism is
going to be. If that is so, that would seem to me to lead
to quite an increase in the fund. Yet the indications are
there is going to be no net increase in the availability of
road funds as a result of the government’s decision to
hypothecate speeding and camera fines to this particular
fund.
It might be worth noting that last year the Better Roads
Victoria fund contributed substantially to the Eastern
Freeway extension from Springvale Road to Ringwood;
the Cooper Street, Epping, duplication; the Hallam
bypass; the Pakenham bypass; Geelong Road widening;
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Greensborough Highway bridge works; Moorooduc
Highway road widening; Thompsons Road widening;
and in the country to the Calder Highway, Kyneton to
Ravenswood; Geelong bypass planning; Henty
Highway improvements; Maroondah Highway curve
widening; 26 bridges on the arterial road network; and
34 projects to assist municipalities upgrade local roads
where they were affected by activities of state or
regional significance. There were 112 rural arterial road
reconstruction projects valued at $13.3 million.
We can see the value of this fund and what a loss it
would be to road infrastructure and motorists if funds
were siphoned off, as I believe this amendment would
allow them to be, into activities other than those
directly related to roads. That is the reason I am moving
this amendment, and I invite the committee to accept it.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I take it
that subvention — it is a term I have not heard
before — means an allocation of funds. I will take that
as a given from Mr Baxter’s question. The fundamental
issue with Mr Baxter’s amendment is the questions it
raises and its intent. The government does not support
it. As Mr Baxter said when referring to the VicRoads
report, the Better Roads Victoria fund has done a lot of
very worthy projects. He outlined the history of the
fund, and I will not go back over any of that.
The material issue is that one-third of that fund has
been going to country roads. There is certainly no
intention to change any of that. His question is about
what happens to the traffic and speeding fines
component, because as the fund has expanded the
revenue is not just from the equivalent of 3 cents a litre
that was there until the licensing arrangements
changed — and has now been indexed — and the
registration component he raised. His concern is in
some way or other that by adding that component there
would be a diminution of the money that would have
otherwise gone to country roads. I can assure him there
will be no diminution of the money that goes to country
roads. That is a given. The second question he asks is:
will one-third of that bigger fund go to country roads?
By his amendment he seeks to tighten and make sure of
that.
Firstly, there will be no diminution of money to country
roads — I can categorically say that. How that will
apply in the larger pool and the delineation of one-third
is in the end a judgment made by the Minister for
Transport in the other place, assuming obviously that
all this is carried, on the recommendations put to him
by VicRoads in any given year. But what is
unequivocal is there will be no diminution to country
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roads and the Better Roads Victoria fund. The design of
that is to go one-third, one-third, one-third.
The road safety and traffic and transport integration
program is just about road safety initiatives. Mr Baxter
outlined in his speech during the second-reading debate
some of the issues he has. Obviously from his
perspective he would like a greater degree of clarity on
some of these issues than perhaps he has seen to date.
Some of this is about how we interpret words in a range
of things. Under the Road Management Act and other
pieces of legislation, which set out how the Minister for
Transport and VicRoads operate, the definitions of
some of these things are fairly clear. During the
second-reading debate there was a partly facetious
discussion about whether this could be used to paint
trams, for example. I certainly advise that it could not
be used to paint trams. There are a lot of things, and for
each there are definitional issues. The fundamental
thing is that Mr Baxter’s concern that this bill in its
current form will diminish the funding that goes to
country roads is unfounded. For those and other reasons
I announce that the government will not be supporting
the amendment.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I am
happy to announce that the Liberal Party will be
supporting the amendment. I have a number of
questions about clause 3. I guess I would like to start
with a very simple one: what does the government
mean when it talks about transport integration
programs? Perhaps if we could have some indication of
how the government thinks these additional funds will
be spent on transport integration programs, we might
have some better understanding.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I think the
simplest way is to refer to that outlined on page 32 of
the VicRoads report. That is how we define it. I can
read it into the record, if Mr Forwood wants me to do
that. That is probably the most succinct summary in
response to his question.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — How
will the minister decide on the proportion of funds to be
spent on road safety initiatives and traffic and transport
integration programs?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) —
Mr Forwood has asked how the minister will decide. I
can give a short answer or a long answer. The short
answer is that it will be at his discretion and consistent
with the guidelines he gets from cabinet or from what
he reads from the act. The longer answer is that those
considerations will depend on what the needs are year
on year. Presumably if traffic integration is a bigger
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issue than new construction in one year, he will focus
his mind and his discretion on that based on the advice
he receives from VicRoads and a range of other things.
It is a discretionary issue, but the guidance for him will
come from the objects of the act and all the other parts
that come with government, particularly cabinet
decisions.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I ask
the minister to advise the committee what are the
sources of funds for the Better Roads Victoria Trust
Fund at the moment, and what will be the sources of
funds after the bill passes?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — The
sources of funds at the moment are, firstly, what was
the 3 cents a litre fuel levy — when that went to the
commonwealth the amount got indexed into the future;
secondly, a portion of the registration uplift which was
in the budget last year or the year before; and thirdly,
the traffic fines that would come in as a consequence of
this bill becoming law.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — By
what mechanism will the traffic fines come in?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — Again, I
will seek further advice on that. But, simply, that
particular amount would go into the Better Roads
Victoria Fund from the appropriation, just as the
notional amount for the other two has been
appropriated. So the money would be hypothecated
across. I will seek further advice on that, if Mr Forwood
wishes me to.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Yes.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — As I
advised Mr Forwood and the committee, at the moment
the fines go into the consolidated fund under its own
legislation, and they will be appropriated through the
budget, as I said, into the Better Roads Victoria Fund.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Let me
get this clear. At the moment fines get paid into the
consolidated fund. In future they will continue to be
paid into the consolidated fund. And then at some time
an amount equal to the amount raised will be
transferred to the Better Roads Victoria Trust Fund; is
that right? Hansard cannot record the minister nodding
his head.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — Hansard
can now that you have described it!
The CHAIR — Order! A further question,
Mr Forwood?

1595

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Certainly. So we can take it from this that all revenue
from speeding and red-light camera fines will be
hypothecated across.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — Yes.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — On
behalf of the government will the minister give a
commitment that there will be no diminution in the
3 cents a litre substitute mechanism that is already in
place?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I certainly
can, and what I am saying should not be misconstrued
in any way. It is obviously the option of every
government in every budget to change that, whether it
is a Bracks government, a Doyle government or
whatever. But we are legislating for this to come in now
so that this formula is in place and it is clear and
transparent that the money Victorian taxpayers pay,
either through the adjusted historical 3 cents a litre levy,
through the policy decision of the lift-up from the
motor registration, or now from the policy decision on
traffic fines. So by legislative formula we say that
money is hypothecated to Better Roads Victoria for the
purposes of that fund.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — This is
my final question on this clause. So we can take it that
the current proportion that goes to country Victoria will
continue to go there, but not necessarily one-third of the
traffic fines that are raised?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — This bill
is a new area. As I said to Mr Baxter in relation to his
comments, I can unequivocally say that there will be no
diminution of funds to roads in country Victoria.
Obviously the original funding formula is in place
under the Better Roads program. In the end these are
calls that the Minister for Transport will need to make
subject to his discretion under the acts, cabinet
decisions and a range of other areas. But clearly the
intention of this is that it be one-third to country
Victoria. Now how that rolls and smooths in a given
year — whether one year it is 35 per cent and the next it
is 31 per cent, or whatever — will be the detail of the
issue that the Minister for Transport will need to
address in a given year, but clearly in the
second-reading speech and when the original Better
Roads program was set, that was the formula that was
in place, and I do not see why that would change.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I have
listened to the interchange between the minister and
Mr Forwood and I appreciate his advice and the
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information that was elicited. However, I will still
proceed with my amendment because I have not been at
all convinced by that exchange that there is not scope
being provided in this amendment for the Better Roads
fund to be appropriated to all sorts of extraneous issues.
Of course it will be spent on some issues that clearly fit
within the existing definition in the act anyway, and
clearly road safety initiatives, which are being added
and which I have no objection to, will be worthwhile
items of expenditure. But this rather airy-fairy
definition of road integration programs — and since the
minister mentioned page 32 of the VicRoads report I
have had a look at it — does not give me any comfort
that we have this sufficiently quarantined to achieve the
purposes set when the fund was originally established,
particularly in the interests of country people. I
acknowledge the minister’s undertaking that country
roads will still receive one-third of the base of the fund,
but how much more it might get now seems to be
highly problematic, bearing in mind that most public
transport initiatives are likely to be in the metropolitan
area.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I am
disappointed that I could not persuade Mr Baxter, but I
guess that as a former roads minister who had those
discretions he is probably a tough customer to convince
by persuasive methods.
As I said earlier, the intent of this is to make it clear and
transparent to the Victorian community that that money
is hypothecated back to transport and road safety issues,
and again, I would have hoped to have persuaded the
committee of this. But clearly the government’s
intention here is to show to the community that the
money that is spent on speeding fines will be
apportioned to transport issues.
Committee divided on omission (members in favour
vote no):
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr (Teller)
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

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

Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Brideson, Mr

Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr (Teller)
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
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Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr
Forwood, Mr

Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr (Teller)

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to.
Clauses 4 to 10 agreed to.
Clause 11
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I
indicate to the committee that the opposition will
oppose clause 11. Clause 11 is the provision in the bill
which abolishes the exemptions found in sections 49,
50 and 55 of the Duties Act. We canvassed these issues
in some detail in the second-reading debate. They go to
reductions in capital, adjustment of dutiable value of
transfer on a company wind-up and, of course, the
foreclosure of mortgages.
We find these to be very hard-hearted, and, as I
mentioned, the Law Institute of Victoria is opposed to
this. I want to put on the record what the law institute
says in relation to this:
… abolition of sections 49 and 50 will impose severe
impediments to the ability of Victorian businesses to operate
efficiently; and unfairly target small business and, in
particular, ‘mum and dad’ family companies with family
members as shareholders. Such shareholders will not be
entitled to claim an exemption on liquidation or capital
reduction whereas a corporate shareholder in a large
commonly owned corporate group would be entitled to claim
the exemption.
Most other Australian jurisdictions allow an exemption for
transfer of dutiable property to a shareholder upon
winding-up of a company. The exemption is allowed under
the stamp duties legislation of South Australia, Tasmania,
Northern Territory and Western Australia.
Removal of the exemptions would be particularly unfair for a
family company holding the family residence.

Before we vote against this clause I would like the
minister to explain, firstly, why the government
believes it needs to take this action, particularly given
the very robust anti-avoidance provisions that are in
place; and secondly, I would like him to explain why
the government did not raise these issues for discussion
with the Law Institute of Victoria when it was doing the
subsales. The State Revenue Office talked to the law
institute in detail about part of this bill — but not
another part — and I want to know why.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — In
response to Mr Forwood I will say a couple of things.
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Firstly, we have these tax amendment bills each year.
They are annual, if not more often. There is ongoing
dialogue between the State Revenue Office and various
stakeholders on this. Firstly, the anti-avoidance ones are
common and we often talk about them. Secondly, as to
the specifics of which clause was done at which time, I
will have to take on notice from Mr Forwood.
But specifically to his question of why we are doing
these, none of these three sections, as I understand
them, are actually used a lot. Part of the purpose of
dealing with it, as you would do with any robust review
of any taxation legislation, is to deal with
anti-avoidance things before they become an issue.
Going through section 49, for example — a reduction
in capital — that is not available in any other
jurisdiction. Section 50 — the company wind-up —
Mr Forwood said yes in most other jurisdictions. I think
he named three. All we need to know is that it is not the
case in New South Wales and it is not the case in
Queensland, and by the time you take New South
Wales, Victoria and Queensland into account you
probably have 70 per cent or 80 per cent of the country.
So the norm is to have the government’s amendment
effectively in place.
There is not a great deal in this, like the exemption for
small businesses that Mr Forwood referred to. My notes
say that the registrar of titles advises that there are only
four or five cases a year on this, so it is not a big
revenue issue. This is fundamentally one to deal with
anti-avoidance issues before they take effect and to
harmonise us with the other major jurisdictions.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I quote
from a letter from the Law Institute of Victoria:
The proposed repeal of sections 49 and 50 has not been the
subject of consultation and comment and has come as a
surprise to the LIV.

Could the minister explain to the committee under what
circumstances the State Revenue Office decides to talk
to the LIV and under what circumstances it decides not
to talk to the LIV.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — This
government is one of the most consultative
governments around — —
Hon. B. W. Bishop interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Bishop says that we might
hang on as we fall about laughing. I would put on the
record, Chair, that those opposite often criticise us for
being too consultative. In dealings that the SRO has or
that the government has, if you were talking of
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anti-avoidance or other measures, you would talk in
general terms about them. You would have meetings
with stakeholders to see what they come up with; you
would put things on the table to them.
These three sections are particularly minor. This is
tightening up in advance. I can seek further advice as to
who, how, why or where, but I would suggest to
Mr Forwood and the committee that when you have
ongoing consultation about these sorts of issues with an
organisation like, presumably, the tax committee of the
Law Institute of Victoria, which is what we are talking
about here, you have an ongoing discussion. I am
happy to seek further advice as to what the specific
criteria are.
In general terms: we consult — it is a two-way thing —
people raise things with us, we raise things back; this is
on the table. I can seek more specific advice if
Mr Forwood wants it. If he wants a rhetorical point, I
am happy to have the rhetorical one with me. If he
wants a specific one, I will seek the advice now and get
it to him on notice.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I do
not want to debate this clause any further than we have
done already. I thank the minister for his offer, and I
look forward to receiving the advice on notice. I make
the point that if this is no big deal, then we should not
be doing it. Its being small is not a reason to do it. I also
make the point that in circumstances such as this we
need to look at the people who will be hurt by it, and
there is no way in the world that it is going to be the
government. It is going to be the poor people who are
on the receiving end of it. I indicate again that we will
be voting against this clause, and I look forward to
receiving the information from the government.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I will not
debate the point either, other than to take up
Mr Forwood’s remark that if it is small we should not
be doing it.
Hon. Bill Forwood — That was your reason for
doing it.
Mr LENDERS — I make the point that if there are
issues of taxation that may be small but add complexity
to a taxation system — they make longer an already
long duties act as in the case of the state or income tax
act in the case of the commonwealth — then anything
that can be done to streamline, harmonise and make
them simple is a worthwhile objective.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — Really
and truly I think the minister was scraping the bottom
of the barrel in that comment. If all we are doing in this
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is to make the act a bit shorter — heaven’s above! The
crucial reason is that advanced by Mr Forwood: it is
going to impact very, very severely on a small number
of people who in most cases are already under extreme
financial pressure in any event. I think it is unjust and
unfair.
I am not going to recapitulate the arguments I advanced
in the second-reading stage, except to say to Mr Eren
that if he wants to come into this chamber and make
speeches about how good this government is, let him
get his facts right. The previous government did not
introduce a poll tax. A poll tax is a per capita tax. The
Kennett government did not introduce any sort of per
capita tax, and for Mr Eren to come in here and say that
it did is representative of — —
Hon. J. H. Eren — You can deny it all you like,
Mr Baxter, but it was a poll tax.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — On Mr Eren’s definition a
tax was put on every person in this state. That is clearly
untrue. The cheat sheet again has misled the dumb
backbenchers of the government. He should be much
more careful in what he says.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I do not
want to belabour this, but I cannot let Mr Baxter’s
comment pass. My response to Mr Forwood was not
about the objective of this being to shorten the act. It
was in response to his comment that just because
something is small it does not mean it is not worth
doing.
Committee divided on clause:
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr (Teller)
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

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

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

Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr
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Clause agreed to.
Clause 12 agreed to.
Clause 13
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I do
not want to take up the committee’s time with this
clause. I canvassed it at some length during the
second-reading debate. All I want to do is ask the
government what justification it has for introducing a
clause backdated to 13 May 2004 which applies to one
specific transaction which was not entered into at that
date.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — As I
understand what has happened, when the original
legislation was introduced the intent was clear in the
second-reading speech. As I understand it there was
nowhere in the industry, whether in accounting or the
tax profession, where any advice was given other than
this was the legislation and the intent of the legislation.
I further understand that in the one instance
Mr Forwood refers to the particular transaction was
arranged on the basis of the intention of the
second-reading speech. It was only after the affairs
were arranged that this issue came forward. We do not
see this as being classically retrospective, we see it as
clarifying the law as it was. I am not convinced that
anybody arranged their affairs on the basis of anything
but the original intent of this legislation.
Clause agreed to; clauses 14 to 39 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL
PARK GRAZING) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 16 June; motion of
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government); and
Hon. P. R. HALL’s amendment:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place ‘this house refuses to read this bill a
second time until the Australian Heritage Council completes
its assessment of whether to permanently include the Alpine
National Park on the National Heritage List’.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — The decision
to end 170 years of alpine grazing tradition is the latest
in a series of actions resulting in many Victorians
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asking the question: why does Labor hate country
Victoria? The latest targets in Labor’s hate campaign
against country Victoria are the mountain cattlemen, as
shown by Labor’s vilification in government
advertisements which are even running in the media
today. The decision to ban alpine grazing is a
repudiation of Australia’s heritage and of the Labor
Party’s own roots, which are based amongst rural
workers including stockmen. I remind members of this
house that it was out of the pastoral workers and
shearers that the Labor Party was essentially formed,
and the timber workers were part of that construct,
because in the early years the timber industry was
vitally important to the development of this state. No
less than the great Labor Prime Minister, John Curtin,
was initially in his political career involved in the Labor
movement through his role as secretary of the Victorian
Timber Workers Union.
Today it is quite evident to us just how far the Labor
Party has moved from that heritage. The abandonment
of the Australian narrative as embodied in the legacy of
Banjo Paterson has shocked even those without direct
involvement in primary industries. Labor is not
sympathetic to the issues that affect the people who put
it in office. In 1999 country Victorians made Steve
Bracks our Premier, and he has repaid us — that is,
country Victorians — with neglect and contempt, and
now with vilification. The Liberal Party supports the
renewal of the mountain cattlemen’s alpine grazing
licences, is opposed to Labor’s ban and is committed to
overturning it when in government. Therefore, I am
opposed, and the Liberal Party is opposed to the bill
before the house, and we will support the reasoned
amendment moved by the Leader of The Nationals.
In relation to the substance and context of this
legislation, the Labor Party has abused its moral right to
be in government. It goes without question that to have
authority as a government one has to have the trust of
the community — in particular, the trust of the
stakeholders who elected the government, the people of
Victoria. The repudiation of the roots of the Australian
Labor Party in rural workers is also a reflection of the
contemporary repudiation of all things rural. The
approach of the Labor Party now seems to be that of a
city-based and city-interested party. It is more
interested in the chardonnay and caffelatte set, as
evidenced, frankly, by the regular visits in 2003 to
Beechworth by leading government ministers
purporting to be visiting communities affected by the
fires that were occurring in the alpine area. What did
we see regularly on television? Nothing more than
visits to the Beechworth Bakery, with the Premier
sipping caffelattes. I make the point in relation to the
fires — which in terms of area affected predominantly
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East Gippsland — that it was day 36 of the fires before
the first government minister arrived in East Gippsland.
That was the Treasurer, Mr Brumby. He flew in to
Dinner Plain and flew out.
I have to say that the abandonment of rural Victoria is
in such stark contrast to the promises that were made to
the country that it is no wonder trust has been broken.
The Labor Party has become a specialist in the art of
deception. It has abused the trust and goodwill of
cattlemen and rural people. It has indulged in extensive
consultation processes, adopting an approach of
persuasion to participate in a meaningful dialogue about
policy, and as such has become a parasite, sucking the
resources, energy and goodwill out of those people who
have invested, at no cost to the state — entirely at a
personal cost — an enormous number of man-hours
and huge personal expense in travelling to meetings and
showing the government representatives around the
high country.
I have to say that this debate is about values. It is a
debate about the values of our heritage, of Australia’s
heritage, of the heritage those of us who represent
country areas still value highly because we have some
knowledge of it. We know from whence we come.
Unfortunately it seems that the modern Labor Party has
no idea either of where it comes from or of where our
society has developed from.
Mr Smith — We know enough to get elected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I will take up the
interjection by Mr Smith. ‘We know enough to get
elected’, he said. If that is his cynicism, I think the
community of Victoria will judge it quite properly at
the next election.
The debate on science is, frankly, a farce. This debate is
not about science; it is about a relevant impact of man
on our landscape. Anybody in this place who has any
understanding of country Victoria knows it has been
substantially transformed. I can speak to that because
my roots go back to a pioneering culture 145 years ago,
and I know what my forebears did in relation to
changing the landscape that we live in today. But it has
generated the wealth of this state. It has contributed to
the overall social and economic wellbeing of our
community, and it is not appropriate to repudiate what
country people have done with their physical exertion
to make people who live in the city comfortable or to
challenge the difficult environment in which they have
to carve out an existence.
There is no question that today a debate about values,
trusts, and country ways is irrelevant to the Labor Party,
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but it is absolutely relevant to the Liberal Party and The
Nationals. The Labor Party, under this Premier, and the
Independent member for Gippsland East in the other
place, Craig Ingram, came to office to save the Snowy
River. There is no question that the coalition of
Independents that put Steve Bracks into office was
welded together in a cause célèbre to save the Snowy
River. But what have we got now? We have seen an
abandonment of the people about whom this debate
should be about. It is an abandonment of the people
who have made the heritage of Victoria and Australia.
It is an abandonment of the mountain cattlemen. I
cannot understand why the member for Gippsland East
in the other place has not put the same effort into
persuading Steve Bracks to save the men from Snowy
River — that is, the mountain cattlemen — as he did
into trying to save the Snowy River.
Clearly the Labor Party does not understand an ethic,
which is the reason we have the legislation being
debated today — that is, the nature of a pioneering
culture that is still represented in the ethics and the way
that people who work in the mountains have to live is
one of mutual trust and respect because they depend on
each other for survival. It is quite clear that a matter of
trust is not relevant to the Labor Party today.
Through my family I have had a long history of
association, friendship and acquaintance with many
generations of mountain cattlemen. I am conscious of
the contribution that the families of the mountain
cattleman have made to our society. I respect it, I
applaud it and I think that we as a nation should do as
the Americans have tended to do and enshrine it in
folklore. But the Americans have not just stopped there;
they have ensured that there is a living culture
represented in their rural areas in a way that is clearly
not accepted by the Australian Labor Party. I put to the
house that this bill — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — It gives
me no joy whatsoever to stand up in this Parliament and
take part in this debate which will see mountain
cattleman removed from their rightful place of having
their cattle graze in the high plains. I support my leader
Peter Hall’s reasoned amendment, which would give
some practical assessment to this process as time goes
on.
Firstly, I would like to congratulate the mountain
cattlemen. They have behaved impeccably throughout
this whole debate as they did in a previous and similar
situation, when, as I understand it, the Labor
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government of the time made a promise. But that has
been broken by this government for the sake of chasing
a few Greens votes.
I commend my good friend the Honourable Graeme
Stoney. Probably only a few people realised what it
took for Graeme to make that speech yesterday. It
certainly took a fair bit of effort. When I went up to him
afterwards he said, ‘I did pretty well until I got to where
my grandson was’. So I commend Mr Stoney on his
performance yesterday. Like the Honourable Philip
Davis’s, my voice has gone. It is probably just as well
for the government that his voice has gone today, as
otherwise he certainly would have been able to make
his points more loudly, as he usually does. Mr Stoney
did a great job, behaving with dignity and integrity all
the way through. I congratulate him on that. I notice
also that the Victorian Farmers Federation is strongly
supporting the mountain cattlemen, as we would
expect.
I point out that this government behaves one way on
one hand and differently on the other. In this one it is
killing the Man from Snowy River. A bit of cynicism
was expressed yesterday about the fact that the Leader
of The Nationals in the other place, Peter Ryan, made
this a catchcry. That is what the government will do;
there is no doubt about that. That has been driven home
in speeches in this house and in the other house. The
government will have ripped away from all of us the
practical management of the high country. It will also
rip away the opportunity for mountain cattlemen to
survive — —
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — To survive. If Mr Smith
wants to interject, I welcome that. It will show how
little he knows about this whole process.
Mr Smith — Did Kosciuszko survive?
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — The government is saying
it is doing this because of the science. Science, my
eyebrow! It has nothing to do with science. If you are
talking about science, why is the government backing
up that science by putting a toxic waste dump
500 kilometres away from the source of the waste? Try
to balance all that up. You cannot do it, can you? You
cannot do both things, but the government will. It will
ram it through. I hope it does not do that with the toxic
waste dump. We will see about that.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Mr Smith can have a go.
He can laugh, if that is what he feels about how the
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government can treat country Victoria. That typifies
what this government is about. It will ram through this
bill, which removes mountain cattlemen from activity
in the high plains, where they have been for 170 years.
Most Australians are pretty fair, I reckon, but this has
not been fair. It has been kangaroo-court stuff, with a
predetermined result — no process, just sudden death.
We have heard about it before. People talk about the
four backbenchers forming the task force. I do not feel
sorry for them, but I think they were just put there and
they soaked up the hospitality that we country people
give people who visit an area. They were just part of the
process. The ones to blame are all the members of the
Bracks government. They are doing this, and they are
driving it through the house today.
Some people might say to me, ‘What do you know
about it? What does a bloke from the Mallee know
about the high country?’. I have had a bit of an
opportunity to look at it. In fact one of my very good
friends is David Treasure, who was the member for
Gippsland East in the other house for a number of
years, so I have been able to go to the high country and
see how it works. A few years ago I was able to offer
my assistance to David and Jenny Treasure — I suspect
in that summer I was not so much assistance; I may
have been more of a hindrance — in shifting cattle up
to the high plains. It was an interesting process. All the
Treasure family members got together, boxed the cattle
up — joined all the herds together — and took them up
to the high plains.
People have said of this bill, ‘This will not affect
tourism’. I refute that. My job at the time was to ride
ahead of the cattle. David cheerfully provided a horse
for me. I had not ridden a horse for many years, and I
think I nearly injured the horse and myself too during
the process. My job was to go ahead and say to the
people in Dargo, ‘The cattle are coming through; make
sure you are off the roads so the cattle can get through
the town’. There were tourists there, and they had a
wonderful time looking at the cattle, the horses and the
people as they went through. It will have a tremendous
effect on tourism in this area.
The Treasures are a good example, just as the Stoneys
and many others are, of mountain cattlemen of whom
we have heard today and yesterday. As I understand it,
there are six generations of the Treasures. David’s
great-grandfather was up there, and they have freehold
land right at the top of the high plains. In fact he was
there when the mining was on. There are six
generations. There was David’s great-grandfather, his
grandfather, his father, David and Jenny, their son Carl
and his wife Sharon and daughter, Sarah, and David
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and Jenny’s daughter, Mandy. They are all cattle
people — cattlemen and cattlewomen, and mountain
cattlemen and cattlewomen in the true sense. When you
see those people on horses working the cattle in that
mountain country you can understand how they know
how to care for the land. Certainly they will care for the
land better than the government will. I do not think it
will put in the resources to ensure that that country
remains in the state we see it in now. I believe we have
created the right balance in the high country, with the
people who understand the land, understand the animals
that are there and make sure that that balance is well
and truly kept.
In one of our outreach programs The Nationals talked
to some of the mountain cattlemen. One of them was
Jack Hicks. His son had done a wonderful job of
producing some photos showing us how they care for
the high country. His major concern was the fires. He
said that he believes this step will lead to enormously
big fires going through that area, which will cause huge
damage. There is a man who is experienced in the high
country, someone who understands it far more
intimately than I ever will and someone who I believe
should be listened to by the government — but
obviously he was not. The day we were up there they
were incensed about the tricked-up photos that came
out of this whole process. Why would the government
want to do that? Why would it want to trick up photos?
If it believed in what it is doing, why would it want to
get the spin doctors involved in all of that?
In the limited time I have left I want to talk about the
Independents — not in this house but in the other
house. I think it is a bit late for the Independent member
for Gippsland East, Craig Ingram, to be crying
crocodile tears now. He knew darn well what this Labor
Party was going to do when he and his other
Independent mates put it into power. It is too late for
him now; he should have stood up and had a bit of
sense before. In putting this government in I believe he
betrayed his people, the people he was supposed to
represent. His other Independent mate, the member for
Mildura, Russell Savage, just went with the Labor flow
and voted with his Labor mates, and in fact he played a
part in taking these mountain cattlemen out of the high
plains. Neither they nor anyone else need come
complaining to me and shedding their crocodile tears.
They knew what the Labor Party view was when they
put it into power, so now they have to take their
medicine as it comes.
This is a disastrous thing that has happened, but I think
it could become worse and worse. I think about the
Barmah forest — well known to my good friend and
colleague Bill Baxter — and about the red gum forests

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK GRAZING) BILL
1602

COUNCIL

at Cohuna, Kerang and Gunbower. I would say to those
people: just watch out, because this mob will have their
eagle eyes on other things as well in the search for that
Greens vote, which really does not take into account the
things that we see — the productivity, the history —
and particularly what I have taken the opportunity to
see in this high country. I really enjoyed looking at that.
I enjoyed learning about it, and I enjoyed knowing in
my mind that the mountain cattlemen have the right
balance. But that right balance will now be removed by
a government which will ram this legislation through
this Parliament in a week. It is a sad day indeed as we
stand in this Parliament.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak on this
bill. It is indeed a sad day for country Victoria. The
Man from Snowy River was penned by our Australian
bush balladeer, Andrew Barton Paterson — Banjo
Paterson, the Banjo of the Bush — and published in the
Bulletin on 26 April 1890. You can start gagging now,
Mr Smith; I heard your contribution yesterday.
There was movement at the station, for the word had passed
around
That the colt from old Regret had got away,
And had joined the wild bush horses — he was worth a
thousand pound,
So all the cracks had gathered to the fray.
…
And where around the Overflow the reedbeds sweep and
sway
To the breezes, and the rolling plains are wide,
The man from Snowy River is a household word today,
And the stockmen tell the story of his ride.

Banjo Paterson was born at Narambla near Orange in
New South Wales in 1864. He penned that bush ballad
in 1890.
Guy Rundle penned a few final lines to depict The Man
from Snowy River as it would apply now, and that was
penned for the Age on 11 June:
But the man from Snowy River is a household name today
Cos he’s the bloke who’s being taken for a ride.
Yes the man from Snowy River is a household name today
And spin-doctors tell the story of his ride.

This is a heinous bill, it is a disgraceful bill, and the
Bracks Labor government ought to stand up, say sorry
and withdraw it. There is one place for this bill and one
place for that disgraceful piece of spin — that is, the
11 pages of second-reading speech — and that is the
shredder in the parliamentary library. That is where I
will be doing exactly that when I have concluded my
speech.
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I oppose the bill. It is misnomer and misleading. It is
headed ‘National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing)
Bill’. That is not correct: it is actually the national parks
(ban Alpine National Park grazing) bill. It should also
be called the anti-country Victoria bill, because that is
what it is. As for clause 6, that is the greatest load of
factual nonsense that I have ever read in my life. There
are no defined state runs, they have no fences and they
have no numbers.
This Labor government has allowed the park to
deteriorate, as it has all the parks across this state since
it came to power in 1999. In fact, there is no practical
alternative route, which clause 6 talks about, so there
will be a total ban on cattle grazing in the alpine high
country. Comparing Alpine National Park licences with
state park licences is like comparing apples and
oranges. But quite frankly, this government has no idea.
It simply is clueless, as the Irish would say. It is
anti-country Victoria, and it clearly has shown that in
everything it has done in the last 21⁄2 years since it was
re-elected in 2002.
So I call on all Labor MPs, and especially the Labor
country caucus MPs, to truly represent country
Victorians and cross the floor when we come to vote in
this chamber shortly. Oppose this bill! It is a disgrace,
and it ought to be shredded, as I said.
The Bracks government’s plan of social engineering
has truly gone off the tracks with this bill. This
government is ignoring country Victoria and is treating
country communities with arrogance and contempt, just
as former Premier Jeff Kennett did, and we all know
what happened to him.
I have been very concerned about the Labor caucus task
force on alpine grazing and its predetermined outcomes
since it was set up in May last year by Minister
Thwaites, the member for Albert Park and Minister for
Environment in the other place. I was concerned about
the task force’s lack of bipartisanship: they were all
Labor backbenchers.
I was concerned about their lack of expertise and lack
of qualification and lack of objectivity because it was
made up solely of four Labor government
backbenchers: Ian Maxfield, Jenny Lindell and Tony
Lupton of the other place, and Robert Mitchell of this
place. There was simply no balance, so how could such
a group, which equated to a Labor Party policy
committee, truly and objectively investigate such an
important issue as alpine grazing? I had no confidence
in that Labor task force, and I expressed those very
views in this place a few weeks ago during debate on
public land use and management.
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It is now blatantly obvious that Premier Bracks and
Minister Thwaites had a predetermined outcome — all
Labor people know that — and have contemptuously
ignored the submissions from the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria, the alpine
conservation action groups and all the other people up
in the high country to establish clear guidelines on how
alpine grazing could be managed in an environmentally
sustainable manner into the future.
This Labor government simply does not care. It has no
heart, and I have really come to the conclusion that it
actually hates country Victoria, and especially the
mountain cattlemen and women. It does not understand
170 years of our cultural heritage and traditions. It is
quite prepared to spend around $300 000 of taxpayers’
hard-earned money on scurrilous and misleading
advertisements, which started on 25 May and continue,
all around the state in newspapers and on radio,
supporting its skewed and factless decision at our
expense.
I say shame on the Bracks Labor government. It ought
to hang its head in shame and apologise to the people of
Victoria. This government has lost its way. It has
broken the promises it made in 1999 and 2002. It has
failed to govern for all Victorians. It has failed to be
open, accountable, honest and transparent. It has failed
to restore democracy and accountability, unless of
course you live in the ministers’ city seats and sip latte.
Or perhaps if you don your blue Speedos and swim
down at Albert Park Beach you will be recognised and
photographed, and you will not get the photographs
doctored then.
I say shame on the Bracks government for consulting
with earmuffs and bulldozers, and again turning its
back on country Victoria, its heritage and traditions. I
applaud the federal environment minister, Senator Ian
Campbell, for actually taking the bull by the horns and
trying to protect our heritage and conditions in this
state, because this government considers country
Victoria a stunt. People in country Victoria are not part
of a stunt. Certainly Victoria is the place to beg, and
certainly — as Simon Turner is quoted as saying —
members of the state government must now know they
are on the wrong horse. They are on the wrong horse all
right. They were exposed by David Broadbent in the
Age as high farce in the country.
Days before the official announcement they had
actually briefed the journalists and had all the doctored
photos ready, depicting scenes from The Sound of
Music. As Mr Stoney said, the ‘Alpine National Park is
not for cattle’ doctored photograph was in fact a silt
trap at the bottom of a steep hill to protect a gully near
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Charlie Lovick’s hut — not a pristine bog in the Alpine
National Park, as described. As for the other photos,
Harry Ryder could not tell me where they were taken.
To me it looked like perhaps the Wombat forest or the
hills around Mount Cole and Ararat. Whoever doctored
those photos, and no doubt it would have been a Labor
Party consultant mate, shame on you. Hand back your
money to the state of Victoria!
This is a disgraceful city-centric bill. The John Cain
Labor government certainly had the intestinal fortitude
to legislate and carry out its legislative promise back in
1989 to have seven-year renewable grazing licences.
The Bracks government has broken that promise and it
is now going to take the remaining 10 per cent of the
land for cheap political gain. The Minister for
Environment in the other place, Mr Thwaites, said:
Alpine grazing is a licensed activity and will continue as a
licensed activity.

He made that promise in Parliament in the other place
on 6 November, 2003 — another broken promise.
I call on the mountain cattlemen, and all the people in
country Victoria who will be impacted upon by this
stupid government’s decision, to organise a campaign
of mass civil disobedience. Peter Lalor did it, and he
ended up as a member of Parliament in this place,
representing Ballarat in 1855. He died in office, still a
member of Parliament.
This is a predetermined decision by the Labor Party. On
8 December, 2004, at the Department of Sustainability
and Environment caucus briefing, a briefing note — or
song sheet, as I call it — headed ‘Alpine grazing issue’,
courtesy of Minister Thwaites via his parliamentary
secretary, Ms Carbines, set out in dot points what
everyone was to sing. It is clear from that that it was a
predetermined decision and that come autumn 2005
they were going to introduce legislation to wipe out
170 years of caring for our high country by our
esteemed fellow men and women of the high country,
the mountain cattlemen and women. Shame on this
Bracks Labor government! It does not deserve to be in
office. It has failed in every way.
A resident of my electorate, Kevin Jackson, wrote a
letter that appeared in the Ballarat Courier on 13 June.
He said:
Mr Bracks has done the thickest thing since he has been
elected — not only to ban ‘our’ cattlemen from the high
country, he appears to want to change Australian history just
to suck the toes of greenies and city-centric academics, plus
even insult some Independent MPs who originally got him
into office.
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This disregard for country people who also helped kick out
Kennett and vote Bracks in will come back to bite him —
badly.
Even a drover’s dog could win the next … election.

Mr Bracks, I hope you can hear that on your aeroplane.
This government is quite happy to kick out the
mountain cattlemen and women and let in the visitors
because we cannot have the visitors stepping in cow
droppings, can we? It is quite happy to pay its Labor
big developer mates all the consultant fees and have
them build all those village-feely warm and fuzzy
things up at Dinner Plain, Mount Hotham and Falls
Creek to make the area an elaborate commercial heart
with all those million-dollar apartment complexes —
purely for the city green vote.
I say, ‘Shame on you!’. The only alpine pests that ought
to be culled, as Mr Ingram, the member for Gippsland
East in the other place, has called for, are the Labor
Party hacks who are answerable to only their factional
warlords. Each of the four Labor Party task force
members were Labor Unity factional hacks beholden to
the Premier of the state of Victoria. That is what I want
the people of this state to know. I oppose — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — In speaking on the
National Parks (Alpine Park National Park Grazing)
Bill, I first want to comment on the Honourable
Graeme Stoney’s speech which I listened to carefully
and with respect. His speech demonstrated his great
love for and knowledge of Victoria’s high country. I
remember very well a great many of the occurrences to
which he referred, although I saw the issue from
another perspective.
I recall Mr Stoney leading a large crowd of mountain
cattlemen up Bourke Street in 1984, and I remember
the passion they felt and still feel for their cause. I also
recall the negotiations in 1989 that led to the creation of
the Alpine National Park and seven-year grazing
licences. I acknowledge here the work on the one hand
of the then government members, particularly former
Premier Joan Kirner and former conservation minister
Kay Setches — I believe they were the movers and
shakers — and on the other hand, of Graeme Stoney
and his colleagues.
The final version of the act which created the national
park was a very good result. A lot of vision came into
that negotiation, but I want to refer to Myles Dunphy
who in 1935 proposed a primitive area across the
Australian Alps throughout New South Wales and
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Victoria as a national park, incorporating much of the
wisdom of the mountain cattlemen.
I have lived in Melbourne all my adult life. I was reared
in the Western District which has no mountains. Where
I was there were sheep, boxthorns, grass and wind. My
family and I were friends of the Davies family of
Merrijig. I am not sure whether Mr Stoney knows the
family, but Max was a very dear friend of mine, and we
spent many great times camped there in the shearing
shed at the Davies farm, as well as camping in the high
country in some of the huts and in tents on weekends
and during holidays. They were wonderful times. My
youngest daughter developed a special friendship at the
time with a lamb called Lamb. It grew into an
enormous, fat sheep still called Lamb, and was never
eaten. My daughter still has a fair sheep fetish.
Coming back to the bill, on a serious note, the world
changes and over 15 years changes have taken place
throughout the Victorian community. There is an
expectation that there will be strong protection of the
remaining examples of our various natural
environments primarily represented in our state’s
national parks. A comparison between the high peaks
where cattle grazing no longer occurs and the areas
which are still used for grazing certainly shows the
degradation and threat to the survival of rare flora and
fauna in the grazed areas. The effects of the recent fires
must also be taken into account, and I note this despite
the arguments of the opposition.
A change in policy has occurred and cattle grazing is no
longer considered appropriate in the Alpine National
Park. The heavily-subsidised grazing areas available for
the families who have used them for five generations
will no longer be available. A parallel change is taking
place in the city where, again because of changes in
policy, particularly the implementation of the free trade
agreement with China, many hundreds of factory
workers who make car components are losing their
livelihoods as business looks for cheaper production
costs.
Pain and loss are not experiences unique to only some;
they occur right through society. I have listened to the
nostalgia and emotion expressed when talking of the
destruction of culture and heritage, also expressed in the
great Banjo Paterson poem The Man from Snowy River.
I was hoping, President, that I would be allowed to
recite it in full but apparently there is not enough time.
Let us be realistic about heritage and culture here. The
connection of the mountain cattlemen with the Alpine
National Park goes back only 170 years, which cannot
be compared with the culture and heritage of the
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traditional owners of the Alpine National Park which
goes back many thousands of years. Two groups of the
Kulin Nation, the Taungerong people and the Gunai
people, are the traditional custodians of this land. In fact
a great outcome — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — I find that interjection fairly
disrespectful and I don’t think it should be taking place.
In fact a great outcome of the recent fires — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — I answer the member’s
question here. A great outcome of the recent fires has
been the uncovering of 325 new sites showing evidence
of ongoing habitation — —
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — Construction?
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — No, not construction,
Mr Rich-Phillips.
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Hadden has had
her opportunity.
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Hadden should
stop interjecting.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — There is evidence of
habitation by the traditional owners of the land. These
findings have clearly proven the ongoing connection
with the area of the Alpine National Park of indigenous
Australians who were dispossessed of their land when
Europeans took it. I understand that both groups of
traditional owners support the cessation of cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park. Although I do not
feel it is proper to speak on their behalf — I have
informed a group of the Gunai people which has met
with agreement and approval for me to say this — the
elders disapprove of cattle grazing. While I feel for the
loss being experienced by the families who have grazed
their cattle in the high country to many years, the
national park is still there. I hope they will maintain
their relationship with the land as the first owners are
doing. I support the bill.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms

Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

1605

Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

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

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

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

Theophanous, Mr

Hall, Mr

Pair
Amendment negatived.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms (Teller)
Eren, Mr (Teller)
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

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

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

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

Theophanous, Mr

Hall, Mr

Pair
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Sitting suspended 12.57 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
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Committee
Clause 1
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
We have had a very fulsome second-reading debate, but
at the commencement of this committee stage of the bill
it is important to underline the purposes of this bill as
far as the government is concerned. Firstly, high
country grazing will continue, just not in the Alpine
National Park. In underlining the fact that high country
grazing will continue, the government also wishes to
draw attention to the fact that regardless of the
government’s decisions in relation to this bill most
grazing would be excluded from the park for many
years to come because of the impact of the fires.
Secondly, the government wishes to underline that it
believes this decision is a balanced one in terms of the
environment, the cultural heritage of the high country
and the interests of future generations.
As well as that, the government believes this bill will
ensure that one of Victoria’s most significant natural
assets and very important water catchments will be
protected for future generations as a result of the
decisions which this bill will implement. Finally, the
government wishes to again draw attention to its belief
that it has supported these decisions with a very
significant package of measures which will support
licensees in the transition to the extent that they are
impacted on by this bill. It also supports local tourism
and, importantly, recognises the cultural heritage and
measures to improve the park. I wish to underline those
matters at the commencement of the committee stage as
part of the consideration of clause 1.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I seek the
indulgence of the Chair and the minister and indicate
that I wish to make some general remarks before going
specifically to seeking some clarification about
particular aspects of the bill, which I think, to facilitate
the committee stage, can be dealt with during
consideration of clause 1. But if the minister declines to
accommodate that, I will certainly pursue them during
consideration of other clauses. It might be easier to get
certain clarifications by way of discussion at this point.
Before seeking those clarifications and assurances I
wish to make some rather general remarks.
At this point I take up the minister’s contribution when
she said that high country grazing will continue, just not
in the national park. I guess fundamentally there are
two issues that are before the house. One is the overt
agenda of the government to eliminate alpine grazing
from the national park, and the other, which is given
effect but is covert in relation to this bill, is the fact that
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in reality the passage of this bill in its present form will
ensure that there will be no, or at the least very little,
high country grazing remaining outside the park in
consequence of the way that the bill is constructed.
I will put to the chamber in some detail what it is that
the government’s own committee advised in relation to
these matters, which in part makes clear the difficulty
of implementing the commitment the minister just gave
about the continuation of high country grazing, given
the contiguous nature of the grazing licence areas —
that is, the state forests, or what are commonly
described as the bush runs, are contiguous with the
national park. The reason they are contiguous is
obvious. For 155 years there was no park. In 1989 a
park was created, but a park is created with a fictitious
line on a map. There is no natural geographical feature
that marks the boundary of the park. Therefore it is
impossible for the grazing activity to continue in those
areas in the state forests — that is, the bush runs — that
are abutting the national park unless the cattle are able
to read maps or are issued with compasses.
Before I ask the minister to respond particularly to that
point I would just like to take up some of the more
general observations. Many people have expressed
concern during the course of the debate in this
Parliament and outside the Parliament about this issue
and about the government’s agenda to ban alpine cattle
grazing.
But it has also been shown to be a litmus test for the
views of country Victorians about the government. I
was interested in an article, which I am not going to
quote from, in the Age of 9 June, which was
coincidental to the mountain cattlemen’s rally on the
steps of Parliament House. The headline was ‘Has
Bracks lost the bush?’. I was interested in that, and
although it summarises in some considerable detail
what many country people are concerned about, I am
not going to go to those issues at this point unless
provoked — and I am sure that nobody wants to
provoke me!
However, I want to answer the question raised in the
Age article by referring to an editorial in the Weekly
Times of 8 June. Its headline is ‘A chorus of
discontent’, and I will quote from two parts of it.
The sight of angry farmers protesting in the streets of
Melbourne tomorrow should come as no surprise to anyone
reading the Weekly Times.
The protest rally is primarily over the ban on grazing the
Alpine National Park.
But it is also much more than that.
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It will give a voice to many angry, frustrated sections of
country Victoria who, quite simply, have had enough.

A further paragraph states:
The Victorian government has so far succeeded in its drive to
live up to its green credentials.
But it seems to have gone unnoticed that one of the most
threatened of all species in this state is the farmer.

I have read that specifically so I could take up the
minister’s comment a moment ago, that this is a
balanced decision. It is not a balanced outcome for the
people who it directly impacts upon. It is not a balanced
outcome for the rural communities who are impacted
by it. It is not about a balanced outcome for the small
rural towns like Benambra, Omeo and Ensay, which to
a large extent depend on the mountain cattle grazing
industry. Indeed, for anybody who is at all familiar with
the cattle industry in Victoria, one of the highlights of
every year is the mountain calf sales. It is going to be
pretty hard for even the most elastic-viewed marketers
to design a promotional campaign to promote the
mountain cattle calf sales when we do not have any
mountain cattle grazing any more. For heaven’s sake,
this is not a balanced outcome — it is another action on
the part of the government which removes a significant
level of local economic, but importantly social, activity.
In the context of the balance, I want to quote this
passage:
The problem for the cattlemen was that they were the only
regular, visible human presence in the high country, and had
been for generations: ipso facto, anything that was deemed to
be wrong, any damage, real or imagined, had to be their fault.
Botanists and geographers made names for themselves,
earned doctorates and accolades with learned papers and
reports, many of which blamed either the cattle or the
cattlemen or both. All evidence to the contrary was totally
unacceptable. To give credence to the fact that grazing helped
to prevent wildfire and erosion and kept the mountain
bushland clean would throw a whole tradition of academic
theorising out of kilter.
The bigotry prevails to this day.

For many of us from country Victoria, and those with a
particular interest in the eastern highlands, that could
have been written yesterday, but in fact it was written in
1987 in a book that was first published by William
Collins Pty Ltd, Sydney 1987, which talked about the
revolt of the mountain cattlemen. It is titled Movement
at the Station and was written by Bryan Jameson. That
passage is relevant in the context of the minister’s
remarks about a balanced outcome.
Notwithstanding what our own views are in this place,
it is the fact that to people in country Victoria who are
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looking at the consequence of what this bill seeks to
achieve, which is to change forever a practice which
has been in place for 170 years, it is outrageous. In
speaking to clause 1, I am not going to allude to the fact
that the opposition is going to call a division on
clause 1. That would be simply a nonsense. I am
making the point that we do not believe the purpose of
this bill is appropriate. I wanted to further — in
referring to the minister’s opening comments about
environmental balance and his statement that ‘we will
ensure that our natural asset is protected’ — refer to a
further document which is of some relevance and read a
very short extract from it:
An enduring cultural image in Australian history is that of the
cattleman, mounted on his horse in the high country, wearing
a Driza-Bone and Akubra, pictured against the romantic
backdrop of the mountains.

That is interesting, but I will read this, which puts it in a
slightly different context:
From the 1970s popular views of conservation have
increasingly embraced the idea of ‘wilderness’, resulting in
the development of the Nooramunga Marine and Coastal
Park. Environmental management issues are complex for
Parks Victoria as European traditions, mostly associated with
grazing and government policies over the past 160 years,
have impacted on the island. Tensions over issues of land use,
the place of introduced species and recreational activities on
the island continue to this day. Parks Victoria, the Snake
Island Cattlemen’s Association and local conservationists are
working together to protect the environment on Snake Island,
and in this sometimes uneasy alliance lies an assurance for the
future.

That book from which I have just read by Cheryl
Glowrey is called Snake Island and the Cattlemen of
the Sea. To many people in this place it may be a
revelation that it is not just in the mountains that cattle
grazing occurs. Many people would have heard of the
Barmah cattlemen, but I think very few in this place
would know anything about Snake Island and grazing
cattle on Snake Island, which has equally the same
historical legacy and proud tradition which the
mountain cattlemen hold.
My point of raising that as an issue is demonstrable by
its very nature — that the behaviour focus towards the
vilification of the mountain cattlemen is something that
is untenable, that the issues that are relevant to the
mountain cattlemen in terms of an accommodation
about balanced environmental outcomes are relevant all
over the state in regard to a lot of traditional land use
practice which has developed essentially on the basis of
experience of the original inhabitants of our land, the
Aborigines. There have been many cultural practices
which have been adopted, and I note that the Aboriginal
owners, if you like, of the mountains, being people who
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had a clear understanding about the nature in which the
land needed to be managed, had a view about fire —
and I will talk to that in a moment as part of the balance
that the minister raises.
What is the balance between the ecology — between
the natural state of things — and a contemporary set of
management regimes? We are out of kilter with the
traditions of managing the high country. It is clear that
the Aboriginal communities support high-country
grazing. Indeed Russell Mullet, whom I know
reasonably well, is an Aboriginal elder in the Omeo–
Benambra area, and he has expressed previously his
support for grazing. There are many others who have
that view. But it is about the management of our land,
and I would like to refer specifically to the question of
how we manage these things in balance.
I quote specifically from a book titled Cattlemen of the
High Country by Tor Holth, and I might make the point
that he is not a mountain cattleman. This guy is of
Norwegian descent, born in China and a keen rock
climber, skier, mountaineer and rider, and he is also an
artist. He has taken a fairly objective view and has
written:
As Aborigines are believed to have similarly done, mountain
cattlemen frequently lit fires as they rode home from the high
country in autumn in order to promote a ‘cool burn’ down the
spurs. The trees were not damaged but the forest floor was
cleared of dead wood and scrub and sprouted with wild
flowers and fresh grass. Regular autumn clearing of scrub
along the spurs by fire was also found to be a protection
against a major bushfire. The prevention of this practice in the
early 1920s by the Forest Commission resulted in a build-up
of dead scrub and timber in the mountains and contributed to
Black Friday, 13 January 1939, when the state of Victoria
was like an inferno and many mountain cattlemen suffered
severe losses of stock.

That book was written in the early 1980s and the author
had not heard about the 2003 fires which burnt
1.3 million hectares of our high country.
The reality is that there is a complete imbalance in the
way our national parks, state forests and Crown land is
being managed. It is the minister’s government that is
responsible for the devastation that was brought upon
our mountain farming communities. I make the point
right now that many of those communities feel
significantly disadvantaged and abandoned as a result
of the fires in 2003, and the expression of concern
about that in my mind is summed up specifically in a
contribution to a book which was published 18 months
ago, Flames Across the Mountains, which is a personal
account of the Bogong, Razorback and Pinnibar fires.
The fires were in February 2003 and the book was
published in East Gippsland in December of last year.
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Hon. E. G. Stoney — Who launched it?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I was invited to do the
launch, Mr Stoney.
Hon. E. G. Stoney — I am surprised you didn’t go.
Hon. Andrea Coote — He was here.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I was humbled to be
invited to do the launch.
I want to read only one extract from this book — the
title to the piece written by John, otherwise known by
most of us as Buff, Rogers. That title, which
summarises the feelings of most of the people who
were affected by those alpine fires, is The Day We Were
Left to Burn. It was not just being left to burn on that
day; it was being left after the fire without support.
What we are seeing today in this house with respect to
the Victorian government repudiating a legislative
commitment which was made by a previous Labor
government in 1989 is what country Victorians are
seeing repeatedly, and frankly they are so disappointed
that they are far beyond being disillusioned any more.
I welcome debate. After all, that is what I have actively
participated in for at least 30 years of my adult life both
formally and informally through the processes of
Parliament, political parties and representative
organisations. To have an informed debate one must
understand that people come to it with different
perspectives, different backgrounds and different
experience, so I have looked to people who do not have
exactly the same background as I do. In the book
Cattlemen and Huts of the High Plains there is a
foreword by Harry Stephenson written on 23 February
1980. Harry Stephenson was a bushwalker. He was
very active in Rover Scouts and the Melbourne
Walking Club and with a small group of Collins Street
bushmen, friends he had tramped the bush with for
dozens of years.
He recalls his own experience. It is a wonderful book,
because it describes well a lot of the background to the
issues and the interesting history of the families and the
family huts. I do not want to go into that detail at this
point, but he says in the conclusion of his preface:
The ‘winds of change’ are still blowing across the mountains,
and they carry a chill that was not present before. The winds
are fanned by forces striving to remove the cattle from the
lush snow plains, and it would be presumptuous for me to
express an opinion on the validity of their case. A bushwalker
is, after all, only an observer who passes briefly across the
mountain scene. And it may well be that I was a poor
observer. The cattlemen I met were friendly people and for
this reason alone I would be sorry to see them go, but the
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decision should be left to experts, of whom I believe there are
all too few.

That is about the most instructive thing that I have seen
in relation to this whole debate. Nothing has changed
since 1980. There are a whole lot of self-appointed
opinionated experts who are telling us that the practice,
which has enabled the Alpine National Park to exist in
its present form, is damaging the park —
notwithstanding the practice that has been in place for
170 years — and that seems to me, as a practical man
of the land, to be a complete nonsense. The expert
committee established by the government to inquire
into this matter is hardly full of people who could claim
with any justification to know a great deal about the
detail of this issue.
Before I conclude these rather general remarks and get
to a particular issue which I want to raise specifically, I
will further quote from Bryan Jameson’s book,
Movement at the Station — The Revolt of the Mountain
Cattlemen, because I want to indicate that while I do
not think the Parliament has within it experts on this
issue at large, I do think it has one, and we have all
heard from him in the course of this debate. I am proud
to say that the Honourable Graeme Stoney is my friend.
I am proud to say that I knew Graeme Stoney by
reputation and was intimidated by his reputation, I must
confess, many years ago, as indeed I knew of the
reputation of many cattlemen. It was Graeme Stoney, in
particular, who I stood in awe of because Graeme
Stoney in terms of age was almost a contemporary of
mine when I was fortunate to be bushwalking in the
mountains around the Howqua and Jamieson valleys.
As I have said before in this place, the first time I saw
Graeme he was on horseback. He was the archetypal
mountain cattleman, and it was as I came around the
corner of one of the walking tracks up the Howqua
Valley in 1968 when I had the good fortune to be at
Timbertop.
But it was not Graeme Stoney alone I stood in awe of in
terms of reputation. There were many others. All of my
life I have known various members of the Treasure
family, some of them only by reputation. The Treasure
family in terms of alpine grazing in Gippsland have an
enormous reputation for their contribution to the
community. My late father was very close to Freda and
Jack Treasure. Freda became Freda Ryder. My wife,
Elizabeth, is a close friend of Christa Mitchell, formerly
Christa Treasure. I was really impressed by her
daughter, Lyric, who spoke so well at the rally last
Thursday. I was impressed by all of these people
because of their commitment to the high country.
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I wish to conclude in observing how I value the
personal integrity and commitment to our community
of the mountain cattlemen by saying this: in what is
called the hepilogue — that is tongue in cheek,
meaning epilogue — for that book Movement at the
Station, Bryan Jameson says:
To find Graeme Stoney on stage speaking of cattlemen’s
wrongs … how they must fight to save the way of life in the
high country — how they would fight, and how they’d
bloody win.
The air is suddenly charged with enormous excitement and
energy. A great roar goes up from the mountain men. A
fighting people! Hardy and daring! If Stoney had called at
that moment for them to mount and ride through the darkness,
breakneck down the mountains to storm the house of
Parliament … they would have leapt into the saddle without a
second’s hesitation.
If I were the trump in Spring Street, I’d keep an eye on the
mountain men. I’d keep an eye on Graeme Stoney, also. He
might decide to take up politics in earnest.

That was written in 1987, and foresight is a wonderful
thing. Graeme, by his persistent and diligent advocacy
of the cause which is the reason that he is here in
Parliament today, has done his community proud, his
family proud and he has made an enormous
contribution to public policy debate in Victoria.
I would like to come back now specifically to the issue
where we started, which was the minister’s comment
that high grazing will continue, but just not in the
national park. I have to say I just cannot believe this.
We have seen the complete repudiation of, I guess,
logic for the express purpose of trying to justify some
sort of philosophical zealot mission. I will refer
specifically now to the Report of the Investigation into
the Future of Cattle Grazing in the Alpine National
Park prepared by the alpine grazing task force, which
members of this place will be assured to find on the
Parks Victoria web site. I would like to refer to three
specific sections. Page 12, paragraph 1.7 states:
It —

meaning the task force —
did not examine grazing in state forest in the high country
outside the Alpine National Park.

That is what the task force says, and yet the minister
stands up here and says to us that grazing in the high
country will continue, but just not in the national park.
The government’s own committee of inquiry failed to
even examine the issue, so how can the minister come
into this place and so misrepresent the facts as to put it
to us that alpine grazing will continue outside the park?
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It is just a farce. I further quote from page 17,
paragraph 2.18, which states:
Many of the state forest grazing licence areas are contiguous
with licence areas in the national park, having been a single
licence area before the park was created.

Further I refer to page 18, paragraph 2.19, which states:
A maximum of 7914 adult equivalent … cattle are licensed to
graze in the Alpine National Park. Licences issued for state
forest in the high country in the general vicinity of the park
allow about 10 000 cattle to graze, including about 4000 cattle
under licences which include areas above 1220 metres.
National park licensees also hold licences to graze about 6000
(of the 10 000) cattle in state forest.

Will the minister advise the house what the total
number of licensed adult equivalents is in the eastern
highlands of Victoria outside the Alpine National Park?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
Many of the matters raised by the Leader of the
Opposition were well canvassed in the second-reading
debate, and I do not propose to go over them again
beyond the statements I made at the commencement of
the committee stage. However, I want to make a
number of points. Firstly, I want to particularly reject
the accusation the Leader of the Opposition has made in
relation to vilification. The government believes that it
has gone out of its way to respect all points of view in
considering these matters. The government rejects any
notion that it has been responsible for vilifying anyone
and in particular vilifying graziers. That is not what the
government has done, and I totally reject that
accusation.
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Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I thank the
minister, and I appreciate her cooperation in this
respect. I would like to deal with the issue of abutting
licences because that is the residual issue which is most
significant to the cattlemen. However, before I do so I
will respond to the minister’s comments in relation to
vilification.
The CHAIR — Order! As the Chair of Committees
I remind the Leader of the Opposition that the
committee stage is for consideration in detail of a bill,
clause by clause. Clause 1 is the purposes clause, and it
is possible to make a number of general remarks and
canvass any proposals for further consideration in detail
of particular clauses during the committee stage.
I remind the Leader of the Opposition of a ruling I
made in September of last year during debate on the
Water Industry (Environmental Contributions) Bill, that
the intention of clause 1 is not to reinvent the
second-reading debate. I have given the Leader of the
Opposition considerable latitude by allowing him half
an hour — three times the amount of time he used in
the second-reading debate — to make some general
remarks. It would be my preference that we cease the
general remarks and move on and consider the bill
clause by clause at this stage.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Thank you, Chair, for
your guidance. I am quite happy to accede to your
request to do that, but I take this opportunity to briefly
respond to the comment about vilification.
The CHAIR — Order! I will allow that and the
minister’s answer, and then we will move on.

The second matter I want to totally reject is the
accusation the Leader of the Opposition made in
relation to the fires and their aftermath. As a member of
the ministerial task force appointed by the government
following the fires to work on managing the immediate
response to the emergency and then working to deal
with the actions necessary over a long period of time,
working with local councils and shires and with many
community organisations as well as many affected land
and lease-holders, I know it is not in any way, shape or
form accurate to say that the government has not acted
in relation to those fires, let alone to suggest that people
have been abandoned and left to their own resources. I
totally refute that accusation.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Let us put the issue of
vilification in another way. If any government were to
make a public policy decision that focused on a small
minority group in our community, whether they be a
migrant group or indeed an indigenous group, and to
advance that policy proposal, to win a political debate
about that policy initiative, it spent hundreds of
thousands of dollars of taxpayers money with
misrepresentation — which the government
acknowledged by changing the way the advertising was
running — then quite properly that vilification would
be condemned by the community.

The Leader of the Opposition has raised a number of
other matters. I will seek a response to the specific
matter that he raised at the end. In relation to the matter
of licences which abut the national park, does the
Leader of the Opposition wish to deal with that now or
in relation to clause 6?

The fact that the cattlemen have been caught up in a
political agenda of the government and vilified with
taxpayer-funded advertising is a complete disgrace. I
cannot imagine it would happen to the Aboriginal
community or to any small migrant community; why
would it happen to mountain cattlemen? The minister
may say the government has not vilified the mountain
cattlemen. It is certainly the cattlemen’s belief, my
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belief and the belief of most people in country Victoria.
I will not pursue the issue further.
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I too would like to
spend some time speaking about clause 1 which
outlines the purpose of the bill. The Leader of the
Opposition begged the house’s indulgence and the
minister’s indulgence at the start of his contribution. I
would like to respond on behalf of the government.
The government has made a very balanced decision in
relation to the contentious issue of cattle grazing in the
sensitive alpine environment. It is a decision that has
not been taken lightly; it is a decision that has been
taken after much and lengthy consideration based on
science and based on the comprehensive work
undertaken by the alpine grazing task force. Very
disappointingly, we have heard during this debate
members of the opposition seeking to vilify members of
the alpine grazing task force, and I was particularly
disappointed yesterday to hear the contribution of the
Honourable Andrew Brideson. I was disappointed
because I have always had a lot of regard for — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! Mr Forwood!
Ms CARBINES — I have had a lot of regard for
Mr Brideson. I think he let himself down badly
yesterday by personalising the debate. I certainly want
to pay my respects to the work that the alpine grazing
task force has undertaken not just on behalf of the
government but on behalf of all Victorians. It was very
important work. It was work that was not easy. The task
force was appointed in May last year and it worked
assiduously over the next year taking — —
Ms Hadden — On a point of order, Chair, I would
refer you to your previous ruling in relation to sitting
down Mr Davis, the opposition leader. I think the gist
of your ruling was that this is not an opportunity to add
to one’s second-reading contribution. I would say to
you, Chair, that Ms Carbines is harking right down that
path of giving herself extra time to contribute in the
way of a second-reading debate. This is a committee
stage, and I would ask you to call her back to the
clause.
The CHAIR — Order! I do not appreciate
Ms Hadden’s reflection on the Chair. I did not sit
Mr Davis down; I gave him half an hour to speak on the
purposes clause, which is more than most committee
debates allow for. The purposes clause is one where, as
I have said previously, there can be general remarks.
Ms Carbines, like any other member of this house in the
committee stage, is drawing upon her right to rise to her
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feet and make a contribution under the general purposes
clause. She indicated that she wished to do that. I do not
uphold Ms Hadden’s point of order, and I invite
Ms Carbines to continue to speak on the general
purposes clause. I ask her to keep that in mind; the
clause is about the purposes of the bill, and I ask her to
keep her points relevant to that.
Ms CARBINES — Thank you very much, Chair.
The task force did work assiduously. It took over
3500 submissions, which submissions have been used
to inform the Minister for Environment in the other
place, John Thwaites, in the other place and the
government in relation to options presented to Minister
Thwaites concerning whether cattle grazing should be
allowed to continue in the sensitive alpine environment.
I certainly acknowledge their hard work.
It was not just a submission-taking process. The task
force met with some 85 groups and individuals
throughout the state, and took advice from key
stakeholders such as the mountain cattlemen and the
Victorian National Parks Association.
We have also heard this afternoon questions about the
scientific analysis and advice provided to the
government. We have heard the Leader of the
Opposition question the very competency of that
scientific advice, and indeed the scientists who have
provided that advice. I would like to advise the house of
the scientists who have made up the expert scientific
advisory panel and who have provided the advice
earlier this year to Parks Victoria in relation to
monitoring the recovery of the areas burnt by the
wildfires of 2003 in north-east Victoria.
The panel was chaired by Professor Nancy Millis from
the University of Melbourne, also the chancellor of
La Trobe University. It included four other eminent
scientists. It behoves me to ensure that their reputation
is not sullied by accusations made by those opposite.
We had on the panel Dr Graham Harris, the former
chief of the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial
Research Organisation’s land and water division and an
adjunct professor at Charles Sturt University;
Professor David Kemp, foundation chair in farming
systems at the University of Sydney; Professor Jamie
Kirkpatrick, head of the school of geography and
environmental studies at the University of Tasmania,
and Dr Dick Williams, the principal research scientist at
CSIRO’s sustainable ecosystems.
That scientific advisory panel provided advice to Parks
Victoria and of course to Minister Thwaites and the
government and all Victorians. Their conclusions were
basically that grazing should not be returned to the
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Alpine National Park for at least 10 years. Why have
they concluded that? They have concluded that because
the sensitive alpine environment, after the fires, could
not hope to regenerate if cattle were allowed back in the
alpine environment.
Particular advice was provided to the task force by two
Australian government departments. We had advice
from the Australian Heritage Council. Its submission,
which was written by Mr Tom Harley, the chairman of
the council, clearly stated that the alpine grazing is
incompatible — —
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, Chair, I
am happy to indulge the member, but she may not be
aware that all of this has been read in the
second-reading debate, that this is not new information.
If we run out of time in which to deal with the matters
which are important to the cattlemen today, we will be
seeking to report progress and adjourn the bill to
another time. If we cannot deal with the issues, then it
will be on your head.
The CHAIR — Order! Discussion on the purposes
clause in a committee debate is an opportunity to make
general remarks on a bill. As I said last September in a
ruling on such a matter, it is not about reinventing the
second-reading debate. A lot of information has been
put forward on both sides of this argument over many
hours of debate. The minister is ready with an answer to
a question that the Honourable Philip Davis raised
earlier. I ask Ms Carbines to conclude her general
remarks on the purposes clause.
Ms CARBINES — I remind the committee that we
indulged the Leader of the Opposition extensively at
the start of this debate. I would like to take issue with
the Leader of the Opposition’s accusation that the
mountain cattlemen have been vilified. Government
members — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! Ms Hadden!
Ms CARBINES — During this debate government
members have spoken with much consideration and
respect of their contribution. I do not accept that
accusation. This afternoon we have heard from the
Leader of the Opposition that the government is
betraying country Victoria. We do not accept that
accusation at all. It is an absolute nonsense. It is
obviously a banner under which the opposition is going
to attempt to claw back some votes in country Victoria.
The reality is that this government has taken a
courageous decision.
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It was summed up this morning in the Age in a letter
from Dr Henrik Wahren from the Centre for Applied
Alpine Ecology, La Trobe University, Bundoora, under
the headline ‘Time to face up to the real effects of cattle
grazing’. I will conclude with a small quote from the
letter:
… after more than 60 years of scientific research, with
monotonously repetitive findings showing the detrimental
effects of cattle grazing on the water catchment, biodiversity
and conservation values of the Alpine National Park, we
finally got a government brave enough to do the right thing.
Well done!

Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
responding with the information that the Leader of the
Opposition has sought, I observe that the committee
stage of the bill is not in fact a question-and-answer
session. It is also an opportunity for members to make
statements, and that is perfectly reasonable as far as I
am concerned.
In relation to the information that the Leader of the
Opposition has sought regarding grazing licences, I am
advised that there are about 150 state forest grazing
licences in the high country in the general vicinity of
the park, and that those 150 state forest grazing licences
allow about 10 000 head of cattle to graze. That
compares to around a maximum of 8000 adult head of
cattle currently allowed in the park areas. Cattlemen
who have grazing licences for the park also have
licences to graze nearly 6000 of the 10 000 head of
cattle outside the park. So more than half the grazing
operations in the park have grazing licences for state
forests and will therefore be able to continue to graze
cattle in the high country outside the park areas. I
believe that is the information the member sought.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Yes. I am
starting to get focused on what the issue is. My question
was: how many cattle are licensed to graze in the
Eastern Highlands? The minister’s response was in
effect that 10 000 cattle are licensed to graze in state
forests outside the national park. I am not clear that is
what the minister said, but I understand that is what she
meant, and that she is suggesting that of the mountain
cattlemen who are licensed to graze in the park, they
hold licences to graze 6000 cattle. Is that correct?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
That is correct.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I go to the
part of the report I referred to earlier that says:
… including about 4000 cattle under licences which include
areas of above 1200 metres.
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These are obviously the licences that are contiguous or
relate to the alpine park, because the cattle not within
licences for areas over 1220 metres are obviously under
bush licences for areas well away from the park, even
though the licences may well be held by cattlemen who
have a licence for the park and a licence for areas
elsewhere. So the government’s report identifies
licences for 4000 cattle that relate specifically to the
abutment to the national park; is that correct?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response to the Leader of the Opposition, I will seek
clarification on that, but I firstly wish to add to the
information I provided a moment ago by indicating that
if you take a larger area of the Central Highlands, then
there are certainly more licences, which allows a
greater number of head of cattle to graze. The reference
to 150 licences allowing around 10 000 head of cattle to
graze is in relation to the areas surrounding the park,
but not all abutting the park. In relation to the
clarification as to whether the 4000 head of cattle are all
in areas abutting the park, I will seek clarification on
that. I am advised that in relation to the 4000 head of
cattle which the Leader of the Opposition has referred
to, not all the licences abut park areas or, to put it
another way, are contiguous with the park.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Sometimes
one wonders whether we could not designate advisers
as temporary members of Parliament so we could get to
the answers quicker in terms of the procedures we must
follow. I am interested specifically in how many cattle
will be affected by the fact of the contiguous nature of
the licences.
As I understand it, in reality there are two issues here.
One is that, notwithstanding the total licensed number
of cattle — whether it is 8000 in the park or 10 000
bush licences — it would be extremely unusual for all
of those allowable licensed cattle to be taken up in any
season. In fact, the cattlemen manage their grazing
licences as such that, like any sensible farming practice,
you stock according to the season. Clearly it would be,
in most circumstances, a very small number — as we
know, during last summer only 800 of the 8000
allowed in the national park were actually grazed. That
needs to be taken on board.
But to go to the 4000 cattle which are at the alpine
level, because I would argue that any cattle that are
being referred to as grazing ‘high’ — what is the word,
what are they saying? High country?
Ms Broad — High country grazing.
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Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I would not have thought
that cattle that are grazing below 1200 metres are in the
high country at all. So what the minister is really talking
about is 6000 cattle perhaps being grazed in state
forests, but somewhere else and nothing to do with high
country grazing whatever. So it is clear from the
information provided by the minister that there are not
10 000 cattle, as was purported in the press releases and
advertisements of the government — —
Hon. E. G. Stoney — And in debate.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — And in debate — to be
continuing to graze in the high country; the minister has
just confirmed it is 4000. And of those 4000 cattle that
would remain specifically on the bush licences, is it not
true that the licences will be inoperable — that is, the
cattlemen will have to vacate those licences — where
they are contiguous with their current alpine park
licence? I am talking, as I said in my earlier comments,
of the bush licence that was simply the original licence
divided in two.
There was a bush licence, which had a line drawn
through it because the park was created; so suddenly
you had a park licence and a bush licence. They are
contiguous, there are no geographical formations that
differentiate between the two. Is it not true that the
cattle licensed in the abutting state forest would have to
be, in effect, excluded from those areas, given the
reality that there is a penalty, in effect, if the cattle stray
into the park?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response to Mr Davis I think this is taking us really to a
point which was also raised in the Assembly and was
the subject of an amendment moved to clause 6. It is
about the future conduct of grazing in state forest areas.
The important thing for me to do at this point is to refer
to the statements made by the Minister for Environment
when these matters were canvassed in the Legislative
Assembly. In relation to these issues the minister said
he wished to confirm that the Department of
Sustainability and Environment and Parks Victoria are
committed to working cooperatively with grazing
licensees to develop and implement stock containment
plans in exactly the circumstances that Mr Davis is
referring to — that is, where licences abut the park.
In his remarks the minister acknowledged that there
will be occasions when, despite the best endeavours of
licensees, stock will go into park areas and the approach
which the government and its agencies the Department
of Sustainability and Environment and Parks Victoria
intend to take is to seek reasonable cooperation. They
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are confident that that will be achieved in managing
those circumstances. However, it is also the case that
where, despite best endeavours, stock do end up in park
areas it is important that those stock are retrieved, and it
will be the responsibility of licensees to take action to
retrieve those stock.
The CHAIR — Order! We are getting into some of
the detail of the bill and the opposition’s amendment.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I am not
ready to move on yet.
The CHAIR — Order! Mr Davis is not ready to
move on?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — No, we have not even
started! This is quite important, and as you rightly say,
Chair, we are canvassing some detail of particular
clauses which come later. I flag an amendment which
will perhaps deal with some of these aspects. But we
need to understand some facts in terms of the way this
bill will operate.
I think it is now agreed that there are not 10 000 cattle
galloping around the edge of the park, as it were. In
fact, the minister’s response makes it clear that we are
talking about 4000 cattle that are prospectively on land
close or adjacent to — not necessarily abutting — the
park, and it is clear that some of those cattle will be on
licences which do abut the park. What I am trying to
clarify is the numbers. Does the government know how
many of the cattle included in the 4000 are on licences
that actually abut the park and how many licensees that
affects? Is that information available?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
think there has been some interpretation of what I have
said previously in this committee stage, so I should go
over it again. What I have indicated is that there are
around 150 grazing licences which provide an
entitlement to 10 000 head of cattle. It is acknowledged
that currently several areas of state forest in the vicinity
of the park are unlicensed and licences may well be
under-allocated. So that number of head of cattle is an
entitlement under those grazing licences, not a head
count of numbers of cattle. It is important to clarify that.
In relation to the 4000 number which Mr Davis referred
to, that information was provided in relation to
particular areas that Mr Davis was seeking information
about. It was clarified that whilst those areas are in the
vicinity of the park they are not all contiguous with the
boundaries of the park. Again, that 4000 is in relation to
licences which provide that entitlement, not an actual
head count. But if Mr Davis would like me to seek
further information I am happy to do so.
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Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — That has
helped illuminate exactly what the position is. The
minister has indicated that 4000 cattle are eligible to be
included in licences in that close proximity to the park,
which we are referring to and which the government’s
report refers to as being above 1200 metres. We know
there are not actually 4000 cattle because, for practical
reasons, that does not occur because of stocking rates
and, indeed, a lot of the vegetation within those runs is
not suitable to accommodate the stock numbers.
However, it does not get me to the point that I am
trying to get to: to be advised by the government, if this
bill is passed by this house how many of those
4000 cattle allocated to licences — but not necessarily
actually grazing — will effectively be impacted by the
fact of the alpine grazing runs abutting with the bush
runs? In effect we want to know how many cattle and
licensees will be directly affected by the difficulty of
being able to contain their stock.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
can advise Mr Davis that the advice to me is that a
reasonable proportion of those licensees will be
affected because the areas which are licensed abut the
national park. I am also advised that as part of the
process for working through this issue it is expected
that there will be a case-by-case assessment of how
licensees are affected, in order to work with them to
deal with these issues. I can undertake that when that
information is accurately available as a result of those
case-by-case assessments, the government will be more
than willing to provide it.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — The minister
is being very helpful. Let me acknowledge that before I
go any further because, frankly, given that the
government has indicated its clear intent to push this
legislation through, and if it were to be pushed through
today there would be no ability to deal with these
fundamental issues for the remaining cattlemen who
will be directly affected, the minister has confirmed that
of the 4000 allocated cattle-grazing licences above
1200 metres, a reasonable number will be affected. I
guess that means a lot. It is certainly the advice I have
been given by the cattlemen and it is certainly the
discussion which came out of a meeting the cattlemen
had at Dinner Plain, as I recall, about two weeks ago.
The fundamental issue raised at that meeting was that it
is logistically impossible to vacate the alpine park
without impacting on the bush runs and the bush
licensed areas, because those are the one run with
simply two different licences, and have been ever since
the park was created.
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The minister has confirmed that a lot of them will be
affected, and the cattlemen themselves have an
estimate. Clearly the department has no estimate. It is
surprising, given that Parks Victoria and the department
will be obliged to enforce this, that they do not have an
accurate assessment now. The Parliament is being
asked to pass legislation without knowing what the
impact is. The government has been advertising, putting
out press releases, making statements, speaking in
debate and talking about 10 000 cattle. Today the
minister has confirmed that it is 4000, and of those
4000 we have now confirmed that a lot of them are not
going to be able to continue because of the contiguous
nature of the licences.
The truth is that the government has no idea what the
impact will be on individuals. At this point I would like
to know whether the government is prepared to commit
to compensate those cattlemen who have to vacate their
forest licences as well as their alpine park licences as a
result of this legislation. I will give the minister a
moment to think about it and look at her briefing notes.
The government has put in place a compensatory
regime for cattlemen who are going to be excluded
from the park. But the government now confirms that
although cattlemen are legally entitled to continue to
graze in the bush runs, because of the contiguous nature
of the state forests they will be affected. The cattlemen
know that they will not be able to put cattle into those
bush runs because of the possibility of their going into
the park. I will provide some case studies. Charlie
Lovick advises me that he has 65 head of cattle licensed
to be in the park. He has 225 head licensed for his bush
run, which is contiguous — —
Hon. E. G. Stoney — It is the same run.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — It is the same run. I
should not say a bush run and a park run — they are the
one run. They always were the one run until two
licences were created. So in effect he is being advised
that as a result of this legislation he will have to exclude
65 cattle from the park, but what the department and
Parks Victoria have not understood is that also
effectively means that he will have to vacate his bush
licence because they are contiguous and the cattle, not
having a map and a compass, will not really be able to
be well controlled. I am also advised that there is a
20-kilometre to 30-kilometre boundary between those
two licensed areas. There is no bottom access. The
cattle would have to be moved up the Howqua and over
the Bluff into the Jamieson Valley and up onto the bush
run. Given that, the reality is that Charlie Lovick is
going to be excluded from his bush run as well. Now
the question is: will there be compensation for that?
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The late Jim Commins, whom I served with as a
representative in the Victorian Farmers Federation, is a
former president of the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria. He was an outstanding man
and, as the Honourable Graeme Stoney said, it is just a
terrible shame he is not with us to fight this battle today.
But Chris Commins tells me that the Commins family
would lose 100 cattle. Is there going to be any
compensation for that family?
The most appalling situation that I have heard of is that
of Tom Groggin station, where the manager, Trevor
Davies, advises that there are 475 cattle to be excluded
from the park and 75 from the bush. While it would be
nice to think that he could graze the bush, I understand
that the bush-licensed area is completely surrounded by
the park and therefore, again, it would be totally
impractical for his cattle to graze in that bush run
without prospectively venturing into the park. These
several case studies illustrate the fact that it does not
appear that Parks Victoria and the department have
done the necessary work to be able to inform the
government as to how all this will affect the cattlemen.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
think it is worth coming back to the numbers again,
which Mr Davis is keen to keep referring to, and to
reiterate that we are talking about around 10 000 head
of cattle able to graze in the high country under grazing
licences. Yes, that country includes areas of high and
lower elevations, just as the park itself does, so this
distinction which is being drawn based on metres of
elevation is an arbitrary one which clearly does not
assist in working through these issues in saying that
areas of lower elevation in forest areas do not count.
Clearly they have counted in the past, and this
distinction was not made when grazing licences in the
Alpine National Park were nominated for national
heritage listing, for example, so lower levels of
elevation were included in the park areas, just as the
government believes they should be in areas adjacent to
the park. That is why the government believes it is
legitimate to come back to that number of 10 000 head
of cattle.
The Leader of the Opposition is assuming that it is not
going to be practical, and he has produced particular
case studies to support his argument that it will not be
practical to work out stock containment plans with
licensees to keep cattle out of the park. The
government’s view is that it wishes Parks Victoria and
the Department of Sustainability and Environment to
work cooperatively with licensees to develop practical
stock management plans. It is the case that there are
some differences between licences in the park which
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refer specifically, as I am advised, to limitations on
head of cattle whereas licences in forest areas in the
vicinity of the park are in terms of areas, not necessarily
in terms of head of cattle. In working out plans with
licensees who have licences which currently overlap
forest and park areas, the government believes it is
important that there is the opportunity for DSE and
Parks Victoria to work with the licensees to
accommodate the cattle currently licensed to be in park
areas.
It believes it can work through practical stock
management plans to ensure that the required number
of cattle can continue to graze in the high country. The
government is not accepting the point which the Leader
of the Opposition is seeking to make, that this cannot be
done and as a result this should not be accepted as part
of this bill.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — If this were
not so serious it would be funny. I cannot believe the
government and its advisers in the department and
Parks Victoria are so impractical that they cannot
understand that livestock do not have the wit that even
some backbenchers of the Labor Party might have. It is
a farce that before introducing this bill the government
has not given consideration to these fundamental
questions about what the consequences for cattlemen
will be in the event that the bill passes, those grazing
runs are impacted and the cattlemen cannot effectively
stock them. The only reality is that at the end of the day
the bottom line is that the government, through the
department, will cancel the licences if the cattle are not
contained. The government has not given consideration
to that, and it is introducing legislation without regard
for those consequences. There is no plan.
The government is ‘hoping’ — I think that was the
word the minister used — to work through stock
containment plans. When you have 20 kilometres or
30 kilometres of contiguous bush it is doubtful that
even with the best will in the world, and even with
effective fencing, that you could keep the cattle out.
The reality is that in that environment there are tree falls
all the time. What the minister has said is nonsense,
frankly, and she should go back to her advisers and get
a better answer from them. We have a situation where
the minister is offering cattlemen nothing.
We have a situation here where the minister is offering
cattlemen nothing. By the government’s own
admission, a large number of the licensees will be
impacted by this. What the minister is saying is that we
are going to have lots of discussion, but at the end of
the day it is a matter for the cattlemen to keep their
cattle out of the park. The cattlemen acknowledge that.
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But if they cannot do this, what is the action that the
government will take to compensate them? I have heard
nothing other than there will be no compensation. Is
that what I am hearing? There will be no consideration
by the government of the fact that these people, as a
result of government policy, are going to be deprived of
not only their livelihoods with respect to their park
entitlement, but also to their state forest entitlement,
without compensation. This is nearly as bad — it is as
bad — as the cancellation of the Mallacoota
fisherman’s licence and him having no recourse to
compensation through the courts. The minister is at
least consistent. Could the minister give me some
response about compensation?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
The government is not accepting the presumption that
the Leader of the Opposition is making, that it will be
necessary to cancel forest licences or that it will be
necessary for graziers to vacate those licence areas. The
government is committed to working with affected
grazing licence-holders to assist them in terms of their
stock containment plans and in relation to areas which
are currently unlicensed, which it will assess on a
case-by-case basis where there is a need to
accommodate cattle. That assessment can only be done
on a case-by-case basis, and the government intends to
do that entirely cooperatively. So the presumption that
the Leader of the Opposition is making is not one that
the government accepts.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I will
be very brief. Let us take the hypothesis that the
cattlemen do work with the government; they work
hard with the government to see if it works and they run
their forest leases as they did their alpine leases — and
they do this for a couple of years. It proves to be
impossible and the government cannot find alternate
areas for them, and they are forced to leave their state
forest licence and walk away. After exploring and
extinguishing every opportunity to find alternatives,
will the government then compensate them, because
obviously it is as a direct result of this bill?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response, Mr Stoney is leading a whole series of
hypothetical assertions which the government does not
accept. It believes that it has already taken some steps
to assist affected licence-holders directly through
measures attached to this bill, and the government will
absolutely follow through on those forms of assistance,
which, I might say, are a good deal more than in some
instances under the former government where people
were affected by decisions and not supported with any
form of assistance, let alone structural adjustment.
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The short answer to Mr Stoney is that the government
does not accept all of those hypothetical statements. It
believes that the measures attached to this bill in terms
of assistance, taken together with a commitment to
work with affected licence-holders to develop practical
workable plans in order to accommodate the head of
stock which they are grazing, will be perfectly adequate
to ensure that this is done in a reasonable way.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I might try
another tack. What about buffer zones? Has the
government considered either an approach to realigning
the park boundary to allow for the geographical
features to assist cattle containment with respect to
forest licences, or might there be an opportunity to look
at the issue of buffer zones within the alpine park so
that the park exclusion does not impact on the
licensees?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
was not previously aware that the opposition was
actually proposing that the boundaries of the Alpine
National Park should be changed, but I am happy to
seek a response to the member’s question.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I am asking
the minister whether the government has considered
these matters in the context of the need for the
government, as the minister has indicated, to work with
the cattlemen in finding measures to contain cattle. If
the minister is telling me that the government has not
considered any matters in relation to the stock
containment arrangements, realigning park boundaries
and buffer zones, I would be surprised. Surely the
minister’s advisers have had some discussion about
what the options might be for the containment of stock.
Can the minister advise the house if there has been any
consideration?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
can advise the member that the government does not
have any proposals to change the boundaries of the
Alpine National Park. I will seek further information in
relation to the other matters that he has raised. I can
further advise Mr Davis that I am advised that the
government does not believe buffer zones are necessary
or appropriate. Further, I advise that the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria has proposed in its
submission that there could be some consideration
given to droving in relation to the management of
stock. That is a suggestion that has been made by the
mountain cattlemen’s association, but the government
is not proposing buffer zones.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I will return
to this particular issue when we deal with clause
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6 when I will move an amendment. The amendment
could be circulated at any time. In relation to a separate
issue concerning huts and other improvements, I would
like some brief clarification on the status of cattlemen’s
huts that exist under the current licence arrangements.
Cattlemen have a lot of family association with their
huts. Some have been there for generations and it is a
real personal connection with the high country. Under
the arrangements entered into in 1989 the cattlemen
have, if you like, a prior right of use in that the hut is
available to the cattlemen and their families to use. I am
interested to know what the status of the cattlemen’s
huts will be in the future. Will that prior right of use
continue? Will the cattlemen have control of the huts or
will they revert to the control of Parks Victoria? What
will be the nature of the maintenance and continuity of
those huts?
I might make the observation as somebody who has had
the benefit of camping in a number of them over the
years that most people who have an association with the
high country would say it is a jolly good thing they are
there and they would not like to see them dismantled
for any reason. But more to the point: the cattlemen will
have a long-term and no doubt family connection
which will go on to further generations. Will they have
control of those huts as they have done? What is the
plan by Parks Victoria about maintaining or removing
them?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response, as someone who has also taken advantage of
these structures, I can advise Mr Davis that they are
very important and have an important cultural heritage
which the government recognises. I am advised that the
ongoing protection and maintenance of heritage
structures, including the cattlemen’s huts, are regarded
by Parks Victoria as a key aspect of park management.
There are a number of organisations that play important
roles in assisting with that responsibility. In recognition
of that the government has allocated some funding to
assist with the conservation of historic huts in the high
country.
I am advised that Parks Victoria has overall
responsibility for the huts as the land manager in the
Alpine National Park. The government’s approach is
that it wants to work with the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria and others in the maintenance
of the huts. That could include having responsibility for
maintaining particular huts but it does not include or
allow for exclusive use by any particular group or
organisation in terms of access to huts.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — That was
misunderstood, if the minister is implying that I was
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asking about exclusive use. There has always been a
prior right of use — that is, the priority of use of the hut
has been given to the cattlemen. When they have
needed it, they have had access to it. Frankly if
somebody else has been occupying it, they have been
entitled to leave in favour of giving the cattlemen
occupancy on that occasion.
Hon. Bill Forwood — It has happened to all of us.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Yes. The cattlemen are
not camping in those huts 365 days of the year. They
are there just from time to time. But what I want to
know is will those arrangements that are in place
continue? For example, I have been the beneficiary of
camping in a number of huts including Lovicks Hut, as
I know my colleague the Honourable Bill Forwood
would have done when he was walking a similar
circuitous route but probably a year or two ahead of me.
My question really goes to the guts of the issue of what
it is that is going to be preserved for the cattlemen in
relation to their tenure and rights in respect to the huts
as continuing structures. In the event, what is their
liability and obligation if Parks Victoria requests them
to remove those huts?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
can advise Mr Davis firstly and importantly that there
are no plans to remove huts, and therefore the question
of liability does not arise. In relation to the question of
prior rights and the particular arrangements which
currently apply, I am advised that those prior rights
were a result of the grazing licences which will not
continue in the park areas. In relation to areas outside of
the park and the huts in the forest grazing licence areas,
I am advised that the department will work with
licence-holders on a case-by-case basis.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — The
minister’s response will be extremely disheartening to
the cattlemen who have invested thousands, if not
hundreds of thousands, of man-hours in maintaining
those huts for the benefit of the whole community over
the years. I ask rhetorically: who will make that
investment now? We know in this place and we know
in country Victoria that Parks Victoria will not. If the
government is expunging the prior rights of occupancy
of those cattlemen, it would hardly be fair to expect
them to maintain those huts for generations to come.
Clearly they will deteriorate. Frankly, Parks Victoria is
so incompetent in its stewardship of the public land
which is entrusted to it that the land is overrun with
feral animals and weeds already, and one cannot expect
the huts to survive.
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Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
can reaffirm for Mr Davis’s benefit that as far as the
government is concerned the protection and
maintenance of huts is a key aspect of park
management, and the government intends that that will
continue into the future.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — At
least one cattleman is also a tourist operator, and part of
the tourism licence is that they have a prior right over
their hut. This hut is in the process of being rebuilt. Will
this operator be allowed to rebuild his hut, and will he
retain the prior right for his tourism business?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
ask Mr Stoney to name the hut.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — It is
Lovicks Hut. The Lovicks have permission to rebuild it.
The stumps are in, but the roof is not on, and the snows
have come. They have permission to do this, and they
have a prior right for their tourism business as well as
for their cattle business. The minister has said they have
lost the prior right as far as the cattle are concerned, but
they are still running a tourism business with a prior
right to that hut. What is their legal position?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
can advise Mr Stoney that there is no question that the
works on Lovicks Hut will be able to continue and be
completed. To the extent that there is an entitlement in
relation to a tourism operation, that will not be affected
by the changes which are being made here with this bill
in relation to grazing licences. That is a separate
arrangement and to the extent that it is a legal
arrangement it will not be affected by this bill.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — We
will have situations where a cattleman’s hut is situated
in the alpine park, and — it may be a long shot — they
may still be able to operate a forest lease nearby. Will
the cattlemen be allowed to come out to their hut in the
Alpine National Park with their dogs and their gear and
operate their forest lease based at their hut in the alpine
park?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
Could I ask Mr Stoney to perhaps give me some further
information about what particular aspect of this he is
seeking an assurance about?
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) —
Obviously, once the cattlemen are kicked out of the
alpine park they will not be able to take their dogs. You
have to have dogs to muster. The cattlemen may spend
all day on their forest lease and then come home at
night with their horses, dogs and chaff to camp in the
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Alpine National Park. What will be the legal situation
with their dogs, for example, and just generally in being
able to use their hut and have a prior right on their hut
because of their forest lease?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response to Mr Stoney, I think in this committee stage I
have already addressed the question of the prior right,
but I will seek further information in relation to dogs.
Also in response to Mr Stoney, I am advised in relation
to the specific circumstances he has outlined that it is a
matter the government would be willing to examine,
and it would be considered on a case-by-case basis.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I am
extremely frustrated by the issue of time, and I am not
going to take any more of the committee’s time on
clause 1. But for the record I want to say that it has
been the intention of the opposition to go through the
bill clause by clause, to speak on each of the clauses
progressively and to raise questions. The responses
from the minister clearly indicate that the government,
the department and the advisers have not done the
appropriate work that was needed to be done before this
bill was brought to this house. I feel some sympathy for
the minister being unable to answer what are fairly
fundamental questions about what will come out as a
consequence of the operation of this bill. The fact is that
we understand that we have no choice and that at
4 o’clock, whatever we like to say, unless the
government wants to change its business program and
adjourn the debate, we will simply be out of time and
will not have had the opportunity — if I continue to go
through the clauses now — to deal with even our
amendments.
It is an absolute tragedy that these matters cannot be
properly drawn out in the Parliament of Victoria in a
way that would give some satisfaction in terms of
advice to the people who are affected by this. Clearly
that advice is not presently available. It is my opinion
that the government should amend the government
business program, take this bill out of it and come back
and consider it at the next sitting. Parliament should
resume next week to deal with it, but obviously that is
not going to happen because that is not the way that this
government is prepared to operate.
In any event I will say nothing further on this clause. I
indicate that the opposition wishes to move speedily to
clause 6 so that we can consider our amendments.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 5 agreed to.
Clause 6
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Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Obviously
there are two particular aspects to amendment 2, which
has been circulated, but they are interrelated.
Substantially amendment 2 seeks to make the change
described in it. I therefore move:
1.

Clause 6, page 3, line 20, omit ‘park.”.’ and insert
“park.”.

2.

Clause 6, page 3, line 20, after this line insert —
‘(4) A person who is grazing cattle on Crown land
that abuts the park described in Part 37 of
Schedule Two under a licence to do so is
deemed not to have committed an offence
under this Act or any regulations made under
this Act if the cattle stray into the park from
that land, if the person has taken all
reasonable steps to ensure that the cattle do
not so stray.”.’.

In speaking to the amendments, I simply say that we
have canvassed this issue widely. The issue is that the
grazing runs, whether they be in the park or in the bush,
are contiguous. There are two separate licences. The
effect of cancelling the alpine grazing licence clearly
has an implication — a knock-on effect, if you like —
for the bush runs, and it will be, frankly, absolutely
inevitable that in respect to bush runs there will be
cattle straying from time to time. There is no farmer
who has ever handled livestock who does not know that
livestock wander. It is just simply impossible. At the
moment it is clear that the only penalty that seems to be
available for cattle straying from this state forest
grazing area is the cancellation or threat of cancellation
of that licence. So it would be appropriate in respect of
this bill to include a provision which in effect would
forgive cattlemen from the occasional stray wanderings
of animals that do not have, as I say, even the wit of a
Labor Party backbencher.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — The
reason the amendments have been moved is that the
attitude of Parks Victoria staff in the last few years has
hardened towards cattlemen to the point where they are
keeping dossiers on every cattleman. They are issuing
them with warning notices if cattle are even found on
the stock route on the way to the lease a couple of days
behind the main herd. They are issuing warnings if the
cattle get through a fence into the next-door run — an
adjacent run just through the fence. Run-holders do not
mind that, because that is what happens with cattle. We
have got to the point where all these petty offences are
being put into dossiers. We have a hardening of the
attitude of Parks Victoria. The government has
promised faithfully that there will be strong cooperation
between the government, Parks Victoria and the
landowners if the cattle do stray, but we need a tighter
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assurance in legislation that this will occur and that the
culture that is developing of getting stuck into the
cattlemen changes to one of cooperation.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
indicate the support of The Nationals to the
amendments for the very reasons that have been
outlined by Mr Davis and Mr Stoney. Clearly, if the
government is genuine it ought to accept the
amendments. Yesterday we heard assurances from
government backbenchers and from the minister today
that this government respects the mountain cattlemen,
appreciates the contribution they have made to the state
of Victoria and intends and wishes cattle grazing to
continue outside the national park on the bush leases.
Not to accept these very modest amendments would
undermine the government’s assurances and make us
even more suspicious of its intentions.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response on the amendments, the government does not
support them, as it did not in the lower house. The
government is intending to proceed on the basis of a
cooperative approach to this working with licensees.
However, at the end of the day the government believes
it is important that if stock do end up in park areas,
there should be an obligation on licence-holders to
remove those stock. The effect of the amendments
moved by the opposition is that there would be no
obligation on licence-holders to remove stock. The
government believes that is a serious oversight and for
that reason does not support the amendments.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I would like
to make a concluding comment on this. The minister
has made it clear that the government has no plan to
deal with the consequences of its own legislation
impacting on people who, through no fault of their own,
are going to be placed in an untenable position in
respect of being outside the park. Quite clearly, because
no compensation is going to be offered to cattlemen
who have to abandon their state forest leases, it would
not be unreasonable where a person who has taken all
reasonable steps to ensure that cattle do not stray should
not be deemed to have committed an offence. Anybody
in country Victoria, anybody who has ever understood
anything about animals would know that animals are
creatures with their own will. You cannot blame a
farmer or individual livestock owner for the wayward
straying of animals from time to time, providing they
have been using their best endeavours to contain them.
I have to say to the minister that this just shows the lack
of compassion on the part of her government.
The CHAIR — Order! In relation to Mr Davis’s
amendment 1, which is a test for his amendment 2, the
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question is that the words proposed to be omitted stand
part of the clause.
Committee divided on omission (members in favour
vote no):
Ayes, 21
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
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
Viney, Mr

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

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

Thomson, Ms

Hall, Mr

Pair
Amendment negatived.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
The CHAIR — Order! The question is:
That clauses 6 to 12 be agreed to and that I report the bill to
the house without amendment.

Committee divided on question:
Ayes, 21
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr

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

Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr

Forwood, Mr
Hadden, Ms
Koch, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms (Teller)
Olexander, Mr
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Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr

Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Lenders, Mr

Hall, Mr

Pair
Question agreed to.
Clauses 6 to 12 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the report be now adopted, that the bill be now read a
third time and that the bill do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr (Teller)
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
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
Hadden, Ms
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr (Teller)
Vogels, Mr

Lenders, Mr

Hall, Mr

Pair
Question agreed to.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
House adjourned 4.11 p.m. until Tuesday, 19 July.
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LABOR’S LAND TAX CHANGES
2004 - 2006
2004
VALUE

2005
TAX

VALUE

2006
TAX

VALUE

TAX

% TAX CHANGE

2004–2006

(AFTER REBATE)

$ 694,000 Æ

$ 1,749

$ 833,000 Æ

$ 2,655

$ 1,000,000 Æ

$ 3,680

110.4%

$ 1,042,000 Æ

$ 6,959

$ 1,250,000 Æ

$ 8,905

$ 1,500,000 Æ

$ 10,230

47.0%

$ 1,389,000 Æ

$ 16,124

$ 1,667,000 Æ

$ 17,993

$ 2,000,000 Æ

$ 20,580

27.6%

$ 3,472,000 Æ

$ 93,491

$ 4,167,000 Æ

$ 100,118

$ 5,000,000 Æ

$ 116,830

25.0%

•

The above table shows changes to land tax for properties that have had increases in valuation of 20 per
cent per annum between 2004 and 2006 land tax.

•

According to the Valuer-General’s official land tax indexation factors for 2005, 49 out of 80 municipal
areas across Victoria (counting Docklands separately), have had average valuation increases of 20 per cent
or more, amounting to a 44 per cent or greater increase over two years.

•

Valuations for 2004 land tax are based on land values as at 1 January 2002, while valuations for 2006 land
tax are based on land values as at 1 January 2004. For 2005 land tax, valuations are determined by
multiplying the 2002 valuation by the official indexation factor for the municipality in which the property
is based.
INCORPORATIONBYHON.BILLFORWOOD(TEMPLESTOWE)

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 14 June 2005

COUNCIL

1623

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 14 June 2005
Corrections: Fulham Correctional Centre — education programs
1363.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): In relation to education programs at Fulham Correctional Centre:
(c)

What are the details of the specific performance measures for innovative strategies that provide
employment options.

(d)

How successful have these innovative strategies that provide employment options been.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(c)

The Correctional Services Employment Pilot Program (CSEPP) has the following specific performance
measures;
- Number of prisoners and offenders registered on the employment pilot;
- Number of prisoners and offenders that received an employment placement on the employment pilot; and
- Number of prisoners and offenders that had an employment outcome on the employment pilot.

(d)

As prisoners move regularly between prisons, placement outcomes for individual prison locations cannot be
identified. However, as at 30 November 2003, 1393 offenders (including prisoners) were registered for the
CSEPP program, 198 offenders had received an employment placement and 195 offenders had achieved an
employment outcome (ie been in full-time work for 13 weeks or more) since the introduction of the program
in June 2002.

Corrections: Dame Phyllis Frost Centre — education programs
1364.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): In relation to education programs at Dame Phyllis Frost Centre:
(c) What are the details of the specific performance measures for innovative strategies that provide
employment options.
(d)

How successful have these innovative strategies that provide employment options been.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(c)

The Correctional Services Employment Pilot Program (CSEPP) has the following specific performance
measures;
- Number of prisoners and offenders registered on the employment pilot;
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- Number of prisoners and offenders that received an employment placement on the employment pilot; and
- Number of prisoners and offenders that had an employment outcome on the employment pilot.
(d)

As prisoners move regularly between prisons, placement outcomes for individual prison locations cannot be
identified. However, as at 30 November 2003, 1393 offenders (including prisoners) were registered for the
CSEPP program, 198 offenders had received an employment placement and 195 offenders had achieved an
employment outcome (ie been in full-time work for 13 weeks or more) since the introduction of the program
in June 2002.

Corrections: Port Phillip Prison — education programs
1365.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): In relation to education programs at Port Phillip Prison:
(c) What are the details of the specific performance measures for innovative strategies that provide
employment options.
(d)

How successful have these innovative strategies that provide employment options been.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(c)

The Correctional Services Employment Pilot Program (CSEPP) has the following specific performance
measures;
- Number of prisoners and offenders registered on the employment pilot;
- Number of prisoners and offenders that received an employment placement on the employment pilot; and
- Number of prisoners and offenders that had an employment outcome on the employment pilot.

(d)

As prisoners move regularly between prisons, placement outcomes for individual prison locations cannot be
identified. However, as at 30 November 2003, 1393 offenders (including prisoners) were registered for the
CSEPP program, 198 offenders had received an employment placement and 195 offenders had achieved an
employment outcome (ie been in full-time work for 13 weeks or more) since the introduction of the program
in June 2002.

Police and emergency services: traffic offences — fines
3299.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS— To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services): What was the cost of the fines in October 1999 for — (i) jaywalking; (ii)
failing to give way to a pedestrian; (iii) failing to give way while making a U-turn; (iv) failing to stop
and remain stationary at a children’s crossing; (v) passing a stopped tram; (vi) failing to stop or give
way at a level crossing; (vii) driving on the wrong side of a divided road; (viii) failing to keep as far left
as practicable; (ix) increase in speed while being overtaken; (x) driving in the wrong direction on a
one-way road; (xi) failure to obey traffic lights; (xii) drink driving with a blood alcohol level of .05 to
.07; (xiii) drink driving with a blood alcohol level above .07; (xiv) failure to display L plates when
required; and (xv) failure to display P plates when required, and what is their current cost.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 14 June 2005

COUNCIL

1625

Summary - Level / Rate of Fines
Offence

October 1999
$

Current 2005
$

(i)

jaywalking

15.00

51.00

(ii)

failing to give way to a pedestrian

165.00

169.00

(iii) failing to give way while making a u-turn

165.00

169.00

(iv) failing to stop and remain stationary at a children’s crossing

165.00

169.00

(v)

165.00

169.00

(vi) failing to stop or give way at a level crossing

165.00

169.00

(vii) driving on the wrong side of a divided road

165.00

169.00

(viii) failing to keep as far left as practicable

105.00

107.00

(ix) increase in speed while being overtaken

165.00

169.00

(x)

165.00

169.00

(xi) failure to obey traffic lights

165.00

205.00

(xii) drink driving with a blood alcohol level of .05 to .07

300.00

307.00

(xiii) drink driving with a blood alcohol level above .07 (to .10)

300.00

307.00

(xiv) failure to display L plates when required

105.00

107.00

(xv) failure to display P plates when required

105.00

107.00

passing a stopped tram

driving in the wrong direction on a one-way road

I note that this question has previously been asked by the same member under Question 3268 using the words
“level/rate” instead of “cost”. These terms have been interpreted as having the same meaning and therefore an
identical response has been provided in the table above for Question 3299.

Police and emergency services: Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal — interstate and overseas
travel
4139.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to interstate and overseas travel by the members and
staff of the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal in 2003-04:
(1)

How many trips were undertaken.

(2)

What costs were associated with the travel.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the Attorney-General has responsibility for the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal, you need to address your
question to that Minister.

Premier: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd — payments
4371.

THE HON. GRAEME STONEY — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Premier):
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(1)

What payments have been made to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd by the Premier’s department or
private office or agency or statutory body under the Premier’s administration since 26 August
2003.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, with reference to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd, the answers to the questions are:
(1)

Nil

(2)

Not Applicable

(3)

Not Applicable

Major projects: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd — payments
4379.

THE HON. GRAEME STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Major Projects):
(1)

What payments have been made to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd by the Minister’s department or
private office or agency or statutory body under the Minister’s administration since 26 August
2003.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is :
(1)

Major Projects Victoria, my office, agency or statutory body under my administration made no payment to
Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd since 26 August 2003.

(2)

N/A

(3)

N/A

Major projects: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — payments
4420.

THE HON. GRAEME STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Major Projects):
(1)

What payments have been made to Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd by the Minister’s department or
private office or agency or statutory body under the Minister’s administration since 28 October
2003.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is :
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(1)

Major Projects Victoria, my office, agency or statutory body under my administration made no payment to
Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 28 October 2003.

(2)

N/A

(3)

N/A

Major projects: Social Shift Pty Ltd — payments
4460.

THE HON. GRAEME STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Major Projects):
(1)

What payments have been made to Social Shift Pty Ltd by the Minister’s department or private
office or agency or statutory body under the Minister’s administration since 26 August 2003.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is :
(1)

Major Projects Victoria, my office, agency or statutory body under my administration made no payment to
Social Shift Pty Ltd since 26 August 2003.

(2)

N/A

(3)

N/A

Corrections: home detention program
4580.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth,
HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM
Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to Home Detention Programs from 1 May 2004 to 31 May 2004:
(1)

What was the total number of prisoners undertaking the Program.

(2)

What was the total number of female prisoners undertaking the Program.

(3)

What was the total number of male prisoners undertaking the Program.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

A total of thirteen prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program during some or all of May 2004.

(2)

A total of two female prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; one from the Dame Phyllis
Frost Centre and one from HM Prison Tarrengower.

(3)

A total of eleven male prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; one from HM Prison Ararat,
six from HM Prison Dhurringile, three from HM Prison Won Wron and one from the Fulham Correctional
Centre.
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Aboriginal affairs: Aboriginal Affairs Victoria — advertising and credit card expenditure
4718.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: In relation to
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria within the People and Community Advocacy Division of the Department
for Victorian Communities:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(1)

Advertising expenditure for the period 1 July 2003 to 30 June 2004 was $45,850.93.

(2)

Credit card expenditure for the period 1 July 2003 to 30 June 2004 was $100,463.78.

Commonwealth Games: Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Pty Ltd — advertising and
credit card expenditure
4732.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: In
relation to the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Pty Ltd:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
Expenditures incurred in the 2003-04 financial year in relation to Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Pty Ltd
include:
1.

Total Advertising Expenditure (1 July 2003 – 4 November 2003)
(Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Pty Ltd)

$29,376

Total Advertising Expenditure (5 November 2003 – 30 June 2004)
(Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Corporation)

$102,496

Total

$131,872

This includes EOI advertising undertaken directly by M2006 and recruitment advertising recharged by
recruitment agencies to M2006.
2.

Total Credit Card Expenditure (1 July 2003 – 4 November 2003)
Total Credit Card Expenditure (5 November 2003 – 30 June 2004)

Nil
Nil

M2006 does not operate corporate credit cards

Agriculture: Australian Food Industry Science Centre — advertising and credit card expenditure
4770.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Australian Food Industry Science Centre:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Australian Food Industry Science Centre:
(1)

Advertising expenditure for 2003-04 was $8,928.00.

(2)

Credit card expenditure for 2003-04 was $1,159,740.00.

Agriculture: Melbourne Market Authority — advertising and credit card expenditure
4771.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Melbourne Market Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Melbourne Market Authority:
(1)

Advertising expenditure for 2003-04 was $58,656.49.

(2)

There was no credit card expenditure for 2003-04.

Agriculture: Fisheries Co-Management Council and fisheries committees — advertising and credit
card expenditure
4772.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Fisheries Co-Management Council and Fisheries Committees:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Fisheries Co-Management Council and Fisheries Committees:
(1)

The advertising expenditure for 2003-04 was $436.00.

(2)

The credit card expenditure for 2003-04 was $10,082.32.

Housing: Office of Housing — decommissioned properties
4812.

THE HON. WENDY LOVELL — To ask the Minister for Housing: How many properties currently
owned by the Office of Housing have been decommissioned.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that the Office Of Housing has decommissioned 46 properties from 24 March 2005 to 19 May 2005
and an estimated 65 Properties are to be decommissioned from 20 May 2005 to 30 June 2005.

Consumer affairs: Business Licensing Authority — advertising and credit card expenditure
4813.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Business Licensing Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Business Licensing Authority:
(1)

The advertising expenditure of the Business Licensing Authority is included as part of Consumer Affairs
Victoria’s expenditure in its financial record system and cannot be easily determined. Accordingly, I am of
the opinion that to answer the question would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department's resources.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as the Authority does not have a credit card.

Consumer affairs: Coordinating Council on Control of Liquor Abuse — advertising and credit
card expenditure
4814.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Coordinating Council on Control of Liquor Abuse:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04,

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Coordinating Council on Control of Liquor Abuse:
(1)

The advertising expenditure of the Coordinating Council on Control of Liquor Abuse is included as part of
Consumer Affairs Victoria’s expenditure in its financial record system and cannot be easily determined.
Accordingly, I am of the opinion that to answer the question would be an unreasonable diversion of my
Department's resources.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as the Council does not have a credit card.

Consumer affairs: Defence Reserves Re-Employment Board — advertising and credit card
expenditure
4815.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Defence Reserves Re-Employment Board:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.
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What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Premier is the responsible Minister for the Defence Reserves Re-Employment Board. Accordingly, you should
refer your question to the Premier.

Consumer affairs: Estate Agents Council — advertising and credit card expenditure
4816.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Estate Agents Council:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Estate Agents Council:
(1)

The advertising expenditure of the Estate Agents Council is included as part of Consumer Affairs Victoria’s
expenditure in its financial record system and cannot be easily determined. Accordingly, I am of the opinion
that to answer the question would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department's resources.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as the Council does not have a credit card.

Consumer affairs: Motor Car Traders Guarantee Fund Claims Committee — advertising and
credit card expenditure
4817.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Motor Car Traders Guarantee Fund Claims Committee:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Motor Car Traders Guarantee Fund Claims Committee:
(1)

The advertising expenditure of the Motor Car Traders Guarantee Fund Claims Committee is included as part
of Consumer Affairs Victoria’s expenditure in its financial record system and cannot be easily determined.
Accordingly, I am of the opinion that to answer the question would be an unreasonable diversion of my
Department's resources.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as the Committee does not have a credit card.

Consumer affairs: Patriotic Funds Council — advertising and credit card expenditure
4818.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Patriotic Funds Council:
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What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Premier is the responsible Minister for the Patriotic Funds Council. Accordingly, you should refer your
question to the Premier.

Consumer affairs: Prostitution Control Act Advisory Committee — advertising and credit card
expenditure
4819.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Prostitution Control Act Advisory Committee:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Prostitution Control Act Advisory Committee:
(1)

The advertising expenditure of the Prostitution Control Act Advisory Committee is included in Consumer
Affairs Victoria’s expenditure in its financial record system and cannot be easily determined. Accordingly, I
am of the opinion that to answer the question would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department's
resources.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as the Committee does not have a credit card.

Consumer affairs: Residential Tenancies Bond Authority — advertising and credit card
expenditure
4820.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Residential Tenancies Bond Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Residential Tenancies Bond Authority:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $1240.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as the Authority does not have a credit card.
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Consumer affairs: Consumer Affairs Victoria — advertising and credit card expenditure
4821.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In relation to
the Department of Consumer Affairs Victoria:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to Consumer Affairs Victoria:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $525,147. This total consists of staff vacancies, mandatory
notices and general advertising.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was $93,023. This expenditure complies with the Victorian
Government’s guidelines.

Aged care: elder abuse project — adult protective services unit
4834.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: In relation to the Elder Abuse
Prevention Project, does the Government plan to establish an Adult Protective Services Unit; if not,
why.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Elder Abuse Prevention Project is expected to report to the Government by the end of 2005. The Government
will consider all options presented to it at that time.

Aged care: elder abuse project — advisory group for the elder abuse prevention project
4837.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: In relation to the Advisory
Group for the Elder Abuse Prevention Project:
(1)

How many people will be in the Group.

(2)

How will members be selected.

(3)

When will selection occur.

(4)

When will names be announced.

(5)

When will the Group commence to meet.

(6)

What are the Key Performance Indicators.

(7)

What guidelines have been set down for the Group.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(1)

There will be thirteen members of the Elder Abuse Prevention Project Advisory Group.
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-
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The Ministerial Advisory Council of Senior Victorians
The Office of the Public Advocate
Victorian Community Council Against Violence
Council on the Ageing (Vic)
Alzheimer’s Association of Victoria
Residential Care Rights
The Carers Association Victoria
Victoria Police
Royal District Nursing Service
Australian Society for Geriatric Medicine
Victorian Association of Health and Extended Care
Employee/Union Representation.

(3)

Invitations to organisations were sent on 28 April 2005 and the Chair was announced on 27 March 2005.

(4)

There are no plans to publicise the names of individual members of the Advisory Group.

(5)

The first meeting of the Advisory Group took place on 5 May 2005.

(6) & (7)
The role of the Advisory Group is to inform the work of the Elder Abuse Prevention Project based on the
collective expertise of its members. The Elder Abuse Prevention Project is expected to report to the
Government by the end of 2005.

Aged care: ageing workforce employer education project — government policy
4838.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: Prior to the announcement of
the Ageing Workforce: Employer Education Project on 6 April 2005, what were the State
Government’s policies to encourage businesses to use the skills of mature aged worker.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The specific policy directions in relation to older workers were enunciated in “Making this the Age To Be, a
Forward Agenda for Senior Victorians”. This policy document was first published in October 2002. A revised
edition of this policy document was published in March 2003 and is available on the internet.

Aged care: ageing workforce employer education project — management
4840.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: In relation to the Ageing
Workforce: Employer Education Project in partnership with the Victorian Employers’ Chamber of
Commerce and Industry:
(1)

Who will manage the Project.

(2)

What is the involvement of the Office of Senior Victorians.

(3)

How many staff will be involved.

(4)

What is the budget for the Project.
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(5)

What are the Key Performance Indicators.

(6)

What guidelines have been set down for the Project.

(7)

How will the Project be monitored and evaluated.

(8)

By what date must the Project report.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that in relation to the Project:
1.

The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry (VECCI) will manage the Project. It will be
supported by a Steering Committee comprising staff from VECCI and the Office of Senior Victorians (OSV).

2.

OSV will participate in the Steering Committee for the project and a broader Reference Group.

3.

The number of staff employed on the Project is a matter for VECCI.

4.

The project will operate over two years and in addition to financial support from VECCI, OSV is contributing
$0.4M (net of GST)

5.

Key performance indicators are to be based around the preparation of training materials, the numbers of
seminars run by VECCI and numbers of employers participating in the Project. These indicators relate to
outputs. Outcome indicators will focus on the degree to which training and seminar activities result in
positive employer attitudes to employment, retention and development of older workers.

6.

A detailed contract has been prepared and signed by the parties. As part of the contract VECCI will:
- provide a project plan, deliverables, progress reports (5), a final report and a copy of their audited Annual
Report on agreed dates
- meet regularly with the funding body, on agreed dates.
- establish a Reference Group with representatives from Government, the Ministerial Advisory Council of
Senior Victorians and community organisations.
- conduct seminars/workshops in metropolitan and regional Victoria to provide employers with information
on the benefits of retaining and recruiting older workers and adopting more flexible recruitment,
employment, training and retirement procedures and practices.
- provide access to a consolidated body of research on older workers and practical tools for workforce
planning and development and design a sustainable Age-Aware Employer Champion scheme for Victoria.
- produce practical guidance on effective strategies which could be implemented across Victorian industry
and workplaces.

7.

The Project will be monitored by the Project Steering Committee. Specific research instruments will be
developed to evaluate the impact of awareness raising activity.

8.

Under the Contract, VECCI will meet the following milestones On or after 1 June 2005
August 25 2005
September 7 2005
November 24 2005
June 23 2006
November 24 2006

progress report
progress report
progress report
progress report
progress report
final report
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Aged care: ageing workforce employer education project — opposition initiative
4841.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: Will the Minister confirm that
the Ageing Workforce: Employer Education Project is an initiative of the Opposition as announced on
18 January 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Ageing Workforce: Employer Education Project was initiated by the Victorian Employers’ Chamber of
Commerce and Industry (VECCI) and the Office of Senior Victorians (OSV). Development of this partnership
commenced in early 2004.
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Wednesday, 15 June 2005
WorkCover: ministerial staff — mobile telephone services
3325.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Minister for
WorkCover): What has been the cost of providing mobile telephone services to the Minister’s staff
since 1999-2000.

ANSWER:
I was not the Minister for WorkCover during the period the question is seeking a response to. I therefore employed
no WorkCover related staff during this period. As a result there were no costs incurred in relation to mobile
telephone services for any such WorkCover staff in my office.
Moreover, by virtue of the provision to you of various mobile telephone services costs of my staff over more recent
and multiple financial years as a result of previous Questions on notice, I am advised that even if I were to respond
(which I again reiterate that I cannot) it would result in an unnecessary waste of Departmental resources and time.

Treasurer: CityLink — project cost
4176.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): How did the
Treasurer arrive at his statement in the Australian Financial Review of 28 October 2004 indicating that
in 1996-97 CityLink had an announced construction cost of some $1.2 billion, when CityLink was
announced in 1995 as a project costing $1.7 billion.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Treasurer’s reference to the $1.2 billion cost of City link in his Statement to the Australian Financial Review
on 28 October 2005 relates to the cost of construction only. Previous announcements to the cost of City Link as
being $1.7 billion referred to the Government’s total investment into the project, which also includes other
elements such as financing costs.

Sport and recreation: Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust — entertainment expenses
4340.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation
to the Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust’s entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the
details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and
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name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Collating this information would unreasonably divert the resources of the Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust.

Sport and recreation: Melbourne Cricket Ground Trust — entertainment expenses
4341.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation
to the Melbourne Cricket Ground Trust’s entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the
details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No such expenses were incurred by the Melbourne Cricket Ground Trust.

Sport and recreation: Professional Boxing and Combat Sports Board — entertainment expenses
4342.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation
to the Professional Boxing and Combat Sports Board’s entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04,
what are the details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No such expenses were incurred by the Professional Boxing and Combat Sports Board.
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Sport and recreation: State Recreation Camps Committee of Management — entertainment
expenses
4345.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation
to the State Recreation Camps Committee of Management’s entertainment expenses incurred in
2003-04, what are the details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No such expenses were incurred by the Sport and Recreation Camps Committee of Management Inc.

Sport and recreation: State Sports Centre Trust — entertainment expenses
4346.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation
to the State Sports Centre Trust’s entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the details, in
relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Collating this information would unreasonably divert the resources of the State Sport Centres Trust.

Corrections: home detention program
4581.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth,
HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM
Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to Home Detention Programs from 1 June 2004 to 30 June 2004:
(1)

What was the total number of prisoners undertaking the Program.

(2)

What was the total number of female prisoners undertaking the Program.

(3)

What was the total number of male prisoners undertaking the Program.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

A total of eighteen prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program during some or all of June 2004.

(2)

A total of three female prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; two from the Dame Phyllis
Frost Centre and one from HM Prison Tarrengower.

(3)

A total of fifteen male prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; six from HM Prison
Dhurringile, one from HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, two from HM Prison Loddon, two from HM Prison Won
Wron and four from the Fulham Correctional Centre.

Corrections: home detention program
4582.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth,
HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM
Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to Home Detention Programs from 1 July 2004 to 31 July 2004:
(1)

What was the total number of prisoners undertaking the Program.

(2)

What was the total number of female prisoners undertaking the Program.

(3)

What was the total number of male prisoners undertaking the Program.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

A total of nineteen prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program during some or all of July 2004.

(2)

A total of four female prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; two from the Dame Phyllis
Frost Centre and two from HM Prison Tarrengower.

(3)

A total of fifteen male prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; five from HM Prison
Dhurringile, two from HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, two from HM Prison Loddon, two from HM Prison Won
Wron and four from the Fulham Correctional Centre.

Corrections: home detention program
4583.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth,
HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM
Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to Home Detention Programs from 1 August 2004 to 31 August
2004:
(1)

What was the total number of prisoners undertaking the Program.

(2)

What was the total number of female prisoners undertaking the Program.

(3)

What was the total number of male prisoners undertaking the Program.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

A total of twenty-four prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program during some or all of August
2004.

(2)

A total of five female prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; three from the Dame Phyllis
Frost Centre and two from HM Prison Tarrengower.

(3)

A total of nineteen male prisoners have undertaken the Home Detention Program; one from HM Prison
Beechworth, nine from HM Prison Dhurringile, one from HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, two from HM Prison
Loddon, one from HM Prison Won Wron and five from the Fulham Correctional Centre.

Corrections: home detention program
4584.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth,
HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM
Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to Home Detention Programs from 1 September 2004 to 30
September 2004:
(1)

What was the total number of prisoners undertaking the Program.

(2)

What was the total number of female prisoners undertaking the Program.

(3)

What was the total number of male prisoners undertaking the Program.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

A total of eighteen prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program during some or all of September
2004.

(2)

A total of four female prisoners have undertaken the Home Detention Program; two from the Dame Phyllis
Frost Centre and two from HM Prison Tarrengower.

(3)

A total of fourteen male prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; one from HM Prison
Beechworth, eight from HM Prison Dhurringile, one from HM Prison Loddon and four from the Fulham
Correctional Centre.

Corrections: home detention program
4585.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth,
HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM
Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to Home Detention Programs from 1 October 2004 to 31 October
2004:
(1)

What was the total number of prisoners undertaking the Program.

(2)

What was the total number of female prisoners undertaking the Program.

(3)

What was the total number of male prisoners undertaking the Program.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

A total of twenty-one prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program during some or all of October
2004.

(2)

A total of five female prisoners have undertaken the Home Detention Program; two from the Dame Phyllis
Frost Centre and three from HM Prison Tarrengower.

(3)

A total of sixteen male prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; one from HM Prison
Beechworth, ten from HM Prison Dhurringile, one from HM Prison Loddon and four from the Fulham
Correctional Centre.

Corrections: home detention program
4586.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth,
HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM
Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre
and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to Home Detention Programs from 1 November 2004 to 30
November 2004:
(1)

What was the total number of prisoners undertaking the Program.

(2)

What was the total number of female prisoners undertaking the Program.

(3)

What was the total number of male prisoners undertaking the Program.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

A total of twenty-one prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program during some or all of
November 2004.

(2)

A total of four female prisoners were undertaking the Home Detention Program; two from the Dame Phyllis
Frost Centre and two from HM Prison Tarrengower.

(3)

A total of seventeen male prisoners have undertaken the Home Detention Program; one from HM Prison
Beechworth, eight from HM Prison Dhurringile, three from HM Prison Loddon, one from HM Prison Won
Wron and four from the Fulham Correctional Centre.

Environment: Sustainability and Environment — external legal advice
4602.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): What has been the expenditure by the Department of Sustainability and
Environment on external legal advice since 1 January 2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information sought is not readily available and would require an unreasonable diversion of the Department's
resources to collect.
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Environment: Sustainability and Environment — advertising
4611.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to advertising undertaken by the Department of Sustainability
and Environment in 2003-04:
(1)

What was the date of approval for each contract.

(2)

What was the cost of each contract.

(3)

What was the purpose of the advertisement.

(4)

What was the duration of the advertisement.

(5)

Where and when was each advertisement published or broadcast.

(6)

To whom was each contract awarded.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information sought is not readily available and would require an unreasonable diversion of the Department's
resources to collect.

Environment: Sustainability and Environment — alcohol purchases
4620.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to alcohol purchased by the Department of Sustainability and
Environment since 1 June 2003:
(1)

What was the date of each purchase.

(2)

What was the value of each purchase.

(3)

What items were purchased.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information sought is not readily available and would require an unreasonable diversion of the Department's
resources to collect.

Environment: Sustainability and Environment — interstate trips
4630.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment):
(1)

How many interstate trips were undertaken by executive level staff and base line staff of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment in 2003-04.

(2)

What were the destinations.

(3)

What was the purpose of visiting each destination.

(4)

What costs were associated with the travel.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information sought is not readily available and would require an unreasonable diversion of the Department's
resources to collect.

Environment: Sustainability and Environment — overseas trips
4639.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment):
(1)

How many overseas trips were undertaken by executive level staff and base line staff of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment in 2003-04.

(2)

What were the destinations.

(3)

What was the purpose of visiting each destination.

(4)

What costs were associated with the travel.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

31.

(2)

Destinations included the USA, Europe and Asia.

(3)

Trips were undertaken for a variety of purposes including to attend conferences, share knowledge and
conduct research.

(4)

The total cost to the Department of this travel was $267,632.

Environment: Sustainability and Environment — stress-related leave
4648.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment):
(1)

How many days have been taken as stress related leave by executive level staff and base line staff
of the Department of Sustainability and Environment in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the estimated cost.

(3)

What was the total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

231.

(2)

$46,875.

(3)

7.
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Treasurer: budget — land tax
4667.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In relation to
the item “Taxes on immovable property” in Note 2: Taxation at page 75 of the 2004-05 Budget Update,
what was the amount of land tax included in the 2004-05 Revised figure and in the Estimate figures for
2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
The land tax estimates made in the 2004-05 Budget update have been superseded by the estimates made in the
2005-06 Budget.

Treasurer: budget — land tax
4668.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In relation to
the item “Taxes on immovable property” in Note 2: Taxation at page 75 of the 2004-05 Budget Update,
what were the assumed increases in land values used for calculating the amount of land tax included in
the 2004-05 Revised figure and in the Estimate figures for 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
The land tax estimates made in the 2004-05 Budget Update have been superseded by the estimates made in the
2005-06 Budget.

Treasurer: budget — land transfer duty
4669.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In relation to
the item “Financial and capital transactions” in Note 2: Taxation at page 75 of the 2004-05 Budget
Update, what was the amount of duty on land transfers included in the 2004-05 Revised figure and in
the Estimate figures for 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
The land transfer duty estimates made in the 2004-05 Budget Update were unchanged in the 2005-06 Budget. The
current land transfer duty estimates, including out years, are located in the 2005-06 Budget Paper No. 4.

Treasurer: land tax — assessments
4671.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): For each year
from 1999 to 2004:
(1)

What was the value of assessments issued for land tax.

(2)

What was the value of those assessments that have not been collected; or, if this information
cannot be provided, what was the amount of land tax revenue received from assessments issued
for land tax.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
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(1)

This information is contained in the Annual Financial Report and Mid-Year Financial Report

(2)

The value of land tax write-offs is minimal (less than 1%), as a result the Land Tax Branch within the State
Revenue Office considers that all assessments issued are collected and therefore the value of land tax revenue
from those assessments would be equal to the value reported in the final budget statement for each of the
years in question (the estimates reported would have items such as write-offs etc factored into them in any
case).

Treasurer: land tax — assessments
4672.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): What is the
estimated land tax revenue expected to be received from assessments issued or to be issued in respect of
each of the tax years 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
The 2005-06 Budget estimates include the land tax reforms announced as part of the budget. The current land tax
estimates, including out years, are located in the 2005-06 Budget paper No. 4.

Attorney-General: Victoria Legal Aid — advertising and credit card expenditure
4739.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Attorney-General): In relation to Victoria Legal Aid:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to Victoria Legal Aid:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $122,915.18, comprising staff and general advertising.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as Victoria Legal Aid does not possess a corporate card.

Corrections: Corrections Victoria — advertising and credit card expenditure
4773.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): In relation to Corrections Victoria within the Department of Justice:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to Corrections Victoria within the Department of Justice:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $83,820.18, made up of general, mandatory and staff vacancy
advertising as per the Victorian Government Advertising-Master Agency Media Service Contract.
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The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was $836,000. Credit cards are used by Corrections Victoria for a
variety of operating expenses including accommodation, training, office consumables, utilities costs and tram
and train tickets. This is in order to improve administrative efficiency by streamlining high volume, low value
transactions.

Corrections: Community Correctional Services — advertising and credit card expenditure
4774.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): In relation to Community Correctional Services within the Department of Justice:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to Community Correctional Services within the Department of Justice:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $4,431 as per the Victorian Government Advertising-Master
Agency Media Service Contract.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was $166,460. Credit cards are used by Corrections Victoria for a
variety of operating expenses including accommodation, training, office consumables, utilities costs and tram
and train tickets. This is in order to improve administrative efficiency by streamlining high volume, low value
transactions.

Corrections: prisoners — compassionate leave
4792.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Bendigo, HM
Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Melbourne Assessment Prison,
HM Prison Tarrengower, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip
Prison:
(1)

How many prisoners were granted compassionate leave between 1 July 2003 to 30 June 2004 to
travel interstate and/or intrastate.

(2)

Under what circumstances were prisoners granted compassionate leave.

(3)

When was compassionate leave taken to travel interstate and/or intrastate.

(4)

Where was compassionate leave taken at any one time.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Corrections Victoria does not grant “compassionate leave” to prisoners. However, Corrections can issue a
“Corrections Administration Permit” under special circumstances that require a prisoner to be temporarily absent
from prison. Permits may be issued to assist in the administration of justice, to attend to health requirements, or to
attend a funeral or visit to a close family member in the case of serious illness. Data collection systems do not
differentiate between the types of Corrections Administration Permits. It would therefore be an unreasonable
diversion of Corrections Victoria’s resources to attempt to research and answer the question.
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Interstate Leaves of Absence for prisoners are provided for under an amendment to the Corrections Act 1986.
Since the amendment came into effect in August 2004, only one prisoner has travelled interstate under these
provisions (to New South Wales in December 2004 to attend a funeral).

Corrections: prisoners — compassionate leave
4793.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Bendigo, HM
Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Melbourne Assessment Prison,
HM Prison Tarrengower, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip
Prison:
(1)

How many prisoners were granted compassionate leave between 1 July 2004 to 28 February 2005
to travel interstate and/or intrastate.

(2)

Under what circumstances were prisoners granted compassionate leave.

(3)

When was compassionate leave taken to travel interstate and/or intrastate.

(4)

Where was compassionate leave taken at any one time.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Corrections Victoria does not grant “compassionate leave” to prisoners. However, Corrections can issue a
“Corrections Administration Permit” under special circumstances that require a prisoner to be temporarily absent
from prison. Permits may be issued to assist in the administration of justice, to attend to health requirements, or to
attend a funeral or visit to a close family member in the case of serious illness. Data collection systems do not
differentiate between the types of Corrections Administration Permits. It would therefore be an unreasonable
diversion of Corrections Victoria’s resources to attempt to research and answer the question.
Interstate Leaves of Absence for prisoners are provided for under an amendment to the Corrections Act 1986.
Since the amendment came into effect in August 2004, only one prisoner has travelled interstate under these
provisions (to New South Wales in December 2004 to attend a funeral).

Treasurer: State Revenue Office — land tax
4852.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): For each of the
land tax assessment years from 1999 to 2005, inclusive (and using estimates for 2005 where actual
figures are not available):
(1)

How much and what proportion of land tax revenue was or is to be collected by the State Revenue
Office from assessments falling within each of the land tax brackets.

(2)

How many taxpayers received or will receive assessments falling within each of the land tax
brackets.

(3)

What was or is the total value of all assessments falling within each of the land tax brackets.

(4)

How much and what proportion of total revenue was or is to be received from those taxpayers the
State Revenue Office deems to be “special land tax customers”.

(5)

What is the total land holding value of those customers deemed to be “special land tax customers”.

(6)

For each land tax bracket, how many properties in total form part of assessments falling within
that land tax bracket.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
I am advised that to provide an answer for this question would result in an unreasonable diversion of my
department’s resources.

Treasurer: — State Revenue Office — land tax
4853.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): How much
revenue does the State Revenue Office expect to receive in 2005 from the imposition of land tax on
nursing homes, aged care facilities and supported residential services.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
Nil.

WorkCover: Victorian WorkCover Authority — payments
4873.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for WorkCover: What was the actual amount
of the tax equivalent payments made by the Victorian WorkCover Authority for 1998-99, 1999-2000,
2000-01, 2001-02, 2002-03, 2003-04, and 2004-05 (year to date), respectively.

ANSWER:
- The VWA, like any other Government business enterprises, are required in accordance with the Commonwealth
Competition Policy to make provisions for Tax Equivalent payments to the Government
- Because of its past performance where it has had large tax losses on the books, it has not made these payments.
It is only when these tax losses are exhausted due to VWA’s strong positive financial performance in recent
years that VWA is starting to make these payments.
- The VWA first made a payment under this regime for its 2003/04 performance when it was dragged back into
the black through our responsible financial management. This payment was $16M.
- Given the continued good performance in 2004/05 we can expect to make further payments. So far this year
VWA has paid $48M, with any final figure remaining unknown until later in the calendar year.
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State and regional development: fees and charges
1521.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — to ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister for State and
Regional Development):
(a)

What are all the fees, fines, levies, charges and taxes that fall under the Minister’s portfolio
responsibility.

(b)

What was the level/rate of each of these in October 1999.

(c)

What is the current level/rate of each of these.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
There are no fees, fines, levies, charges or taxes that fall under my portfolio responsibility.

Innovation: fees and charges
1547.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister for
Innovation):
(a)

What are all the fees, fines, levies, charges and taxes that fall under the Minister’s portfolio
responsibility.

(b)

What was the level/rate of each of these in October 1999.

(c)

What is the current level/rate of each of these.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
There are no fees, fines, levies, charges or taxes that fall under my portfolio responsibility.

State and regional development: Innovation, Industry and Regional Development — advertising
and promotions
1817.

THE HON. GRAEME STONEY — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister for
State and Regional Development): What was the total amount of expenditure across the whole of the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development for advertising and promotions in
2002-03.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For a list of promotional and marketing activities undertaken by the Department of Innovation, Industry and
Regional Development during the 2002-03 financial year, refer to the Department’s 2002-03 Annual Report.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — stress-related leave
1875.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to staff members of the Baker Medical Research Institute on stress related
leave in 2002-03, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of
staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — stress-related leave
1876.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to staff members of the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research on
stress related leave in 2002-03, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Corrections: CORE — The Public Correctional Enterprise — stress-related leave
1887.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): In relation to staff members of the Office of CORE–The Public Correctional
Enterprise on stress related leave in 2002-03, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
In relation to staff members of CORE – The Public Correctional Enterprise on stress leave in 2002-03:
The number of days lost (prisons and Community Correctional Services) was 447;
Estimated $94,958
A total of 13 new claims
Due to the parameters set under privacy legislation regarding personal information, Corrections Victoria
(incorporating the former Office of CORE – The Public Correctional Enterprise) is only able to determine the
number of WorkCover stress related cases and is not in a position to comment on any personal sick leave details.

Police and emergency services: Country Fire Authority — stress-related leave
1915.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to staff members of the Country Fire Authority on stress
related leave in 2002-03, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total
number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
During 2002-03
(i)

The total number of days taken were 134 days

(ii)

The total cost of the claims was $42,700

(iii) 5 staff lodged WorkCover claims related to stress of which:
- One was rejected; and
- One was a major claim representing 76% of the claim costs and 82% of time lost.
Due to the parameters set under privacy legislation regarding personal information, CFA is only able to determine
the number of WorkCover stress related cases and is not in a position to comment on any personal sick leave
details.

Police and emergency services: Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board — stress-related
leave
1918.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to staff members of the Metropolitan Fire and
Emergency Services Board on stress related leave in 2002-03, what was the — (i) number of days
taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(i)

Number of days taken – 302

(ii)

Estimated cost - $49,870

(iii) Total number of staff involved - 9
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Due to the parameters set under privacy legislation regarding personal information, MFESB is only able to
determine the number of WorkCover stress related cases and is not in a position to comment on any personal sick
leave details.

Police and emergency services: Victoria Police — stress-related leave
1921.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to staff members of the Victoria Police on stress related
leave in 2002-03, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of
staff involved.

ANSWER:
i)

The number of days lost relating to stress claims lodged in 2002-03 as at 31 October 2004 is 32,346.

ii)

The total cost of these claims as at 31 October 2004 is $6,105,889.

iii)

Victoria Police had 241 stress claims in 2002-03. Of these claims 58 (21%) are still active.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — advertising
2117.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s advertising undertaken between 1
July 2002 and 30 June 2003:
(a)

What was the — (i) date of approval of each contract; (ii) cost of each contract; (iii) purpose of the
advertisements; and (iv) duration of the each advertisement.

(b)

Where and when was each advertisement published or broadcast.

(c)

To whom was each contract awarded.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine — advertising
2118.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine’s
advertising undertaken between 1 July 2002 and 30 June 2003:
(a)

What was the — (i) date of approval of each contract; (ii) cost of each contract; (iii) purpose of the
advertisements; and (iv) duration of each advertisement.

(b)

Where and when was each advertisement published or broadcast.
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To whom was each contract awarded.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine is an independent statutory authority. The
Minister for Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and
Medicine Act 1971 are vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent
responsibility for the direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — advertising
2119.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research’s advertising undertaken
between 1 July 2002 and 30 June 2003:
(a)

What was the — (i) date of approval of each contract; (ii) cost of each contract; (iii) purpose of the
advertisements; and (iv) duration of each advertisement.

(b)

Where and when was each advertisement published or broadcast.

(c)

To whom was each contract awarded.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — media research and public opinion polling
2349.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s media research and public opinion
polling conducted since 1 January 2002:
(a)

What is the title of each poll or item of research.

(b)

What is the date of approval and duration of the contract.

(c)

What is the cost.

(d)

Who are the personnel conducting the project.
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Was it put to tender.

(f)

What recommendations were made.

(g)

Were any actions taken by the Department or Minister.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine — media research
and public opinion polling
2350.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine’s
media research and public opinion polling conducted since 1 January 2002:
(a)

What is the title of each poll or item of research.

(b)

What is the date of approval and duration of the contract.

(c)

What is the cost.

(d)

Who are the personnel conducting the project.

(e)

Was it put to tender.

(f)

What recommendations were made.

(g)

Were any actions taken by the Department or Minister.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine is an independent statutory authority. The
Minister for Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and
Medicine Act 1971 are vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent
responsibility for the direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.
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Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — media research and public opinion
polling
2351.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research’s media research and
public opinion polling conducted since 1 January 2002:
(a)

What is the title of each poll or item of research.

(b)

What is the date of approval and duration of the contract.

(c)

What is the cost.

(d)

Who are the personnel conducting the project.

(e)

Was it put to tender.

(f)

What recommendations were made.

(g)

Were any actions taken by the Department or Minister.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — media research and public opinion polling
2354.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s media research and public opinion
polling conducted since 1 January 2002:
(a)

What is the title of each poll or item of research.

(b)

What is the date of approval and duration of the contract.

(c)

What is the cost.

(d)

Who are the personnel conducting the project.

(e)

Was it put to tender.

(f)

What recommendations were made.

(g)

Were any actions taken by the Department or Minister.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
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The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — capital works funding
2579.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s allocation of funds to major capital
works, including major maintenance, replacement, and upgrades, what were the priority major projects
that were approved for the year 2002-03 and were each of those priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine — funding
2580.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement, and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2002-03 and were each of those
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine is an independent statutory authority. The
Minister for Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and
Medicine Act 1971 are vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent
responsibility for the direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.
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Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — capital works funding
2581.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research’s allocation of funds to
major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement, and upgrades, what were the priority
major projects that were approved for the year 2002-03 and were each of those priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — capital works funding
2584.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s allocation of funds to major capital
works, including major maintenance, replacement, and upgrades, what were the priority major projects
that were approved for the year 2002-03 and were each of those priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — external legal advice
2814.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): What has been the expenditure by the Baker Medical Research Institute on external
legal advice since 1 January 2003 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
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The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine — external legal
advice
2815.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): What has been the expenditure by the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental
Physiology and Medicine on external legal advice since 1 January 2003 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine is an independent statutory authority. The
Minister for Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and
Medicine Act 1971 are vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent
responsibility for the direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — external legal advice
2816.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): What has been the expenditure by Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research on
external legal advice since 1 January 2003 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — office accommodation
3047.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s leases of office accommodation
currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the expiry date of the leases; (iii) the cost per
metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over the term of the contract.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine — office
accommodation
3048.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine’s
leases of office accommodation currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the expiry
date of the leases; (iii) the cost per metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over the term
of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine is an independent statutory authority. The
Minister for Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and
Medicine Act 1971 are vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent
responsibility for the direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — office accommodation
3049.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research’s leases of office
accommodation currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the expiry date of the leases;
(iii) the cost per metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over the term of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
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Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — office accommodation
3052.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s leases of office accommodation
currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the expiry date of the leases; (iii) the cost per
metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over the term of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Police and emergency services: Country Fire Authority — office accommodation
3089.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to the Country Fire Authority’s leases of office
accommodation currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the expiry date of the leases;
(iii) the cost per metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over the term of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Section 20AA (2) (b) of the Country Fire Authority Act 1958 gives the CFA the authority to enter into agreements
or arrangements with any person or body for the provision of goods or services to the Authority. All leases are
entered into by the Country Fire Authority.
The Country Fire Authority advises that by disclosing the specific lease location with the cost that:
i)

There may be a breach of fiduciary duty, which can relate to a discussion that has occurred agreeing that the
details of the leasing arrangement are to remain confidential.

ii)

There is potential for legal action against CFA because of disadvantaging the owners or properties currently
leased when in the future, they compete with other property owners

iii)

There is increased sensitivities associated with revealing lease specifics in country towns where the
availability of buildings for lease are limited.

Table 1 contains the expiry date of the leases; the cost per metre of each lease; and the total cost of each lease over
the term of the contract.
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Table 1: CFA Leases
Cost per
square Metre

Total Cost

31/12/2009

$215

$10,000,000

2

14/07/2014

$150

$1,500,000

3

1/08/2016

$130

$1,550,000

4

1/01/2010

$150

$820,000

5

1/11/2006

$205

$780,000

6

30/10/2008

$205

$485,000

7

31/07/2005

$205

$485,000

8

14/02/2010

$130

$430,000

9

5/04/2009

$130

$365,000

10

30/09/2007

$130

$301,000

11

31/05/2006

$125

$260,000

12

28/02/2007

$125

$240,000

13

29/06/2005

$115

$235,000

14

30/08/2007

$140

$200,000

15

1/06/2005

$100

$140,000

16

28/02/2007

$90

$95,000

17

1/092005

$100

$12,000

18

1/06/2005

$80

$2,680

Index

Expiry Date

1

Police and emergency services: Country Fire Authority Appeals Commission — office
accommodation
3090.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to the Country Fire Authority Appeals Commission’s
leases of office accommodation currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the expiry
date of the leases; (iii) the cost per metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over the term
of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Country Fire Authority Appeals Commission is located within the Country Fire Authority Board headquarters.
I refer the Honourable Member to the response made to this question regarding the Country Fire Authority.
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Police and emergency services: Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Appeals
Commission — office accommodation
3092.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to the Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services
Appeals Commission’s leases of office accommodation currently held, what is — (i) the location of
each lease; (ii) the expiry date of the leases; (iii) the cost per metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost
of each lease over the term of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Appeals Commission is located within the Metropolitan Fire and
Emergency Services Board headquarters. I refer the Honourable Member to the response made to this question
regarding the Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board.

Police and emergency services: Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board — office
accommodation
3093.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to the Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services
Board’s leases of office accommodation currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the
expiry date of the leases; (iii) the cost per metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over
the term of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Section 25A (2) of the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958 gives the MFESB the authority to enter into
agreements or arrangements with any person or body for the provision of goods or services to the Board. All leases
are entered into by the Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board.
By disclosing specific lease location with the cost:
i)

There may be a breach of fiduciary duty, which can relate to a discussion that has occurred agreeing that the
details of the leasing arrangement are to remain confidential.

ii)

There is potential for legal action because of disadvantaging the owners or properties currently leased when in
the future, they compete with other property owners

Table 1 contains the location of each lease; the expiry date of the leases; the cost per metre of each lease; and the
total cost of each lease over the term of the contract.
TABLE 1: MFESB LEASES
Index

Expiry Date

Cost per
square metre

Total cost

1

31/08/2009

$112

$307,500

2

1/12/2004

$132

$532,214

3

14/11/2009

$117

$1,590,000

4

8/05/2006

$122

$717,400

5

Continuous

*

$8,448
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Total cost

6

1/03/2005

$104

$37,000

7

1/04/2007

$200

$231,000

8

1/10/2004

*

$90,000

9

1/01/2006

*

$22,500

10

19/05/2006

*

$29,661

11

1/01/2007

*

$17,145

12

17/11/2006

*

$62,613

13

28/05/2005

*

$52,239

14

28/09/2004

*

$29,388

15

30/09/2006

*

$598,000

16

continuous

*

$350

* The areas in these instances are small so as to be negligible
Note: All rental amounts exclude assessment rates

Police and emergency services: Private Agents Registry — office accommodation
3095.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): In relation to the Private Agents Registry’s leases of office
accommodation currently held, what is — (i) the location of each lease; (ii) the expiry date of the leases;
(iii) the cost per metre of each lease; and (iv) the total cost of each lease over the term of the contract.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Private Agents Registry occupies space leased by the Minister for Finance. You may wish to refer this question
to the Minister for Finance.

Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — interstate and overseas travel
4117.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to interstate and overseas travel by the members and staff of the Baker
Medical Research Institute in 2003-04:
(1)

How many trips were undertaken.

(2)

What costs were associated with the travel.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
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The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute

Innovation: Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine — interstate and
overseas travel
4118.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to interstate and overseas travel by the members and staff of the Howard
Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine in 2003-04:
(1)

How many trips were undertaken.

(2)

What costs were associated with the travel.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine is an independent statutory authority. The
Minister for Innovation, I have no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and
Medicine Act 1971 are vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent
responsibility for the direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute

Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — interstate and overseas travel
4119.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to interstate and overseas travel by the members and staff of the Prince
Henry’s Institute of Medical Research in 2003-04:
(1)

How many trips were undertaken.

(2)

What costs were associated with the travel.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.
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Innovation: Baker Medical Research Institute — entertainment expenses
4202.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Baker Medical Research Institute’s entertainment expenses incurred in
2003-04, what are the details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Baker Medical Research Institute is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for Innovation has no
responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Baker Medical Research Institute Act 1980 are vested in and
are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the direction,
expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology — entertainment expenses
4203.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine’s
entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the details, in relation to expenses in excess of
$500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine is an independent statutory authority. The
Minister for Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Howard Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and
Medicine Act 1971 are vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent
responsibility for the direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
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Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Innovation: Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research — entertainment expenses
4204.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister
for Innovation): In relation to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research’s entertainment
expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including
the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research is an independent statutory authority. The Minister for
Innovation has no responsibility for the financial management role of the Institute, other than ensuring the tabling
in Parliament of its Annual Financial Report and an audited statement of its accounts.
The powers conferred on the Institute pursuant to the Prince Henry’s Institute of Medical Research Act 1988 are
vested in and are only exercised by its Board of Management. The Board has independent responsibility for the
direction, expenditure and conduct of the Institute and its research programs.
Details of financial management and all relevant reporting can be found in records of the Annual Reports and
Annual Research Reports of the Institute.

Energy industries: Office of Gas Safety — entertainment expenses
4286.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries: In relation to
the Office of Gas Safety’s entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the details, in relation
to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is :
That on advice of the Office of Gas Safety:
(a)

Event 1: 8/12/03

Event 2: 4/6/04
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Event 1: $1290.49
Event 1: 33
Event 1: End of year staff lunch
Event 1: Café 639, Carlton
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Event 2: $872.73
Event 2: 8
Event 2: Attending President’s annual dinner
Event 2: Master Plumbers and
Mechanical Services Assn.

Energy industries: Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector — entertainment expenses
4287.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries: In relation to
the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector’s entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the
details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;

(c)

number of guests;

(d)

purpose; and

(e)

name of service provider.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is :
That on advice from the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector:
Event 1

Event 2

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

11/12/03
$3,848
80
Staff, consultants Christmas function
Bond Store

18/12/03
$2,420
80
Industry function
Duxton Hotel

Event 3
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

1/6/04
$3,240
80
CEI departure function
Duxton Hotel

Energy industries: Victorian Energy Networks Corporation — entertainment expenses
4292.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister Energy Industries: In relation to the
Victorian Energy Networks Corporation’s entertainment expenses incurred in 2003-04, what are the
details, in relation to expenses in excess of $500, including the —
(a)

date incurred;

(b)

cost;
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(e)
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ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is :
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

19/12/04
$6000
86
Staff Christmas party
Crown Ltd

Health: Human Services — external legal advice
4600.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Health): What has been the expenditure by the Department of Human Services on external legal advice
since 1 January 2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Based on Department of Justice advice and the Department of Human Services records, a total of $12.42 million
was expended by the Department of Human Services on external legal advice between 1 January 2003 and
31 December 2004.

Victorian communities: Victorian Communities — external legal advice
4601.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Victorian Communities): What has been the expenditure by the Department of Victorian Communities
on external legal advice since 1 January 2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department incurred expenditure to the value of $891,443 on legal advice provided by a number of external
organisations, including the Victorian Government Solicitor, in the two years between 1 January 2003 and
31 December 2004.

Education and training: Education and Training — external legal advice
4605.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): What has been the expenditure by the Department of Education and
Training on external legal advice since 1 January 2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
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The total expenditure by the Department of Education and Training on external legal advice since 1 January 2003
is $8,728,934.

Police and emergency services: Justice — external legal advice
4606.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services): What has been the expenditure by the Department of Justice on
external legal advice since 1 January 2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed that between 1 January 2003 and 31 December 2004, expenditure by the Department of Justice on
external legal advice was $9,156,284. This figure comprises legal fees, counsel fees, other disbursements and out of
pocket expenses.

Treasurer: budget — land transfer duty
4670.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In relation to
the item “Financial and capital transactions” in Note 2: Taxation at page 75 of the 2004-05 Budget
Update, what were the assumed increases or decreases in property prices and in property volumes used
in calculating the amount of duty on land transfers included in the 2004-05 Revised figure and in the
Estimate figures for 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the details you requested are as follows:
Although the land transfer duty estimates made in the 2004-05 Budget Update were unchanged in the 2005-06
Budget, the forecast mix of volumes and prices changed. The forecast of these components made in the 2004-05
Budget Update have been superseded by the estimates made in the 2005-06 Budget.

Attorney-General: Municipal Electoral Tribunal — advertising and credit card expenditure
4740.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Attorney-General): In relation to the Municipal Electoral Tribunal:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Municipal Electoral Tribunal:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was nil.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil.

Attorney-General: Legal Profession Tribunal — advertising and credit card expenditure
4741.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Attorney-General): In relation to the Legal Profession Tribunal:
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What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Legal Profession Tribunal:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was nil.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil.

Attorney-General: Office of the Victorian Privacy Commissioner — advertising and credit card
expenditure
4742.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Attorney-General): In relation to the Office of the Victorian Privacy Commissioner:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Office of the Victorian Privacy Commissioner:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $31628.70.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil as the Office does not possess a credit card.

Gaming: Director of Gaming and Betting and Director of Casino Surveillance — advertising and
credit card expenditure
4743.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Minister for Gaming): In relation to the Director of Gaming and Betting and Director of Casino
Surveillance:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Director of Gaming and Betting and Director of Casino Surveillance:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $15,196.81.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was $113,200.
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Gaming: Gambling Research Panel — advertising and credit card expenditure
4744.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Minister for Gaming): In relation to the Gambling Research Panel:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Gambling Research Panel:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $12,164.87.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was nil.

Gaming: Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority — advertising and credit card expenditure
4745.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Minister for Gaming): In relation to the Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was $15,196.81.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was $113,200.

Gaming: Advocate for Responsible Gambling — advertising and credit card expenditure
4746.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Minister for Gaming): In relation to the Advocate for Responsible Gambling:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Advocate for Responsible Gambling:
(1)

The advertising expenditure in 2003-04 was nil.

(2)

The credit card expenditure in 2003-04 was $3,305.79.
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Energy industries: Office of Gas Safety — advertising and credit card expenditure
4758.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries: In relation to
the Office of Gas Safety:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the Office of Gas Safety advises that the answer is:
(1)

$326,395

(2)

Nil

Energy industries: Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector — advertising and credit card
expenditure
4761.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries: In relation to
the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector (OCEI):
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector advises that the answer is:
(1)

$810,000.

(2)

Nil.

Agriculture: Agriculture Victoria Services Pty Ltd — advertising and credit card expenditure
4762.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to Agriculture Victoria Services Pty Ltd:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to Agriculture Victoria Services Pty Ltd:
(1)

There was no advertising expenditure for 2003-04.

(2)

Credit card expenditure for 2003-04 was $38,862.00.
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Agriculture: Murray Valley Citrus Marketing Board — advertising and credit card expenditure
4763.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Murray Valley Citrus Marketing Board:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Murray Valley Citrus Marketing Board:
(1)

Advertising expenditure for 2003-04 was $1,965.63.

(2)

Credit card expenditure for 2003-04 was $63,565.53.

Agriculture: Murray Valley Wine and Grape Industry Development Committee — advertising
and credit card expenditure
4764.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Murray Valley Wine and Grape Industry Development Committee:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Murray Valley Wine and Grape Industry Development Committee:
(1)

Advertising expenditure for 2003-04 was $392.00.

(2)

There was no credit card expenditure for 2003-04.

Agriculture: Northern Victorian Fresh Tomato Industry Development Committee — advertising
and credit card expenditure
4765.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Northern Victorian Fresh Tomato Industry Development Committee:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Northern Victorian Fresh Tomato Industry Development Committee:
(1)

There was no advertising expenditure for 2003-04.

(2)

There was no credit card expenditure for 2003-04.
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Agriculture: Veterinary Practitioners Registration Board of Victoria — advertising and credit
card expenditure
4766.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Veterinary Practitioners Registration Board of Victoria:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Veterinary Practitioners Registration Board of Victoria:
(1)

Advertising expenditure for 2003-04 was $608.00.

(2)

Credit card expenditure for 2003-04 was $1,839.00.

Agriculture: Victorian Broiler Industry Negotiation Committee — advertising and credit card
expenditure
4767.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Victorian Broiler Industry Negotiation Committee:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Victorian Broiler Industry Negotiation Committee:
(1)

There was no advertising expenditure for 2003-04.

(2)

There was no credit card expenditure for 2003-04.

Agriculture: Victorian Meat Authority — advertising and credit card expenditure
4768.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to the Victorian Meat Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to PrimeSafe, which on 1 July 2003 expanded the responsibility of the former Victorian Meat Authority
to also include seafood safety:
(1)

Advertising expenditure for 2003-04 was $5,849.00.
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Credit card expenditure for 2003-04 was $16,482.00.

Agriculture: Dairy Food Safety Victoria — advertising and credit card expenditure
4769.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Agriculture): In relation to Dairy Food Safety Victoria:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to Dairy Food Safety Victoria:
(1)

There was no advertising expenditure for 2003-04.

(2)

There was no credit card expenditure for 2003-04.

Education and training: Adult, Community and Further Education Board — advertising and
credit card expenditure
4778.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Adult, Community and Further Education Board:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.

Education and training: Registered Schools Board — advertising and credit card expenditure
4779.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Registered Schools Board:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.
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Education and training: Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority — advertising and
credit card expenditure
4780.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.

Education and training: Victorian Institute of Teaching — advertising and credit card expenditure
4781.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Victorian Institute of Teaching:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.

Education and training: Victorian Learning and Employment Skills Commission — advertising
and credit card expenditure
4782.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Victorian Learning and Employment Skills Commission:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.
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Education and training: Victorian Qualifications Authority — advertising and credit card
expenditure
4783.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Victorian Qualifications Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.

Education and training: Adult Multicultural Education Services Authority — advertising and
credit card expenditure
4784.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Adult Multicultural Education Services Authority:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.

Education and training: Council of Adult Education — advertising and credit card expenditure
4785.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education and Training): In relation to the Council of Adult Education:
(1)

What was the advertising expenditure in 2003-04.

(2)

What was the credit card expenditure in 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The nature of the question and given that identical questions have been asked of a number of different educational
bodies indicates that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and as such a response would require
an unreasonable diversion of time and resources.
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Corrections: HM Prison Barwon — capacity
4800.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at HM Prison Barwon.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual prisoner capacity at HM Prison Barwon was 462.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at HM Prison Barwon was 396.

Corrections: HM Prison Bendigo — capacity
4802.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at HM Prison Bendigo.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at HM Prison Bendigo was 85 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at HM Prison Bendigo was 79.

Corrections: HM Prison Dhurringile — capacity
4803.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at HM Prison Dhurringile.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
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(1)

The actual capacity at HM Prison Dhurringile was 170 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at HM Prison Dhurringile was 153.

1681

Corrections: HM Prison Langi Kal Kal — capacity
4804.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at HM Prison Langi Kal Kal.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at HM Prison Langi Kal Kal was 110 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at HM Prison Langi Kal Kal was 107.

Corrections: HM Prison Loddon — capacity
4805.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at HM Prison Loddon.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at HM Prison Loddon was 399 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at HM Prison Loddon was 386.

Corrections: HM Melbourne Assessment Prison — capacity
4806.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at HM Melbourne Assessment Prison.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at HM Melbourne Assessment Prison was 275 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at HM Melbourne Assessment Prison was 269.

Corrections: HM Prison Tarrengower — capacity
4807.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at HM Prison Tarrengower.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at HM Prison Tarrengower was 54 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at HM Prison Tarrengower was 39.

Corrections: Fulham Correctional Centre — capacity
4808.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at Fulham Correctional Centre.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at Fulham Correctional Centre was 845 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at Fulham Correctional Centre was 717.

Corrections: Dame Phyllis Frost Centre — capacity
4809.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at Dame Phyllis Frost Centre.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre was 260 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre was 209.

Corrections: Port Phillip Prison — capacity
4810.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Corrections): As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

What was the ‘design’ prisoner capacity at Port Phillip Prison.

(2)

What was the actual prisoner population at this prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
“Design prisoner capacity” is a redundant measure that bears no relationship to actual prison capacity.
As at 28 February 2005:
(1)

The actual capacity at Port Phillip Prison was 744 beds.

(2)

The actual prisoner population at Port Phillip Prison was 734.

Aged care: elder abuse project — government policy
4833.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: Prior to the announcement of
the Elder Abuse Prevention Project on 27 March 2005 what were the State Government’s elder abuse
policies.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Government’s policy on elder abuse is that agencies delivering services to older Victorians should
work to have protocols and guidelines in place to deal with the maltreatment and neglect of older people. Specialist
agencies including the Office of the Public Advocate and the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
Guardianship List also have an important role in protecting the interests of adults who have a disability. Both the
criminal and civil law also provide protection and legal avenues for redress. The Elder Abuse Prevention Project
will inform the Victorian Government’s ongoing approach to this issue.

Aged care: elder abuse project — opposition initiative
4835.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: Will the Minister confirm that
the Elder Abuse Prevention Project is an initiative of the Opposition as announced on 18 January 2005.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Elder Abuse Prevention Project was established following advice to me from the Ministerial Advisory Council
of Senior Victorians following my request for them to consider this matter in 2004.

Aged care: elder abuse project — ministerial advisory group of senior Victorians
4836.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: In relation to the report on
elder abuse by the working group of the Ministerial Advisory Council of Senior Victorians:
(1)

When was the working group established.

(2)

Who was on the working group.

(3)

When was the report released.

(4)

Is the report a public document.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
(1)

The Ministerial Advisory Council of Senior Victorians elder abuse working group was established in April
2004.

(2)

The membership of the group comprised Cliff Picton (convenor), Maria Erdeg, Lola McHarg, Anne Sgrò
OAM, Bessie Yarram and Robert Yung.

(3)

The group reported its findings to me in March 2005.

(4)

The findings were not published and were in the form of ministerial advice.

Aged care: ageing workforce employer education project — government policy
4839.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care: In relation to the Ageing
Workforce: Employer Education Project:
(1)

Does the Government plan to recognise businesses that employ mature aged workers.

(2)

Does the Government plan to utilise the skills of mature aged workers in a volunteer as well as
paid capacity.

(3)

Does the Government plan to extend the Ageing Workforce: Employer Education Project
volunteer organisations and education institutions who may also use and employ the skills of
mature aged workers.

ANSWER:
I am informed that in relation to the Ageing Workforce: Employer Education Project:
1.

The Office of Senior Victorians and Victorian Employers’ Chamber of Commerce and Industry partnership
project is expected to develop an employer champion and recognition scheme.

2.

The focus of this project is encouraging the employment, retention and development of mature aged workers
in paid employment, be it on a part or full time capacity. There is no plan to use mature aged workers in an
unpaid capacity.
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There are no plans to extend the scope of the project to place mature aged workers in volunteer organisations
or educational institutions, however the government has other programs designed to support volunteering in
community based organisations.

Attorney-General: Social Shift Pty Ltd — payments
4871.

THE HON. GRAEME STONEY — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the AttorneyGeneral):
(1)

What payments have been made to Social Shift Pty Ltd since 26 August 2003 by the following
statutory bodies:
(a)

Appeal Costs Board;

(b)

Crown Counsel;

(c)

Equal Opportunity Commission Victoria;

(d)

Legal Practice Board;

(e)

Legal Profession Tribunal;

(f)

Office of the Victorian Privacy Commissioner;

(g)

The Office of the Public Advocate;

(h)

Solicitor-General;

(i)

Victorian Legal Aid;

(j)

Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine; and

(k)

Victorian Law Reform Commission.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

What was the nature of each project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There have been no payments made to Social Shift Pty Ltd since 26 August 2003 by the following statutory bodies:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(i)
(j)
(k)

Appeal Costs Board;
Crown Counsel;
Equal Opportunity Commission Victoria;
Legal Practice Board;
Legal Profession Tribunal;
Office of the Victorian Privacy Commissioner;
The Office of the Public Advocate;
Solicitor-General;
Victorian Legal Aid;
Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine; and
Victorian Law Reform Commission.

Police and emergency services: Social Shift Pty Ltd — payments
4872.

THE HON. GRAEME STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services):
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What payments have been made to Social Shift Pty Ltd since 26 August 2003 by the following
statutory bodies:
(a)

Adult Parole Board;

(b)

Country Fire Authority;

(c)

Country Fire Authority Appeals Commission;

(d)

Emergency Communications Victoria;

(e)

Firearms Appeals Committee;

(f)

Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Appeals Commission;

(g)

Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board;

(h)

Police Appeals Board;

(i)

Private Agents Registry; and

(j)

Victoria Police.

(2)

On what dates were the payments made.

(3)

What was the nature of each project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
There were no payments made to Social Shift Pty Ltd since 26 August 2003 by the following statutory bodies:
Country Fire Authority; Country Fire Authority Appeals Commission; Emergency Communications Victoria;
Firearms Appeals Committee; Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Appeals Commission; Metropolitan Fire
and Emergency Services Board; Police Appeals Board; Victoria Police.
The Adult Parole Board comes under the portfolio responsibilities of the Minister for Corrections:
I am advised that there were no payments made to Social Shift Pty Ltd since 26 August 2003 for the Adult Parole
Board.

Environment: Norong — tree eradication
4874.

THE HON. W. R. BAXTER — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Environment):
(1)

Why are Kurrajong trees, an indigenous species, being poisoned along Buckinghams Road,
Norong.

(2)

Why are Peppercorn trees being poisoned along Buckinghams and Paris Roads, Norong, when
boxthorn and blackberries, which harbour rabbits and foxes which destroy native flora and fauna,
are being ignored.

(3)

Why is the eradication of smaller Peppercorn trees being executed in such a manner resulting in
dangerous 25 cm stumps which will turn into hazards for humans, vehicles and animals when
hidden by grass growth in spring.

(4)

Will the dead trees be cleared up or will they be left in an unsightly mess and potential bushfire
fuel load as has occurred in other locations where this misguided policy has been implemented,
such as Hardings Road, Narioka.

(5)

Why was an historic specimen linked to the first freehold settler, Francois Matile, poisoned.
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Why was this eradication program commenced without any notice or consultation with adjoining
landowners.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As this project has been instigated and is being managed by the Indigo Shire your question is more appropriately
addressed to the Minister for Local Government.

Victorian communities: obesity initiatives — funding
4912.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Victorian
Communities): In relation to the $10 million granted from the Community Support Fund to Department
of Human Services in 2002-03 for prevention and early detection of obesity and diabetes and the $10M
under the Go For Your life initiative allocated to preventing obesity and diabetes:
(1)

Was the second $10M funded from the Community Support Fund.

(2)

Is the second $10m an additional or the same amount as previously granted.

(3)

If the amount is a second $10M why was the additional amount required.

(4)

If the amount is the same $10M, why has it been rebadged and why has no work commenced
since 2002-03.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Human Services received one allocation of $10M for obesity and diabetes prevention from the
Community Support Fund.
Obesity and diabetes prevention remain the key outcomes being sought by the Department of Human Services. A
decision was made to focus on positive changes people can make and the Go For Your Life initiative (including the
marketing campaign and community projects) was developed to promote healthy eating and physical activity.
There is clear evidence that healthy eating and physical activity are the primary changes required for obesity
prevention for most people.
An overt focus on obesity would potentially disengage many people and increase risk of poor body image and
eating disorders. Positive messages, strengthening supportive environments and services, provide the best
opportunity for sustainable change.
The Department for Victorian Communities received an allocation of $10M from the Community Support Fund for
physical activity promotion. Implementation of the DVC physical activity promotion initiative is also being
implemented through Go For Your Life.
The Go For Your Life campaign was launched on 10 November 2004 and significant progress has been achieved
implementing the initiative since this time.
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HALL, Hon. P. R. (Gippsland)
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HIRSH, Hon. C. D. (Silvan)
Bills
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1604
Members statements
Community legal centres: outer east, 1481

JENNINGS, Mr Gavin (Melbourne) (Minister for Aged Care and
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs)

Adjournment
Fishing: commercial licences, 1572
Bills
Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, 1360, 1370,
1371, 1372, 1373, 1374
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1510, 1522
Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill, 1340
Business of the house
Program, 1491
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1409

Adjournment
Responses, 1475
Bills
Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill and Budget papers 2005–06, 1450
Health Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, 1569
Points of order, 1397
Questions without notice
Aboriginals: community representation, 1519
Aged care: rural and regional Victoria, 1322

Members statements
Melbourne University: vocational education and training
agricultural programs, 1387
Questions without notice
WorkCover: workplace safety, 1318, 1319

HILTON, Hon. J. G. (Western Port)

KOCH, Hon. David (Western)
Adjournment
Emergency services: Warrnambool helicopter, 1378
Bills
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1550
Members statements

Adjournment
Rosebud Secondary College: performing arts centre, 1472
Bills
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1531
Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill, 1346
Environment and Natural Resources Committee
Sustainable communities, 1329
Members statements
Detention centres: federal policy, 1386
Job Skills Agricultural Expo, 1325
Points of order, 1469
Questions without notice
Commonwealth Games: infrastructure, 1514
Statements on reports and papers
Environment and Natural Resources Committee: sustainable
communities, 1482

Harness racing: Hamilton, 1325
Petitions
Hazardous waste: Nowingi, 1477

LENDERS, Mr (Waverley) (Minister for Finance, Minister for
Major Projects and Minister for WorkCover and the TAC)
Bills
Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill, 1376, 1424, 1461,
1462
Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill, 1331, 1564
Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill and Budget papers 2005–06, 1337
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill, 1338
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety) Acts
(Amendment) Bill, 1462, 1500, 1569
State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill, 1477, 1575, 1594,
1595, 1596, 1597, 1598
Business of the house
Program, 1331, 1490, 1495
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Answers, 1323, 1424, 1522
Questions without notice
Building One Victoria: launch, 1516
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1317
Hazardous waste: Nowingi, 1517, 1518
WorkCover: workplace safety, 1318, 1319

LOVELL, Hon. W. A. (North Eastern)
Adjournment
Disability services: Moira, 1378

MIKAKOS, Ms (Jika Jika)
Bills
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, 1558
Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill, 1342
Members statements
Aboriginal justice awards, 1385
Australian Labor Party: service recognition, 1324
Points of order, 1472
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Minerals and petroleum: industry initiatives, 1317
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National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1545
Members statements
Minister for Sport and Recreation: comments, 1386
Petitions
Hazardous waste: Nowingi, 1477
Police: schools program, 1328

MITCHELL, Hon. R. G. (Central Highlands)
Bills
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1534
Members statements
Mount Beauty neighbourhood centre: commendation, 1477
Questions without notice

McQUILTEN, Hon. J. M. (Ballarat)
Bills
Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, 1372
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1539

MADDEN, Hon. J. M. (Doutta Galla) (Minister for Sport and
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Adjournment
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NGUYEN, Hon. S. M. (Melbourne West)
Adjournment
Mekong Senior Citizens Hostel: land, 1571
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Bills
City of Melbourne (Amendment) Bill, 1356
Dangerous Goods and Equipment (Public Safety) Acts
(Amendment) Bill, 1568
Members statements
Asylum seekers and refugees: Vietnamese, 1327
Vietnamese community: settlement anniversary, 1386
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Information and communications technology: international
markets, 1518
Statements on reports and papers
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee: discrimination in the
law, 1488
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OLEXANDER, Hon. A. P. (Silvan)

Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1407

Adjournment

Members statements

Doncaster Park and Ride: public safety, 1570
Bills
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1540
Members statements
Transport: north-east integrated study, 1385

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee: budget estimates
2005–06, 1324
Questions without notice
Aboriginals: community representation, 1519
Statements on reports and papers
Auditor-General’s report: special reviews and other investigations,
1487

PRESIDENT, The (Hon. M. M. Gould)
Rulings, 1315, 1316, 1317, 1320, 1322, 1382, 1383, 1396, 1397,
1398, 1421, 1423, 1492, 1515, 1527, 1553

SCHEFFER, Mr (Monash)
Bills

PULLEN, Mr (Higinbotham)
Bills
Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment) Bill, 1350
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1410
Members statements
Bayley House: debutante ball, 1325
Cystic Fibrosis Victoria: football match, 1479

National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1546
Members statements
Glen Huntly: community forum, 1326
Questions without notice
Libraries: funding, 1521
Statements on reports and papers
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee: violence associated with
motor vehicle use, 1484

Questions without notice
Gas: Gippsland Basin, 1419

SMITH, Mr (Chelsea)
Bills

RICH-PHILLIPS, Hon. G. K. (Eumemmerring)
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1389, 1416

Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, 1365
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1553
Distinguished visitors, 1592

Members statements
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1478
Notices of motion, 1331

Members statements
Karrie Webb, 1388
Questions without notice

Points of order, 1316, 1322, 1397, 1398

Mining: legislative review, 1320

Questions without notice
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1315, 1316, 1321,
1322, 1418, 1420, 1421, 1422, 1423
Statements on reports and papers
Auditor-General: financial statement audits, 1490

ROMANES, Ms (Melbourne) (See also DEPUTY PRESIDENT
and CHAIR OF COMMITTEES, The)
Bills
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill, 1431
Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, 1366

SOMYUREK, Mr (Eumemmerring)
Bills
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1551
State Taxation Acts (General Amendment) Bill, 1589
Questions without notice
Consumer affairs: credit, 1420
Statements on reports and papers
Human Services: report 2003–04, 1489
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STONEY, Hon. E. G. (Central Highlands)
Bills
Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill and Budget papers 2005–06, 1441
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1501, 1616,
1618, 1619

Questions without notice
Alpine National Park: media campaign, 1419
Consumer affairs: credit, 1420
Information and communications technology
international markets, 1518
tenders, 1519

Questions without notice
Gas: regional supply, 1520, 1521
Petitions
Hazardous waste: Nowingi, 1477

STRONG, Hon. C. A. (Higinbotham)
Bills
Courts Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, 1555
Electoral Legislation (Further Amendment) Bill, 1469
Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment) Bill, 1346
Members statements
Federal budget: tax cuts, 1326
Rulings, 1406

VINEY, Mr (Chelsea)
Adjournment
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1376
Bills
Accident Compensation (Amendment) Bill, 1460
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill, 1439
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1543
Business of the house
Program, 1491
Commonwealth Games: financial reporting, 1395
Points of order, 1322, 1398, 1406, 1423, 1492, 1553
Questions without notice

THEOPHANOUS, Hon. T. C. (Jika Jika) (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources)
Bills
Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill and Budget papers 2005–06, 1464
City of Melbourne (Amendment) Bill, 1357
Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment) Bill, 1351
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Points of order, 1423
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Gippsland Basin, 1419
regional supply, 1520, 1521
Minerals and petroleum: industry initiatives, 1318
Mining: legislative review, 1320
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THOMSON, Hon. M. R. (Melbourne North) (Minister for
Consumer Affairs and Minister for Information and
Communication Technology)
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Appropriation (2005/2006) Bill and Budget papers 2005–06, 1443
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill, 1441
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Program, 1547

Housing: neighbourhood renewal program, 1319

VOGELS, Hon. J. A. (Western)
Adjournment
Local government: fire services levy, 1474
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City of Melbourne (Amendment) Bill, 1351
National Parks (Alpine National Park Grazing) Bill, 1537
Members statements
Melbourne University: vocational education and training
agricultural programs, 1323
Petitions
Hazardous waste: Nowingi, 1477
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