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The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITIONS
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 (29 signatures).
Laid on table.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the Legislative Council abandon the proposal to
place a toxic waste facility in the Mildura region
(34 signatures).
Laid on table.

BUDGET PAPERS 2005–06
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the following
2005–06 budget papers:
(a) Treasurer’s speech (budget paper 1);
(b) strategy and outlook (budget paper 2);
(c) service delivery (budget paper 3); and
(d) statement of finances (incorporating quarterly financial
report 3) (budget paper 4).

Motion agreed to.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be considered next day on motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
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PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on Results of special reviews and
other investigations, May 2005.
Prevention of Cruelty of Animals Act 1986 — Code of
Practice for the Welfare of Rodeo and Rodeo School
Livestock in Victoria (Revision 1).

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Vietnam War Memorial of Victoria
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
On Saturday I had the honour to participate in the
dedication of the Vietnam War Memorial by His
Excellency the Governor-General, Major-General
Michael Jeffery, at Dandenong. Dedicated on the
30th anniversary of the fall of Saigon, the memorial
commemorates those Australian and South Vietnamese
soldiers who fought for freedom and democracy against
the communists from the north. The memorial also
acknowledges the contribution to the cause of troops
from New Zealand, South Korea, the Philippines,
Thailand and the United States of America.
The dedication of this magnificent memorial on land
adjacent to the Dandenong RSL was the final stage of a
three-year program to see a memorial erected.
I commend the committee of the Vietnam War
Memorial of Victoria for its work in seeing this project
completed.
In particular I acknowledge the work of Mr John Wells,
the co-chairman of the memorial committee and past
secretary of the Dandenong RSL, without whose
persistence and dedication in the face of, at times,
overwhelming odds this memorial would not have
happened. The memorial records an important period in
Australia’s history and the sacrifices made in the fight
for freedom and democracy. I encourage all members
to visit it.

Peninsula Carers Council
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — On 27 April I attended the
Peninsula carers council meeting of over 100 people
who are carers for people with a mental illness. This
was a very important occasion for the council as it
marked its establishment on the peninsula. I commend
all of those involved in establishing the council and in
the work that they do as a self-help group in supporting
those who are caring for people with a mental illness. In
particular I want to congratulate and thank Ron and
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Aline Burgess for their strong advocacy on this
important issue.
It was heartening that on the very next day, 28 April,
the Bracks government released its social policy
statement A Fairer Victoria. In this statement it
announced a further $180 million to increase support
for mental health services in Victoria. I was pleased that
this announcement was particularly welcomed by the
former Premier of Victoria, Jeff Kennett, but I was not
at all surprised that in the same article the opposition
health spokesperson, the Honourable David Davis, did
not welcome the announcement which shows what the
Liberal Party really stands for in this state. I
congratulate the government — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Tertiary education and training: student unions
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — The
Howard government is to be congratulated for
introducing legislation that will make student union
fees voluntary. Students who enrol at Australian
universities to study for a degree should not be forced
into union membership or to pay compulsory union
fees. From 2006 no student will have to join a student
organisation, union or guild, or pay a fee to an
institution for non-academic amenities or services.
Students currently pay between $100 and $590 per year
in union fees as a condition of enrolment. In 2004
student unions acquired more than $160 million in
compulsory fees from full-time undergraduate students.
Monash University students paid $13.4 million in
compulsory fees last year. Part-time and external
students who are not likely to use any services provided
by student unions or in some cases would not even set
foot on a campus are forced to pay fees. The National
Union of Students (NUS) spent $255 000 on
campaigning for the ALP in the 2004 election.
Students who contributed to these funds essentially had
no say in it, which is wrong, regardless of one’s
political beliefs. Arguments were put up by the NUS
centre around the claim that it will not be able to offer
services, such as sporting clubs and catering, to
students. Out of the $7 million collected in fees at
Melbourne University, the union spent about $100 000
on student clubs and about $3 million on
administration. As far as catering goes, I cannot recall
one student union — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
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Capitol Theatre: restoration
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — Last Friday I had
the pleasant task of presenting a cheque to RMIT
University for $190 000 for repairs to the decorative
ceiling of the Capitol Theatre. The grant is part of the
Bracks government’s $8 million Victorian heritage
program for 2003–05 to protect buildings on the
Victorian Heritage Register or those listed under local
planning schemes.
The Capitol Theatre, as many members would know, is
an architectural wonder and is internationally
significant. It was constructed between 1921 and 1924,
the largest civic work to be executed by Walter Burley
Griffin and his wife, Marion Mahoney Griffin, who
played a key role in designing the lighting which uses
4000 light globes to illuminate the ceiling with
changing hues and brightness. Victorians with a sense
of history can be grateful to RMIT University for
buying and restoring this building a few years ago and
giving it a use as a lecture theatre and a venue for
events such as the Comedy Festival. These fit well with
ongoing conservation of one of Melbourne’s iconic
heritage places, and the Bracks government is pleased
to play its role in assisting preservation of the Capitol
Theatre.

Member for Bayswater: conduct
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — It now
appears that the member for Bayswater in the other
place, Peter Lockwood, has decided to lecture local
government councillors in his area about their
democratic responsibilities. According to
Mr Lockwood these councillors should not put
themselves up as candidates to run against him in the
state election in November 2006. Apparently it is okay
for the ALP, of which he is a member, to endorse
candidates who are councillors in both state and federal
elections. It seems fine for Mr Lockwood that the ALP
endorsed him personally to run in both state and federal
elections while he was a councillor with the City of
Knox. In case Mr Lockwood failed to notice we live in
a democracy where every citizen can exercise their
right to stand for office. It is not Mr Lockwood who
decides who should stand but the people who make
their democratic choice at the ballot box. If this were
not the case Mr Lockwood would not be the current
member for Bayswater.

Road safety: hoons
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — I congratulate the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the
other place, the Honourable Tim Holding, and the
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government on the announcement last month that new
laws would be introduced to strengthen existing
dangerous driving laws to apply to drag racing. In the
past two years three young people in my electorate have
died — all on Dandenong Road — as a result of illegal
street racing. One was Inbar Herman who was killed on
her 19th birthday; the other two were young men 18
and 19 years old. This dangerous behaviour has tragic
human consequences for the victims, their families and
communities. The authorities must do everything
possible to curb that.
‘Hoon driving’ is of course a slang expression. What it
refers to will need to be defined, and I expect any
legislation will specify particular road behaviours such
as illegal street racing, time trials and exhibitionist
speeding and skidding. The minister has also indicated
that he will look at impounding and/or confiscating
vehicles as a penalty. Existing Queensland laws will be
looked at in framing Victorian legislation. I understand
that over the last two years more than 2000 cars have
been impounded in Queensland and that this has shown
positive results. Residents of Monash Province will, I
am sure, support the minister in this important
initiative.

Anzac Day: 90th remembrance
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I was honoured to
attend the luncheon held in the presence of John Landy,
Governor of Victoria, to mark the 90th anniversary of
Anzac Day. It was indeed a humbling experience to be
in the presence of so many returned servicemen and
women. I would like to acknowledge the servicemen at
whose table I was seated: Mr Archie Crow, Mr Keith
Rossi, Mr Walter Varley, Mr Alan Kelly, Mr Ken
Barrett, Mr P. Lane and Mr Des Vincent, the president
of the newest RSL sub-branch in Victoria at Diamond
Creek. All of these men made major contributions to
the Allied effort in World War II.
We were delighted to also be joined by Jessica Frisina,
a year 9 student from Wheelers Hill Secondary College.
Jessica was a finalist in the Premier’s Anzac prize. She
joined other finalists at the Anzac luncheon where she
was presented with a certificate signed by the Premier
in recognition of her fine essay on the Anzac tradition
from a young person’s perspective. The inclusion of
Anzac prize finalists, all secondary school students
from around the state, at the Anzac luncheon this year
was a fitting demonstration of the relevance of the
Anzac legend to young Australians. I know it thrilled
the returned servicemen and women present who
enjoyed both their company and commitment. I
commend the Premier for his excellent Anzac prize
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initiative which will help ensure that the Anzac legend
lives on for future generations.

Racial and religious tolerance: legislation
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Of late I have
received many representations from constituents
expressing concerns with the application of provisions
contained in the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act. In
particular those representations centre on religious
beliefs being heard by a court of law. They argue that
this is inappropriate, both restricting freedom of speech
and creating unnecessary division in our communities.
Typical of the representations I have received is one I
have in front of me from Mr Auchterlonie of Trafalgar,
Mr Van Der Koogh of Moe and Mr Walker of Moe, in
which they make comments like this:
Australia is an open and tolerant society ….
Free speech — the ability to politely listen to other points of
view and if necessary agree to disagree — is the only
satisfactory way to deal with different belief systems.

They go on to argue about the inadequacy of courts to
deal with belief systems. The Nationals did not support
this legislation, believing it unnecessary and restricting
Victorians in the legitimate expression and practice of
religious beliefs and ceremonies. I support the call of a
great number of my constituents to have all references
to religious beliefs excluded from this act and I urge the
government to consider such amendments.

Children: health research
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — On 26 April I had the
pleasure of attending the Plenty Valley Community
Health Service with the member for Mill Park, Lily
D’Ambrosio, and the member for Yan Yean, Danielle
Green, both of the other place, for the announcement of
the new state-funded child health team research project
by the Parliamentary Secretary for Health in the other
place, Daniel Andrews.
Eleven community health centres, including the Plenty
Valley Community Health Service, will benefit from
$275 000 to test and improve existing support for
children with learning, behavioural and health
difficulties. Research will focus on the impact of early
child health intervention on the lives of three to
eight-year-olds and their families, with a view as to
how intervention teams can better improve services.
These teams usually include speech pathologists and
occupational therapists, but can also involve family
casework counsellors, dieticians, psychologists and
paediatricians. The right mix of these and other services
in early life could help lead to a happier and healthier
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childhood and prevent small problems from blowing
out in later life.
This program highlights the Bracks government’s
commitment to the north as well as its
community-focused approach for all of Victoria. I
congratulate the Minister for Health in the other place
for taking a holistic approach to childhood and
whole-of-family health.

Sunraysia Institute of TAFE: Swan Hill
campus
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — Last
Thursday I attended with many others the opening of
the Swan Hill campus of the Sunraysia Institute of
TAFE situated at Tower Hill — a new development
area of Swan Hill. The Minister for Education and
Training in the other place, the Honourable Lynne
Kosky, opened the new campus and recognised the
work of the previous member for Swan Hill, Barry
Steggall, and the past council president of the Sunraysia
Institute of TAFE, Marie Schlemme, for their
commitment towards the new campus.
The campus is modern and consists of two learning
centres, one of which includes the administration area
and light, bright rooms that provide a variety of
subjects. The other centre, which really appealed to me,
was the construction, engineering and heavy
automotive area, which is as good as you would see
anywhere in Australia. The campus has enjoyed
tremendous support from local industry, particularly in
the heavy automotive area, where Iveco trucks,
Cummins engines, New Holland tractors and John
Deere are among the generous contributors. All of the
equipment is kept up to the mark to ensure students
have the latest technology to learn from at the campus,
which has seen a rise in the number of apprentices
enrolled from 11 in 2000 to 96 in 2005.
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Australian Labor Party to the Wyndham City Council
electoral representation review which is currently under
way. He quoted excerpts from that submission and
went on to say, ‘as most of the councillors at the
Wyndham council are ALP members’.
The shadow Minister for Local Government is wrong.
Most councillors at Wyndham City Council are not
members of the ALP. In fact there are councillors who
are either members or past members of the Liberal
Party and an Independent, who when combined
outnumber the councillors who are members of the
ALP.
The Wyndham council has achieved much since
amalgamations were forced down the throat of local
government by Mr Vogel’s previous government. He
can at least call the local Liberal Party to get his facts
right. I congratulate the Werribee branch of the ALP
which at least has the desire to be involved in the good
governance of its municipality and cares enough to put
in a submission. I wish the city of Wyndham all the
best as it works through the electoral representation
review.

Community cabinet: Monash
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I would
like to acknowledge that the cabinet will be going to the
city of Monash next Monday for a community cabinet.
As a local member of Parliament I certainly welcome
the visit of cabinet to the city of Monash. It is a great
experience for both local members and cabinet. This is
about the 50th time that the cabinet has been out into
the community. It means that not only does the cabinet
meet in a local town hall, but it gives members of the
community access to the cabinet that they might
otherwise not get; it also gives cabinet members access
to the community that they might otherwise not get.

Member for Western Province: comments

We certainly will have submissions from many
members of the community who will come in and get
15 minutes with various ministers of their choice. We
will also reach out then, so we go out to our
communities. I as a minister have thoroughly enjoyed
community cabinets. Sometimes they can be a lot of
hard work when you are confronted with issues that
you might otherwise not see if you are under the
protection of a ministerial office, so to go out there is a
great part of the democratic system.

Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I wish
to speak about the comments made in this chamber on
22 March by a member for Western Province, the
Honourable John Vogels. He mentioned that he had a
copy of the submission from the Werribee branch of the

I recall issues such as when the pony clubs first had an
issue with getting insurance. I first picked up that issue
at a community cabinet meeting in the Shire of Yarra
Ranges; it had not come to my attention until that day.
The dialogues you build up and the capacity to work

I congratulate council president, Wendy Thomson, and
her board, and Dr Ron Wild, the chief executive officer,
and his management team of the Sunraysia Institute of
TAFE. I particularly commend the campus manager,
Robert Jardine, for bringing all of this together and
managing this first-class facility that sees students come
from as far afield as Mildura and Ballarat.
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with community stakeholders to find solutions to
problems are greatly enhanced by the community
cabinet. The Premier, all his ministers, all the
parliamentary secretaries and all the departmental
secretaries are in the community giving the community
access to government and the government access to the
community. It is a great experience. I thank the mayor
of the City of Monash, Stephen Dimopoulos, for
inviting us to his council on Monday.

Robert Dobson
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — Robert William Dobson
died on 15 April in Ballarat. Robert was known to
family, friends and all as Dobbo. I attended prayers to
celebrate Dobbo’s life at St Patrick’s Cathedral,
Ballarat on 22 April. It was standing room only, which
showed just how many Dobbo had influenced
throughout his life.
Dobbo was Ballarat’s honest lawyer and the son of a
lawyer, the late Roy G. Dobson. Dobbo even had
‘honest lawyer’ printed on his cap and his tracksuit top.
Dobbo loved life, people, dancing and music. He loved
his family and his Catholic faith. He was a member of
the Ewing House School for the Deaf, Ballarat Apex,
the Ballaarat Cemetery Trust, the St John of God
Hospital ethics committee, the Hash House Harriers,
the Ballarat Golf Club, the Ballarat Yacht Club, the
Ballaarat Club, McCallum Disability Services, the
Nazareth House fundraising committee and the
St Patrick’s Cathedral restoration committee. He was
treasurer of the Ballarat and District Law Association
for as long as he could remember because, as he said, it
avoided his becoming the president. Dobbo did not let
his illness stop him and continued in his legal practice
and with his many community involvements. An old
client recently asked Dobbo how long he would be able
to be her lawyer. In his usual frivolous style Dobbo
said, ‘As long as I am vertical’.
Farewell, Dobbo! You fought the good fight to the end.
You have run the race to the finish and kept the faith.
May your soul rest in peace. My sincerest condolences
go to his wife, Annet; to his children, Robert and Jenn
Dobson; and to his stepchildren, Jordan and Joslyn
Bunn and family.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I call on the
Honourable Wendy Lovell to move the motion
standing in her name.
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Hon. Andrea Coote — On a point of order,
President, I advise the house that the opposition will
give the Independent, Ms Hadden, 10 minutes of its
time on the next notice of motion.
Hon. P. R. Hall — On a further point of order,
President, I formally indicate that The Nationals are
prepared to give the Independent member, Ms Hadden,
5 minutes of its time.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I move:
That this house expresses its grave concern at the Victorian
government’s failure to provide adequate public housing for
low-income Victorians and draws specific attention to:
(1) the government’s failure to adequately invest in
additional public housing stock;
(2) the government’s failure to adequately invest in the
maintenance of existing housing stock that has caused
many homes to remain vacant for extended periods of
time; and
(3) the alarming increase in public housing waiting lists in
rural and regional Victoria, where waiting lists have
blown out from 4887 families in June 2000 to
7115 families in December 2004, and early waiting lists
have blown out from 214 families in June 2000 to
1190 families in December 2004;
and calls on the government to reverse the trend of waiting
list increases and declining investment in public housing, by
adequately investing in public housing stock to assist
low-income Victorian families.

I find it interesting that Mr Mitchell, who purports to be
a regional member of Parliament, finds this motion so
funny, because he will find when I go through the
waiting list that many families in his electorate are on
the list and have been on it for a significant period of
time waiting for homes. The Bracks record on public
housing is a record of complete and utter failure.
Over the past five and a half years the Bracks
government has completely failed to adequately invest
in public housing to house the more than
35 000 Victorian families who remain on waiting lists
across the state. In country Victoria housing waiting
lists have grown by over 2000 families during the terms
of the Bracks government.
I would like to go through a few of the figures about the
public housing waiting list. Mr Mitchell will find this
very interesting because even in metropolitan
Melbourne there are some growing waiting lists. In the
northern metropolitan area in June 2000 there were
6674 families on the waiting list; in December 2004
there were 8007. I apologise that we have to use the
December 2004 figures, but unfortunately they are the
latest figures the minister has posted on the Office of
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Housing web site. These figures were posted there on
14 or 15 January, but it is now 4 May and we still do
not have the March quarter figures. All I can assume is
that the March figures are so embarrassing for the
government it does not wish to post them publicly on
the web site.
In the western area of metropolitan Melbourne where
there is a desperate need for public housing, in June
2000 there were 6284 families on the waiting list; there
are now 6600 families on that list, so it is growing.
But country Victoria is where the housing lists are
really blowing out. In the region of Barwon South,
which incorporates Geelong and Warrnambool, the
number on the waiting list has gone from 1225 families
in 2000 to 2010 in December 2004. In the Gippsland
region the number has risen from 512 to 1160 families.
In the Grampians region it has increased from 547 to
852 families. In the Hume region — and Mr Mitchell
might like to listen to this rather than carrying on a
conversation because it is about his territory — in the
township of Benalla there were 127 families on the
waiting list in June 2000; that figure has risen by over
81 per cent, to 230 families in December 2004. In my
own home town of Shepparton there were 227 families
on the list as at June 2000; that has risen by around
40 per cent to 316 families in December 2004.
In Wangaratta the June 2000 figure of 102 families
increased by over 100 per cent to 205 last December.
Over the same period, in Wodonga there were 187, and
that rose to 415 families — which is more than a
120 per cent increase. It is a dreadful record for that
region, as it is in the Loddon Mallee region. In Bendigo
there were 936 families; that figure has risen to
1033 families. In Swan Hill there were 96 families in
June 2000, but 123 families in December 2004.
Mr Mitchell asked before what our record was when we
were in government — that is, what were the housing
figures for the past Liberal government. For his
information, under the Liberal government housing
waiting lists in this state dropped by 33.67 per cent, but
unfortunately the number has only risen under the
Bracks government.
But if the information about waiting lists sounds bad,
that is nothing compared to early waiting lists. For the
information of those in the house who may not be
familiar with that list, early waiting lists are of the
people who are experiencing or are at risk of recurring
homelessness, people with a disability and people who
have significant support needs and have special housing
needs. That information comes from the Office of
Housing’s own web site. In that area the Bracks
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government has been even more negligent in providing
housing for some of the most vulnerable people in our
community.
In the eastern metropolitan region the early waiting lists
from June 2000 until December 2004 have risen by
162 per cent; in the northern metropolitan region they
have risen by 202 per cent; in the southern metropolitan
region they have risen by 174 per cent; in the western
metropolitan region they have risen by over 400 per
cent, and in country Victoria again we have a record of
disaster. In the Barwon South region waiting lists have
increased by 372 per cent; in Gippsland, 776 per cent;
and in the Grampians, 590 per cent. For the Hume
region I will again go through the figures for
Mr Mitchell. In the township of Benalla waiting lists
have risen by 2700 per cent; in Seymour, 184 per cent;
in Shepparton, 456 per cent; in Wangaratta, 1025 per
cent; in Wodonga, 1617 per cent; in Bendigo, 266 per
cent; in Mildura, 163 per cent; and in Swan Hill,
1300 per cent — a sad record. These are some of the
most vulnerable people in our state and the Bracks
government is leaving them there on the waiting list
and not providing any homes for them.
From 1996 until the end of the Liberal government, the
housing waiting list dropped by nearly 34 per cent in
this state. It is sad that the government of the day — the
Bracks government — has no plan to address the more
than 35 000 Victorian families who remain on the
Victorian housing waiting list.
The budget papers confirm this. They show that the
Bracks government has plans to house only 150 more
families in public Aboriginal and community housing
in 2005–06 than it did in 2004–05, so at this rate it will
take the Bracks government 233 years to house
everyone on the current public housing waiting list in
this state. That is not even accounting for the additional
people who may want to add their names to the housing
waiting list. It is 233 years just to get through the
current waiting list.
Under the previous Liberal government, as I said, the
housing waiting list dropped because it increased the
public housing list stock by over 1600 homes between
1998 and 1999 and by more than 1400 homes in
1999–2000. But under the Bracks government that
figure has plummeted to an abysmal 59 properties
being added to the public housing stock in 2004–05. In
the next year the budget papers also show that the times
people have to remain on the early waiting list have
blown out from an expected five months waiting time
to now an expected six months waiting time. This is the
third year in a row that this figure has blown out in the
budget target, so the Bracks government is prepared to
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keep pushing that figure out and is not prepared to
address reducing the waiting times for people who are
at risk of homelessness.
The budget papers also reveal that there are more than
35 000 families on the public waiting list. It is shameful
that the Bracks government intends to house 141 fewer
families than it did in June 2000 — a very poor track
record from our budget yesterday.
Mr Viney — It was our budget!
Hon. W. A. LOVELL — The state budget
yesterday. Earlier the minister issued a couple of media
releases on the budget. These were supposed to hail the
government’s record in providing new public housing
in Victoria. A $10 million package has been announced
to tackle housing affordability in regional Victoria.
What is that plan? The plan is to build 10 new homes in
Ballarat.
The Grampian region has 852 families on the waiting
list, so once those 10 houses become available, what are
the other 842 families supposed to do — just sit there
on the waiting list?
In the Geelong and Warrnambool area the government
plans to build 11 new homes, but there are
2010 families on that waiting list, so that will leave
1199 families without anywhere to live. In Bendigo and
Mildura we have 1791 families on the housing list, with
11 houses to be built, then leaving 1780 families with
nowhere to live. In Shepparton, Seymour and
Wangaratta 1302 families are on the waiting list;
10 new homes are to be built, then leaving
1292 families with nowhere to live. In Gippsland,
1160 families are on the waiting list for 12 new homes,
but that still leaves 1148 families with nowhere to live.
Yet government members think they are addressing this
problem. I have news for them: if they do not start to
invest in public housing soon, they are going to have a
riot on their hands in Victoria.
In the metropolitan region $20 million was allocated to
build 100 new homes, but in Melbourne’s west alone,
5716 families are on the waiting list, so the building of
22 new homes will still leave 5694 families with
nowhere to live. In Melbourne’s east, 14 609 families
are on the list; the completion of 15 new homes will
leave 14 594 families with nowhere to live. In
Melbourne’s north, 8915 families are on the list. There
are to be 31 new homes built there, but still
8884 families will have nowhere to live. In the south,
with 9529 families waiting for the 32 new houses to be
built, 9497 families will still be left with nowhere to
live. It is pathetic. The Bracks government is failing the

697

needs of some of the most vulnerable people in our
community.
How have housing services managers responded to this
new program by the Bracks government? I have a
couple of notes. The first is from the manager of
North-East Housing Service Ltd, Cheryle Avent, who
said the program would have little or no impact on the
3725 people on the eastern suburbs waiting list for
public housing. And again, in the Loddon Mallee
region, Ken Marchingo of Loddon Mallee Housing
Service’s Bendigo region was quoted in the local press.
The article says:
While 11 new houses is not going to fix the shortage of
affordable houses in Bendigo …
‘Obviously, my job is to say we would like more …

But the 11 new houses are not going to fix the shortage.
We should look at the Bracks government’s record of
investment in public housing compared with that in
some other states. The Bracks government is always
very quick to blame the federal government for the
public housing crisis in Victoria, but I have news for
the minister: public housing is a state responsibility, and
it is time she took responsibility for this and committed
some serious funds to public housing.
I have a comparison of what Victoria spent between
2000 and 2003, compared with New South Wales and
Queensland. It is a very poor record for the Bracks
government. In 2000–01, in excess of what is in the
federal-state housing agreement, Victoria spent
$30.2 million; New South Wales spent $31 million, but
Queensland invested $272 million in public housing. In
2001–02, Victoria spent the fairly modest figure of
$56.1 million compared with New South Wales’s
$171 million and Queensland’s $255 million. In
2002–03, Victoria invested $53.6 million; New South
Wales had a bit of a dip at $42.5 million, and
Queensland spent $301 million. But over the three
years, Victoria’s investment looks very poor compared
with the other two states — $149.9 million in Victoria,
$244.5 million in New South Wales and $828 million
in Queensland.
Normally this government takes its lead from the New
South Wales and Queensland governments, and I know
that when I want to see what sort of legislation is
coming through in my shadow portfolios I only have to
look to New South Wales and Queensland to see what
the Carr and Beattie governments respectively are
doing, because the Bracks government just follows suit.
So I would encourage the Bracks government to follow
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the Beattie government and start investing some decent
funds in public housing in this state.
What effect is this having on low-income families? Day
after day we are seeing more and more horror stories in
the papers about the effect that the Bracks
government’s failure to invest in public housing is
having on low-income Victorians.
One such story was published in the Herald Sun on
22 March. It is about a single mother who said she had
been forced to part from her teenage daughters because
the family has languished for 13 years on the public
housing waiting list. She could not afford a place to live
and had to send her daughters to live with her
ex-husband while she went to live with her mother. It
had the effect of separating the family, which is quite a
tragedy.
Another story published in the Age on 11 April
discusses Olga Bright, a 71-year-old woman who has
been waiting on the public housing list for a decade.
During that time Olga and her husband, Noel, have
both developed health problems. Olga can now barely
walk and gets around with a special scooter. Among
many debilitating complaints, Noel has had cancer. As
Olga puts it, he ‘… has had half of his face removed’. It
has obviously been a dreadful time for the two of them
because of their ill health. The article says that life was
not always so tough for them. Life turned sour for the
Bright family when its family business fell victim to the
recession of the early 1990s. Due to the financial
mismanagement of both the federal and state Labor
governments, these poor people lost their family
business and found themselves in a situation where they
needed to turn to the state to provide them with decent
housing. In the 1980s and early 1990s we had the
recession we had to have under the Hawke and Keating
governments, with record interest rates affecting many
businesspeople. Olga and her husband were victims of
that time and of the Cain and Kirner financial
mismanagement that led to the collapse of
Tricontinental, the loss of our State Bank and the
Pyramid collapse in Victoria — a very poor record in
financial management on behalf of Labor.
The article says Olga and her husband live in constant
fear of being evicted from their house because they
cannot afford to pay the rent, but they cannot get into
public housing. The article says that they are among the
lucky ones, if you can think of it that way. They should
be on the priority list because of their illnesses, yet they
are still waiting and have no access to public housing.
Jeff Fiedler from the Housing for the Aged Action
Group is quoted in the article as saying that while the
government says there are 35 000 households officially
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on the waiting list in Victoria, many more people are in
need of public housing but are not applying for it
because they know that the waiting list is so long. They
find it ridiculous to put their names on the list because
they know they are not going to get public housing.
There would be a hell of a lot more people on the
waiting list if people felt they had the opportunity to
gain access to public housing.
The last personal story I would like to tell is that of a
family I know quite well — that is, Bill and Rhonda
Davis, who live in the infamous Parkside estate in
Shepparton. At the moment four generations of the
Davis family are crammed into a two-bedroom home.
Bill and Rhonda have lived in this home for several
years, and Rhonda’s mother, Merna, also lives with
them. The couple’s daughters, Bridie and Jakarna, have
been forced to move home in recent times. Bridie has
brought her two daughters, Courtney and Ellie, with
her. Bridie and Jakarna are also waiting for public
housing to become available, but whilst they are on the
waiting list they have had to share with Bill, Rhonda
and Merna. The situation in the home is so desperate
that Bridie has been sharing a bed with her two
daughters for the past two months.
Bill is quoted in the article as saying that he believes the
public housing crisis could be remedied if the
government fixed up a number of houses lying derelict
across Shepparton. Nearly every day someone rings my
office to report yet another Office of Housing home in
Shepparton that is not tenanted but has been left to
languish and be vandalised because the government has
failed to adequately invest in the maintenance of our
public housing stock.
The government has a record of failing to invest in
maintenance, and I have some newspaper articles on
that, one being from the Herald Sun of 21 March which
reports:
A block of 16 public housing units in Mentone have been
boarded up and empty for more than a year.

There are 35 000 people waiting for somewhere to live,
but houses are left empty for more than a year because
the government has failed to maintain them.
The next article from the Herald Sun of 21 March talks
of 733 public housing properties that have been listed
as vacant. These have been empty for more than two
years and some have been empty as long as 101⁄2 years,
the article says. It also says that the Minister for
Housing has ordered the Office of Housing to
immediately reduce the delays. I suggest that the
minister is not on top of her portfolio if she was
unaware of these properties remaining vacant for many
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months, years in fact, and had to wait until the Herald
Sun wrote an article on it to bring it to her attention so
she could get her department to act on it.
The article says that there were another 15 houses that
were untenanted for up to two years and 3 were empty
for up to three years. It is an abysmal record. The longer
homes are left vacant, of course, the more damage that
can be done to them through vandalism. We have seen
a couple locally in Shepparton that ended up being
burnt after being left derelict and subject to vandalism.
In Parliament the minister tried to deny that that
property had been vacant for 101⁄2 years by saying that it
had been used by an adjoining tenant. She was then
forced to give a personal explanation in Parliament.
Rather than take responsibility once again, what did she
do? She blamed the department for giving her
inaccurate information. This government does not take
responsibility for anything. It takes no responsibility for
the housing list or for the things it says in Parliament. It
has to find someone else to blame.
The second last article is about a fire that occurred in a
house in Shepparton in Jeffrey Court, which is part of
the Office of Housing area in Shepparton. It was a
vacant home that was left to the mercy of vandals and
unfortunately a fire destroyed that home. The article
quotes Paul McKendrick, a local firefighter, who said:
The vacant homes in the Olympic Avenue area have been
targets for vandalism and arson in recent months.

That was because they were left vacant to the mercy of
vandals.
The last story I would like to relate is the horrific story
of Aimee Belmond that appeared in the Shepparton
News. Aimee is 19 years old and has two small
children. She was given an Office of Housing home,
which she thought was wonderful. When she went to
move in she was shocked at the condition of the house.
It had smashed windows and graffiti on the walls. She
immediately rang the Office of Housing and somebody
came out and washed down the graffiti on the walls, but
they put tin and perspex on the windows. Amy said
there was glass all over the carpet, and although she
kept vacuuming it, it was a concern for her with two
young children crawling around on the carpet. The first
night she stayed in the house she said she stayed up all
night listening to the noise the wind was making on the
tin on the windows.
The article goes on to say that there are other houses in
Parkside estate where people have had tin put up all
over their windows and no perspex at all, so there is no
light coming in to the house. Other people have been
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unable to live in houses because of the conditions they
are in. Shepparton residents have been angered by the
lack of activity and are complaining about the
unfulfilled Victorian government promises.
That could be reiterated all over the state in that people
are concerned about the unfulfilled Victorian
government promises. The article also quotes Tom
O’Brien, whose daughter once lived on the estate. He
said that the government had announced three times
that money would be spent on refurbishing homes but
that the idea was to create low-cost accommodation.
There are about 30 houses left empty because no
maintenance has been done on them.
Parkside estate has been the subject of a lot of
controversy over the years. I know the estate very well
because it is not far from where I live. It was on the
way to school for me and I watched Parkside estate
being built as I rode between my home and Wanganui
Park High School in Shepparton. When I first attended
Wanganui Park High School the area that is Parkside
estate was just a paddock, and we used to ride through
the middle of the paddock to get to school. We watched
those houses being built. It was terrific when they were
first built. It was a very nice estate and the homes were
of equal quality to the homes that young families were
building in a nearby estate, but unfortunately over the
years they have fallen into disrepair and it has become a
very unpopular area in Shepparton for people to gain
public housing. Many residents will tell you that if they
could get a transfer they would prefer not to be in the
Parkside estate. That is a sad situation because it could
be quite a good neighbourhood.
Because of the decline of Parkside estate over the years,
in May 1999 the Kennett government announced an
advisory committee to develop a long-term renewal
strategy for Parkside. That advisory committee was
chaired by the now member for Shepparton in the other
place, who was my predecessor as a member for North
Eastern Province. Unfortunately, just after that advisory
committee was announced, there was a change in
government, but in August 2000 the then Minister for
Housing in the other place, Bronwyn Pike, came in
with a blaze of glory and announced $5 million for the
redevelopment and said that buildings will be
demolished, others would be rebuilt, many would be
sold off and replacement houses would be bought
elsewhere in Shepparton.
Eventually houses have been demolished and a couple
rebuilt, but not too many replacement houses have been
bought elsewhere in Shepparton. There has been a
decreasing number of public housing because of this. In
May 2001 the then Minister for Housing reannounced
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that funding, so we have had the announcement of
funding, then a reannouncement of funding, but not
much done.
In January 2003 the Shepparton News reported that the
project was behind schedule — only 12 of the 76 units
that were supposed to be completed were completed.
The Hume region manager of housing, Mary Reid,
announced that the plan for the renewal of Parkside
could be in tatters. Later that year the government
revealed new plans and announced a $13 million
redevelopment plan with 64 cluster units to be
demolished, 30 conventional houses to be demolished,
22 conventional homes to be built and
126 medium-density units to be built. Although this
plan creates 54 new dwellings, the entire 148 new
dwellings that will be built — actually there will be
54 more new homes in Parkside but some have been
demolished and new ones are to be built — all will be
sold off as private stock, which will reduce the number
of public houses available in the Parkside estate by
94 homes.
The rural housing network has expressed concern about
that reduction in October 2004. Celia Adams said she
was concerned that the demand for public housing
would increase as the stock decreased. She said public
housing waiting lists were getting longer and longer all
the time.
In June 2004 a furore broke out in Shepparton about the
Parkside estate because nothing had actually been done.
The vacant units that were supposed to be demolished
were becoming more and more vandalised as the days
went by, and we had horrific front pages of the
Shepparton News showing photos of those units. A
deadline of three months was applied for the demolition
of the units, and the government actually met that
deadline; the units finally came down in October 2004.
So six years after the announcement, the community is
actually losing patience on the Parkside redevelopment.
Very little is being done. It is progressing very slowly,
and it is an area that needs to be addressed. Recently the
Parkside estate has been renamed the Grove Estate by
the government, and one resident told me that within
half an hour of it being renamed the Grove Estate, the
locals had nicknamed it the grave estate because that is
how some of them feel about living there.
I get complaints all the time from people in Shepparton
who are good tenants and who pay their rent to the
Office of Housing but who find it very difficult to get
moved to better housing. They say they are penalised if
they want to be moved out of that area into a better area
of Shepparton because they are good tenants and pay
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their rent. They quote the case of a family in
Shepparton that keeps being given new homes but
which is not such a good tenant for the Office of
Housing.
We also hear a lot from local councils in some of the
more rural areas in country Victoria about the social
engineering the government is undertaking in moving
people out of metropolitan Melbourne into the country.
This is probably why the numbers on the public
housing waiting lists in some areas of Melbourne are
decreasing but why it is increasing in country Victoria.
But what the local councils complain about is not the
new people coming into town but the stress that that
puts on other social services in the town. The people
who are moved out of metropolitan Melbourne have
different ways from the locals in that community but
they also do not have the family support networks or
anything like that around them, so it puts a huge strain
on social services and health services, and particularly
on the non-government organisations that have suffered
from productivity cuts under this government.
The Bracks government is continually trying to dodge
its responsibility in public housing, preferring to try to
lay the blame on the federal government for what is
primarily a state responsibility. In dodging its
responsibility the Bracks government has failed over
35 000 low- income families in Victoria who remain on
waiting lists or who are at risk of homelessness due to
the government’s failure to address the problems
involved in providing replacement public housing stock
and an adequate maintenance program.
Victorians are sick and tired of the Bracks government
always trying to shift the blame on to the federal
government. They want a government that will take
responsibility for the provision of state services in
Victoria. If the Bracks government is not prepared to
take that responsibility, then Victorians will take the
responsibility into their own hands and vote the Bracks
government out of office. Victoria needs a government
that is prepared to take responsibility for fixing the
declining standards of public housing in this state, and
it needs a Treasurer who can produce a budget that
reflects that responsibility.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I rise to speak against the
motion moved by the Honourable Wendy Lovell. I
have to say that in politics, timing is often very
important. There have been some classic mistimed
political decisions. The most recent one in Victoria that
comes to mind is that of Robert Dean and his electoral
enrolment, which instance came out in the middle of an
election campaign; and also in Victorian politics, even
the decision of the Leader of the Opposition in the other
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place, Robert Doyle, to take over the leadership before
the 2002 election would probably go down as classic
political mistiming.
Some of my colleagues have suggested that the
decision yesterday by the Honourable Wendy Lovell to
give notice of her intention to move this motion — that
is, on the day the budget announced such substantial
increases in public housing — would have to go down
as a classic piece of mistiming. When I was asking for
some other examples of political miscalculation, one of
my colleagues started thinking of things like Waterloo
and King Harry in 1066 deciding to look up at the sky
when a whole bunch of arrows came flying through the
air. I do not think I would give it quite that level of
status, but this has to be an awful piece of timing by
Ms Lovell, because, as I said, only yesterday the
government brought down a budget that builds
substantially on its commitment to social housing in
Victoria.
In fact there is no excuse for Ms Lovell moving this
motion because a week ago, under the A Fairer
Victoria statement, the government announced
$49.6 million for new social housing stock.
This is a government that has been investing in social
housing and in public housing in Victoria. It has been
making a significant investment and doing so in an
environment where the federal government has cut
back from the commonwealth-state housing agreement
$760 million that should have come to Victoria. At a
time when the commonwealth government has been
shamefully withdrawing from or pulling out of social
housing particularly in the emergency housing areas to
the tune of $760 million during our term in
government, the Bracks government has invested in
social housing an extra $330 million over and above its
obligations under the commonwealth-state housing
agreement. At the same time the federal government
has been pulling out, we have been putting in. We have
been recognising that what is a significant need in this
state — —
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Mr VINEY — The commonwealth has been pulling
out.
Hon. D. K. Drum — So they have been paying
more.
Mr VINEY — No. At the time the federal
government has been pulling out and reducing its
commitments under the commonwealth-state housing
agreement, we have been increasing our
commitment — that is what has been happening!
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This motion is a classic piece of mistiming. To come
into this place and deliberately misrepresent, mislead
and misconstrue the waiting lists, as the opposition has
done here today, is another example of appalling tactics
and of putting politics above the basic facts and
integrity of looking at what the government is doing in
social housing in this state. In its total waiting list
figures the opposition has included people who are
already in public housing but who want to transfer to
other properties. Not only is it doing that, but it has a
short-term view of history.
Hon. W. A. Lovell — On a point of order,
President, Mr Viney has said I included the transfer
waiting lists in the housing figures, and I did not.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not uphold the
point of order. It is not a point of order.
Mr VINEY — Of course it is not a point of order,
because the opposition has consistently said that the
waiting list in Victoria numbers some 41 000, which
includes 6000 people who are waiting to transfer but
who are already in public housing stock. It is a
complete misrepresentation for the opposition to come
into this place and try to present that as the figure. Not
only that, we have the inconsistency of the honourable
member for Doncaster in another place, Mr Victor
Perton, saying he does not believe in public housing; he
thinks it should all be in the private rental market. So
the opposition is all over the place on this. Opposition
members are coming in here and shedding crocodile
tears — —
Mr Somyurek interjected.
Mr VINEY — You’re right, Mr Somyurek. They
are shedding crocodile tears about social housing.
When the Liberal Party is in government, and when it is
in government federally — you go back into history,
you always get that in these debates — you have to go
on what it does — not what it says but what it does.
What the Liberal Party does when in government was
demonstrated in those seven years of the Kennett
government in Victoria — dark years — when it ripped
into the public housing stock in this state. In the five
years of this government, we have spent in the order of
$5 million on upgrading some of the high-rise towers.
The Liberal Party in its seven years spent $1 million.
But not only that — when we came to government we
found that the former government had plans to sell
public housing stock. That was its position. We can
only go on its track record, which was one of ripping
into the government housing waiting list. How did it do
that? It had the famous segmented waiting list, where in
relation to people qualifying for public housing it did a
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number of quite small, tricky things: if you refused
public housing, you were off the list; if you refused an
offer, you were gone. What sort of a waiting list was
that?
Mr Somyurek — What about the rental market?
Mr VINEY — That is right; as the Mr Somyurek
said, there was also the private rental market test. To
meet demeaning tests, people wanting to get on the
waiting list for public housing had to hawk themselves
around to all of the estate agents to prove they had been
out trying to get rented accommodation in the private
market. If they could not do that, they were not able to
get on the list or they were removed from it. It was a
humiliating process. When it came into office in August
2000 the Bracks government removed that test. There is
a significant increase in the waiting list because we
have removed those tests and freed up the opportunities
for people to be put on the waiting list in the first place.
What we have again is another complete
misrepresentation by the opposition of what is
happening in social housing. In Victoria the social
housing stock is 76 000 housing units. The total
budget — and remember that we have increased the
total budget over and above our obligations under the
Commonwealth State Housing Agreement by
$333 million — for housing in the current financial
year is $929 million. As I said before, at the same time
over this period the federal government has reduced
social housing investment in Victoria by $760 million. I
also want to point out that in the five years we have
been in government we have constructed 8540 brand
new housing units in this state. Some of those were to
replace old stock, but our investment is in stark contrast
to that mob’s complete failure. The former government
did not put that level of investment into renewing,
upgrading and expanding our social housing stock. In
fact, it was falling substantially behind, and a lot of our
expenditure has been catch up because of its dismal
failure to continue investment in social housing of an
appropriate standard.
I turn to the examples Ms Lovell gave. She gave the
example of Aimee, saying that the Office of Housing
came in and found that the house was not up to
standard. I was pleased to hear, however, that staff went
on the same day to help repair the place. It is interesting
that Ms Lovell did not tell us the end of the story. She
did not tell us whether Aimee’s house was fixed over
the next few days, next few weeks or next few months.
We do not know. That part of the story was not told. I
suspect this is an example of the Office of Housing,
having placed someone into housing who might have
been in some urgent need, upon that person finding on
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her arrival at the property that it was not up to
standard — and I accept the way Ms Lovell described it
as not up to standard — at least some effort was made
to repair it. We did not hear the end of the story, but
hopefully that unit was properly fixed.
My experience with staff in the Office of Housing is
that they would have taken the matter very seriously
and acted urgently to get the place up to standard, if
there were broken windows and it was not secure. If
there had been a different experience, the minister
would have been pleased to hear about it and would
have dealt with it. We have to be very careful in these
debates when we offer examples that we present the
total picture. I do not know the full story of it, and I am
sure the minister, if the housing standard was
inadequate, would be prepared to investigate. I would
have liked to have heard the end of the story.
Ms Lovell talked about the Parkside estate in her
electorate. It was a little unusual for me to hear a local
member criticising a government investment in their
electorate. I am a bit bewildered by it because in
2000–01, when this project was first announced, it was
to be of a particular scale and in subsequent
announcements the size and scale of the project has
been substantially increased. It is a little unusual for a
local member to be attacking and criticising a
government decision to spend more in her electorate.
As a local member I would be quite happy for the
government to come and spend more on social housing
in my electorate, as it has done. If Ms Lovell does not
want the money, I am happy for the minister to
reconsider and bring it down our way. I think most
members would have that view. We know that the
handover of that project to VicUrban for its completion
is imminent, that it is a renewed mix of public and
private homes and that the neighbourhood renewal
project associated with it is in full swing as one of the
state’s most successful projects. Ms Lovell has tried to
score political points on what is a very serious policy
issue.
I will touch on the issues of waiting lists in regional
areas and new housing in regional areas. There have
been 8729 new housing units constructed across
Victoria since we came to government. It is a stark
contrast to the failure of the Kennett government to
invest in new housing. We know — —
Hon. A. P. Olexander interjected.
Mr VINEY — I will deal with domestic waiting
lists in a minute.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Olexander will
have his opportunity. Mr Viney will direct his remarks
through the Chair.
Mr VINEY — Of that 8729 units, 2082 are social
housing properties in regional areas that have been
acquired since Labor came to government — that is,
24 per cent of the total new units in Victoria have been
delivered in country Victoria. It is relevant that 21 per
cent of those on the waiting list and 32 per cent of our
total social housing stock are in regional Victoria. This
government has been not only investing in housing
stock across Victoria but also making sure that regional
Victoria gets a reasonable share. Mr Olexander was
obviously not listening when I was dealing with the
waiting lists before.
Hon. A. P. Olexander interjected.
Mr VINEY — Listen again, Mr Olexander. I will
go through it again and hopefully you might start to
understand. Let us contrast the two sides of politics on
social housing policy. The Howard government has
been ripping money out of the commonwealth-state
housing agreement to the tune of $766 million. The
Kennett government — we deal with what the
opposition does, not with what it comes in here and
says — segmented the waiting list and put in place the
private rental market test to cut the waiting list by
cutting people off it and not by providing new housing.
It cut people off the list by its techniques and tactics.
Hon. A. P. Olexander — How was that done?
Mr VINEY — It was done by two tests, as I have
just said. It put people in segmented housing lists, and if
anyone refused they were put to the back of the queue
or off the queue. If they refused one unit — any unit —
they were off the list. Then they were told that to get on
the list in the first place they had to go and get refusal
from three different estate agents for private rental
housing. What a demeaning test that is! It is demeaning
that people on low incomes have to go and prove they
cannot get a place to rent rather than be able to just say,
‘This is my income and that income should make me
eligible for public housing’. That is what the test should
be: if you have a low income you should be eligible for
public housing. We removed the test, which meant that
the number on the waiting list went up.
In our time in government we have been investing in
social housing $333 million over and above our
obligations under the commonwealth-state housing
agreement while at the same time the federal
government has been ripping it out. We know that this
side of politics, as it always will, stands up for people
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who are disadvantaged in this community and will
make sure — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr VINEY — Let us deal with the facts, Mr Drum.
We have got the A Fairer Victoria statement — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Drum will have
his opportunity to speak, and I ask him to desist from
interjecting. Mr Viney will address his remarks through
the Chair.
Mr VINEY — In debate after debate on Wednesday
mornings we have the same basic division in this
chamber. We have a side of politics that is actually
prepared to stand up and represent people in the
community who are disadvantaged. We can look at our
legislation and our record — the outworkers legislation,
our massive investment in public health and public
schools — and contrast that with what the other side
did. In health that side in seven years spent
$860 million on capital infrastructure. In five years this
side has spent $2 billion. That side closed 12 hospitals
and sacked 2000 nurses. This side has built the Austin,
Mercy and Casey hospitals and has invested in 26 new
or renovated hospitals across the state. This side has
employed 5700 additional nurses and health care staff
in five years. That side closed 350 schools. This side
has rebuilt nearly every school in the state. That side
sacked 3000 teachers. We have reduced class sizes, and
Victoria now has the highest year 12 retention rates in
the country. That contrasts with what that side did in
government.
In housing, the subject of this debate, this side has
invested $333 million over and above the
commonwealth-state housing agreement. That side
ripped into public housing and ripped into waiting lists.
The Howard government, the mates in Canberra of
those on the other side, has ripped $760 million out of
the commonwealth-state housing agreement in Victoria
alone.
We will stand proudly on our record on social policy.
We on this side in the A Fairer Victoria statement
invested $180 million into mental health services,
which was welcomed by the former Premier, Jeff
Kennett, but not by Mr David Davis, the shadow
spokesperson for health, who said he did not agree with
it.
This side invests in housing. This side invests in health.
This side invests in education. This side has invested in
community safety. The disadvantaged people in our
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community are most subject to criminal activity. That is
what happens. Crime exists in the most disadvantaged
communities.
Which side of the house has invested in more police?
This side! Who sacked 1000 coppers? The other side!
Which side has invested in more police stations? In this
government, in this current budget, 54 police stations
will be rebuilt or newly constructed and 12 mobile
police facilities will be established. This is a classic
example — —
Hon. W. A. Lovell — On a point of order,
President, Mr Viney is talking about hospitals, nurses,
police stations and police, and those issues have
nothing to do with the motion.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Viney is the lead
speaker for the government in response, and when
Ms Lovell was giving her contribution she referred to
the previous Labor government and Tricontinental.
Leeway was given there and leeway is given here.
Mr VINEY — Thank you, President. They wanted
to challenge, by interjection, our position on social
policy. I am happy to stand here on our record on social
policy, because it is this government that has reinvested
into social policy in this state. The most important and
fundamental thing about all this is that the people of
Victoria are benefiting from that investment, and that is
what we are here for. We are here to invest in Victoria
and to invest in Victorians, and that is what we have
achieved by our social policy investment which was
only a week ago represented by the A Fairer Victoria
statement.
For Ms Lovell and the opposition to come in here today
and to misrepresent this government’s position on
social housing, as I said at the outset, is a classic piece
of political mistiming that can be associated with
Robert Dean’s decision to be wrongly enrolled during
an election campaign. It is that sort of level of
mistiming.
I said at the beginning that I was not quite prepared to
concede what some of my colleagues have suggested,
that it might be as dramatic as Waterloo. After this
debate I think it is. This is Ms Lovell’s waterloo. It is an
absolutely pathetic attempt to try to come in here and
misrepresent this government’s fantastic efforts in
social policy and social housing through a manipulation
of statistics and by forgetting history. And we are not
going to let them forget history. All I ever ask electors
to do is judge politicians by what they do, not what they
say.
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What this government has done has resulted in an
outstanding record in an environment of declining
commonwealth housing investment, and I am proud to
be part of a government that will always invest in social
policy. This is what I believe I am here for and it is why
I am in the Labor Party. I am proud to be part of a
government that is putting that investment into the
community of Victoria, into social housing, health,
education and community protection through programs
like neighbourhood renewal. We are making sure that
we get decent education retention rates and that we
have outstanding performance in our great hospital
system by investing in our nurses, doctors and in our
boards of management which want to provide
outstanding facilities. Social housing is another
example. This is classic mistiming by the opposition,
and this motion needs to be overwhelmingly rejected by
this house.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — It is worth
noting that of course this government has spent a lot
more on health, education and law and order than the
previous government — there is no doubt about that —
simply because it has so much more to spend. But again
we have to look very closely at where the money is
spent.
The government has an extra $10 billion — some
50 per cent more — available to be spent on each of
these areas. It is only natural that government members
will stand up during every debate and say, ‘We are
spending more now than we have ever spent; we are
increasing our spending over and above previous
governments’. It is only a matter of commonsense
because there is so much more money available to be
spent.
True, the government has employed 5000 more nurses,
but it needs to be pointed out that so many of those are
part-time positions. We on this side of the house think it
is great that the government has brought 5000 people
into the work force, but it has to stop using false
figures. The government has, in effect, funded
1250 full-time positions, and many of the hospitals that
were forced to enter into enterprise bargaining
agreements were underfunded, which caused massive
problems in all sorts of service deliveries.
If you were to spend some time talking to our regional
police forces you will find that whilst the government
may have employed more police, it is still well short of
its promises. Even the police force is totally
underfunded when it comes to some of the most basic
essentials such as biros. If you ever see a policeman
walking down the street just offer him your biro. He
will take it, because he will not have one of his own. It
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is absolutely criminal the way the government is
funding some of our most basic but important services.

place the groundwork for what I call successful
long-term tenancies.

This motion concerns public housing, so it is important
to look at what we are doing with and what we should
be doing with public housing. We must understand that
we are no longer able to assist those on low incomes
who are able to enter the low-rental housing market.
We cannot continue to do what we have been doing for
years — that is, to look after everybody who applies for
public housing.

I ask members to look at some of the things the New
South Wales government is doing in introducing a
tenancy guarantee initiative to help people secure
housing in the private rental market. Obviously
landlords get nervous about accepting people on low
incomes into their dwellings. It would be wise for the
government to look at what its counterparts in New
South Wales are doing — to encourage landlords to
accept tenants who have no private rental history.
Otherwise they will find it extremely difficult to access
the private rental market. We need to look after those
people who include a large number of women escaping
from domestic violence. It is an area where we need to
offer genuine support so they can access the best and
most appropriate form of housing.

The New South Wales government is seriously thinking
about how it handles public housing. Over the past
30 years society has undergone significant changes, and
as a result, the role of public housing has gradually had
to change. Governments will no longer be the general
providers of housing for low-income working families
as was the case in post-war Australia. Public housing
has increasingly had to focus on those in greatest need,
and that is what the debate should be about — that is,
how can we assist those people in greatest need? To do
that we need to look at some sections of the community
that are not in the greatest need but which are still part
of the public housing sector in Victoria.
Demographics are changing, and there is an increasing
demand for public housing from the aged and families
in desperate circumstances. It is worth looking at the
early 1970s, when almost 70 per cent of applicants for
public housing were couples with children. Only a
small percentage were married couples and only a very
small percentage were elderly singles, because at that
stage singles were ineligible to access public housing.
Today we have in the vicinity of a third of applicants
who are single and another third who are single parents.
Only a small percentage are couples with children. A
large proportion of this group are single persons and the
trend towards a person being the sole occupier of public
housing is increasing.
The projection is that the number of single-parent
families will increase dramatically from 2001 to 2020,
and we need to be ready for that. The projections also
are that the number of elderly people in need of public
housing will increase dramatically over the next 10 to
15 years; so we need to make sure we are ready for that
increase also. The whole face of public, social and
affordable housing is changing, and we must make sure
we are ready to assist with those changes. We must
understand the types of people we need to look after
and that they will be looking to secure long-term
tenancies. This is where the problem exists at the
moment: we are not securing our tenancies long term,
we are offering support initially, but we do not put in

We need to talk about how we allocate public housing
according to the principles of the strongest housing
need. It means that the eligibility rules for public
housing will need to focus on those people who need
support to enable them to live independently. We need
to focus on low-income households who have problems
finding affordable housing in the private rental market
suitable to their needs. Whether some people will find it
harder to access the public housing waiting list or
whether under the current system people are forced to
go into inappropriate housing — it does not matter
which system you go for because the problem is still
there. We need to try harder to find a system that has
outcomes. Spending money and hiding behind the
amount of money you spend without fixing the problem
must stop, because we are dealing with people’s
livelihoods and their betterment.
We need policies that will look after these groups
which I rate in this order: the frail and elderly over
80 years of age, people with disabilities, families with
children, young people under 20 without family
support, homeless people and the unemployed and
low-wage adults. This may mean people who are now
on the public housing waiting list and who are low to
medium-wage earners may need time to get off the
public housing waiting list. Tough decisions may have
to be made and those people encouraged to move into
the private housing sector. We may need a system to
encourage them in that way — to buy into the market,
to buy public housing stock and to have the financial
rollover so we can take that money and build new
public housing stock. Perhaps they are the people we
should be looking after.
I touch on another issue relating to the New South
Wales model. They are looking to have the cost of
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water covered by public housing tenants. I would be
happy for government members to let me know
whether public housing tenants are responsible for their
water bills. This would have a two-pronged benefit.
Firstly, it would generate revenue from people using a
valuable commodity; and secondly, it is common sense
that if people are paying for their water, they will use it
more sparingly. It will lead to a dual environmental
effect as well as provide funds that could be reinvested
back into the affordable housing market to create new
housing stock.
I want to make another two or three points in my
contribution. Neighbourhood renewal has been a
tremendous success not only under this government
because the previous government started the program;
in fact my predecessor in this place was very proud of
the work he did to start it in Long Gully even though
the program went by a different name then.
In my region the neighbourhood renewal programs
have been outstandingly successful. That highlights the
fact that we need to understand the type of client now
entering the public housing sector. The number of
people with mental health conditions and who are
seeking public housing, social housing or affordable
housing is increasing. We need to understand that
people with mental health conditions need tremendous
support. At present so many of these families or
individuals are given initial support to enable them to
access public housing, and that support may continue
for up to six or seven weeks, but then the support drops
off and they fall through the cracks.
We need ongoing support such as the neighbourhood
renewal programs which offer continuing levels of
support with further education and community
strengthening; they offer employment opportunities and
drug and alcohol counselling. In areas that do not have
the neighbourhood renewal program the stark reality is
that many people are unable to handle their drug and
alcohol problems.
Areas such as Eaglehawk and Long Gully are working
very well, but there are other areas in the north Bendigo
region such as Kangaroo Flat where we need to step up
our work. It cannot be said the government is not
spending money. It is in fact spending a power of
money. We need to look at how it is spending it to get
the best outcomes. We need to totally focus our debate
in the chamber this morning on achieving outcomes. It
cannot be said we are happy with all of the outcomes.
We are extremely happy with neighbourhood renewal,
where it has been instigated, but we also need to look at
how we can roll out that program over many more
areas. It is absolutely ludicrous for there to be an
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eight-week wait to enter a drug and alcohol cleansing
program. That is the current situation.
We are not getting any degree of transition from public
housing through to the private sector. Once the support
drops off people fall back through the cracks. While the
support staff help people out with the various structures
they need to enable them to remain viable, to be paying
the small percentage of rent they pay out of their wage,
looking after their children and keeping the place in a
reasonable condition, there is a successful tenancy.
Once those support structures drop off because they
seem to have done their job and completed their
contract, many people fall back through the cracks.
Then they need to have the whole group of services go
back in and pick them up again by offering food parcels
and making sure the children are clothed and clean and
attending school. We have to clearly understand the
type of clientele that is entering public housing. There
is a very strong group that needs on-going and
continual support and back up. We need to be aware
that if we drop off the support and do not understand
how many of these people are in fact suffering from
some form of mental health condition, then we are
going to keep making the same mistakes.
We need to put people into public or social or
affordable housing with the ultimate aim of having
them some time down the track understand the benefits
of owning their own home, of moving out of public
housing and entering the housing market. There has to
be that progression or else we are kidding ourselves if
we think we can provide public housing for everybody
for life. That mentality has to be done away with. If we
are going to spend all of our money looking after all of
those people, we are not going to have enough to direct
to those we spoke about earlier, the truly needy and
those who are really suffering at the minute. We are
letting down people in emergency situations, such as
those escaping domestic violence or the young,
unemployed and homeless. A fantastic program was
announced in Bendigo only two months ago — the
young, homeless jobseeker program — which brings
together four or five different groups to pool their
resources and funding for better outcomes. We need to
build on that program.
We also need to give our housing associations far more
autonomy. The housing association legislation that
came through this place a few months ago was a
gigantic step in the right direction. It enables
government money to be parcelled up with private
investors and to leverage the government’s money to
create a far greater pool of public housing stock. But it
does not go far enough. We need to give our housing
authorities far greater autonomy and the opportunity to
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capture far more private developers. We believe an
opportunity has been genuinely missed because they
need to have total control and ownership. If the
government is investing 20, 30 or 40 per cent that
should be seen as a subsidy to enable the developers to
bridge the gap that makes low-income housing
affordable. At the minute it is not affordable for private
developers.
The government’s responsibility should be to bridge
that gap. Let the developers build this affordable
housing to enable people to get into a quality dwelling.
Maybe it might have to relinquish control, but it does
not really matter who owns them providing the controls
are there to enable this particular stock to stay in the
price range of what we understand to be affordable
housing. We are missing the opportunity at the
moment. We have gone part of the way with the
creation of the housing association legislation, the
associations that have been named around Australia and
places that are going to be caught up in the
housing-provider categories, but we need to take that
further to make sure we genuinely do not miss any
opportunity to totally leverage government spending to
the absolute maximum.
I would also like to touch on an area the government
needs to look at which is lease-buy agreements. Many
people in the low-income sector do not treat their
houses with respect or have any initiative or incentive
to look after their houses in an appropriate manner. One
of the best things to do for selected clients, not for
everybody, is to give them the ability to enter into a
lease agreement with the potential to buy over a 5, 10 or
15-year period. Surely this would create the incentive
we need for people to start looking after their houses in
an appropriate and proper manner. It would lead to an
enormous amount of money saved in maintenance bills
which cause this state enormous financial hardship. We
need to explore a far greater range of opportunities for
low-income or affordable housing.
I do not think we should be talking too much about
public housing and social housing. We need to talk
about affordable housing for everybody. We need to
look at those people who most genuinely need our help,
and we need to look at some of the people who are in
the system at the moment and who can possibly be
squeezed out of the system because they are medium to
low-income earners. If those people have an ability to
enter the private rental market, they should be
encouraged to do so.
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — This
government’s failure to provide adequate public
housing funding is something that has always been of
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major concern. The growth in waiting lists experienced
over the last five years is unparalleled, both in public
housing demand and in early housing demand, or as
more commonly referred to, emergency or crisis
accommodation.
This problem is not new. The supply of public housing
has never satisfied demand and waiting lists continue to
grow as low-income families get left behind because of
rising property prices, the increasing cost of living and
increased education and other costs. Sadly waiting lists
continue to grow unabated even after all this
government’s rhetoric and promises that more housing
is being made available. The silence and unannounced
budget stripping that has taken place in the department
under the watchful eye of Minister Broad, who again I
see is conspicuous by her absence, is unbelievable to
say the least. Some might say it is staggering and
appalling, but it is in reality a damn disgrace that
neither the minister nor this government can any longer
hide from.
According to the 2004–05 public sector investment
program Labor cut nearly $30 million again last year
from the Office of Housing’s investment program. We
have now seen total investment in new programs fall
from $196.8 million in 2002–03 to $99.2 million in
2003–04 — that was where the first $100 million was
removed — and in the current year a further
$30 million has been pruned, taking it down to
$69.5 million. What hope do those in desperate need of
housing have of gaining a roof over their heads?
There is no doubt this government is extremely well
positioned financially to assist with further public
housing. The garbled media release that last Tuesday
was hurriedly issued by the Premier’s office under the
signature of the Acting Premier is purely in response to
the Honourable Wendy Lovell’s motion before us,
which has again flushed out the shortcomings of the
Labor government. Given that the government has
money running out of its ears due to huge and
unprecedented increases in taxation, insignificant state
debt and endless streams of GST windfalls, this latest
media release falls far short of arresting the current
shortages that continue to disadvantage low-income
families. Again yesterday in the house Minister Broad
raised the matter of this new injection of $50 million
into public housing and said what a great contribution it
was going to make, but she forgot to mention that it
was to be introduced over the next five years. Again
when we remove the spin and unwind this latest
announcement, we find that only a further $10 million
annually is being made available. This will not even
build an extra 50 houses in years three, four and five of
the program.
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I refer to a media release dated 26 April 2005. It
certainly starts off in a very commendable way by
saying:
The state government will invest $49.6 million over the next
five years in measures to increase the availability of
affordable housing in Victoria.

Regrettably, later we then get into the motherhood
statements:
‘Access to affordable housing is crucial to reducing
disadvantage. Without proper housing people will miss out on
education, employment and other opportunities.
‘The Bracks government believes every Victorian deserves a
decent place a live. A safe home is the cog around which
opportunities for a sound education, employment and
individual health and happiness revolve …
The first $19.9 million of the new funding includes the
construction of at least 100 affordable new homes for
low-income families …

Again that is over the next two years. The press release
goes on:
Decisions on the balance of the funds will be made as
partnerships are formed with developers and housing
providers bring in additional investment and expand the pool
of funds.

We always come up with the word ‘decision’, but
regrettably these decisions never seem to be made. As
we see, this is a miserable contribution and will do little
to arrest the current situation. The Deputy Premier also
stated last week that waiting lists are now at an all-time
high, with over 35 000 families across the state waiting
for public housing, and regrettably 7000 of those
families are in regional Victoria. As has been expressed
today, between June 2000 and December 2004 we have
seen growth of over 2000 houses in this arena. The
Deputy Premier also indicated, as I said earlier, that
there would be only an extra 100 houses built over the
next two years, and this is over and above the earlier
announced funding for up to 54 houses in regional
Victoria and 100 new homes in Melbourne.
The major growth will take place with private sector
support under the Building More Homes Together
program, but even that will not offer any immediate
relief. Long-term planning has not been a feature of this
government’s strategy in relation to the current housing
crisis. As I mentioned earlier, with the previous
cutbacks there is now greater dependency by this
government on the private sector to pick up the
shortfall. Another of the main failings with the current
housing stock that continues to recur is the lack of
adequate investment in regular maintenance that should
take place on those properties. Not only is that not
occurring while properties are tenanted but just as
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importantly it takes too long between tenancies, and of
course this renders properties unavailable for new
families immediately, which then impacts further on the
currently unacceptable waiting lists.
Waiting lists for public housing across western Victoria
are indicative of what is going on in regional Victoria.
These increases are alarming to say the least. I refer to
public housing in the Barwon south-west region,
particularly in Geelong. In June 2000 there were
959 families seeking accommodation. That figure has
risen now to 1452 — an increase of 51 per cent over
that same four-year period. If we go down to
Warrnambool, it just gets that much worse. In June
2000 there were 266 families looking for
accommodation. By December 2004 that figure had
risen 109 per cent to 558. If we go across to Ballarat,
we see similar sorts of figures. In Ballarat we had an
increase of 62 per cent, from 440 needy families to 722
now. In Horsham likewise: we have more than a 25 per
cent increase from 103 families seeking this support to
130. If we get a little bit more local and go down to
Hamilton, we know that there are 240 houses in
Hamilton, which are all 100 per cent occupied. There is
a hope that over the next two years we will have nine
new single units being built, but in the meantime we
have a waiting list in excess of 100.
If we get into the emergency or crisis housing area, we
find that the Salvation Army — one of the agencies that
look after this area — has only 11 houses to use, and
they are 100 per cent occupied. There is a chance —
and the Salvation Army believes there is a very strong
chance — that two new homes will be drafted into their
crisis accommodation area, but we have a waiting list
of 20 who need that accommodation, so again in excess
of 200 per cent will be looking for it.
Obviously the current situation is nearing crisis point.
We see thousands of low-income families waiting
longer than ever to access public housing. The action
taken in the budget will make some inroads financially,
but getting the infrastructure in place and occupied is
something else. Regional Victoria has really been
overlooked in so many ways by this government,
especially in public dentistry, the multipurpose taxi
program, and motor registration fees for pensioners and
welfare card holders. At least the Liberals will correct
both the multipurpose taxi program and registration
imposts when they come to government in 2006, but
public dentistry, like public housing, be it early housing
or general public housing, needs more than budget
dollars allocated to it.
We need dental practitioners and a building industry
able to deliver programs, especially in regional
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Victoria. This is the essential ingredient that continues
to be overlooked and plagues the Bracks government.
The ongoing rhetoric, lip service, snake oil and public
relations exercises are worn out and no longer
acceptable to regional Victoria. Support of the motion
today may well be the starting point for getting urgently
needed accommodation into place. It would be fantastic
to see a reduction in the ever-growing housing waiting
lists and also to see low-income families, especially in
regional Victoria, given the support they so urgently
need.
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I rise to oppose the
motion. I remain gobsmacked by an opposition which
has a shameful record in public housing and which has
allowed its colleagues in Canberra to progressively
reduce funds for public housing by $760 million in real
terms over the past 10 years yet has the gall to come
into the house this morning and attack the Bracks
government over public housing.
Ms Lovell has spent a lot of time describing particular
stories of need and difficulty that arise in relation to
public housing. As local members of Parliament we all
know there is enormous need and we are acquainted
with stories from across the state, but Ms Lovell did not
provide the total picture. We can acknowledge the
importance of problems when they arise and the fact
that we are talking about the lives of individuals whose
problems we need to have addressed. But there is so
much Ms Lovell did not say or acknowledge about the
enormous complexity of managing 65 000 public
housing properties across the state and the need within
that big picture of the public housing sector to
sensitively balance the provision of housing so that it is
appropriate to the size of the family and the different
needs of the tenants and where they want to go.
Sometimes they have networks, siblings, families and
jobs, and need access to facilities such as health care,
which preclude them from taking up particular offers of
public housing. I make note of the fact that the vacancy
rate in the public housing sector at any one time is
around 1 per cent compared with 3.7 per cent in the
private housing sector.
The Minister for Housing, Ms Broad, is committed to
meeting the many challenges in the public housing
sector and has been very active in undertaking a range
of reforms, whereas Mr Drum was urging Minister
Broad to look at reforms in New South Wales, which
was highly impertinent of him. He should understand
that Minister Broad is leading a national affordable
housing project and shares her reform ideas with her
interstate ministerial colleagues on a regular basis. The
recent New South Wales reforms to which Mr Drum
refers are actually following the implementation of
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those reforms in Victoria, so it is New South Wales
learning from Victoria. Those reforms, as referred to by
earlier speakers, include the periodical assessment of
existing tenants tenure, the market rent reviews and the
payment by tenants of their own water bills. The Bracks
government will continue to look at reforms introduced
by other states, but let us acknowledge that it is Victoria
which will continue to lead the way on affordable
housing policy.
Ms Lovell made quantum comparisons of investment in
public housing by other states but she did not make
other comparisons which are relevant, such as cutbacks
in public housing and maintenance under the Kennett
government; the $170 million black hole for
maintenance of public housing inherited by the Bracks
government in 1999 from the previous government; the
defunding of public tenants groups during the Kennett
government which left public tenants unsupported and
without the backing and assistance that they have since
received via funding from the Bracks Labor
government for tenants activities and neighbourhood
renewal.
I think the member for Caulfield and the shadow
Minister for Housing in the other place, Helen Shardey,
should be aware that public tenants have her measure.
They know the way they were treated under the
previous government; they are not fooled when she
comes visiting. I have heard many gratuitous
comments — I do not go seeking them, but I have been
spoken to by many tenants groups — about what they
think of the opposition and its lack of support for public
tenants in the past and in the present. They are polite.
They know the political realities relating to their
position and their dependency on governments, but they
know how badly they were treated when the Liberal
and National parties were in government, and I can tell
those on the other side of this house that they do not
trust them — not one bit.
The Bracks government is proud of its record in
Australia. The Bracks government has invested more
than $330 million over and above the
commonwealth-state housing agreement in public
housing.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. J. G.
Hilton) — Order! Conversations across the chamber
are disrespectful to the member speaking. I ask that
members desist.
Ms ROMANES — My colleague Mr Viney spoke
of the 8729 new units that have been put in place across
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Victoria since this government came into office, and
how 24 per cent of that total has been delivered into
regional Victoria.
The Bracks government has invested $150 million per
annum in improving Victoria’s existing housing
stock — not new stock, but existing stock — to provide
better quality public housing for tenants. The
performance audit conducted by the Auditor-General in
June last year, which looked deeply into the issue of
maintenance of public housing, acknowledged that a
comprehensive range of initiatives has been introduced
by the Office of Housing over the past four years to
improve maintenance of public housing. Of course it
also found that there is a clear need for improvements
in a lot of areas. The Auditor-General made it very
clear that at the time he looked into this issue many
actions had already been taken to address the need to
improve the maintenance of public housing.
The Bracks government has been spending about
$150 million per annum on improving public housing,
and yesterday, through the A Fairer Victoria statement,
it committed a further $148 million for improvements
to a range of different areas. These include major estate
redevelopment projects, such as the Kensington
redevelopment; I chair the community liaison
committee for that redevelopment. We have been
oversighting the project for the last five years, looking
not only at the redevelopment of the high-rise towers on
the site but also at putting in place new housing which
will come on stream over the next three years, greatly
increasing the housing stock in the state.
There will also be investment in improving other
housing stock throughout the state, including other
high-rise tower upgrades, to the order of about
$70 million per annum. Included in that is the delivery
of better security, more comfortable units and the
modernisation of infrastructure. A very significant
element of the refurbishment of existing public housing
has been the introduction of environmental initiatives.
The Office of Housing has been leading the way in the
housing sector through water recycling, energy
conservation and smart design. More than
10 000 tenants in public housing now use
solar-powered hot water, and all newly constructed
properties have been five-star energy efficient since
2001.
Likewise there have been great improvements in terms
of disability access. Last year the building
commissioner reported that by the middle of 2004, over
700 public housing units were fully accessible for
people with disabilities.
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The Bracks government has also invested significantly
in neighbourhood renewal. In 15 project sites around
Victoria upgrades have been tied to a more holistic
community development approach — trying not just to
improve the physical estates but also the lives of the
people who live on them. The focus has been on
education, employment and training opportunities for
low-income Victorians, and a lot of resources have
been put into this. Social programs, cultural programs
and community policing to make estates safer have all
been features of the neighbourhood renewal program.
When the Minister for Housing made a ministerial
statement about neighbourhood renewal in this house at
the end of last year it was interesting to note how little
members of the opposition understood about the
differences between neighbourhood renewal and just a
physical renewal of the estates. A number of
representatives from different neighbourhood renewal
groups who were in the gallery at the time were,
frankly, appalled by the speeches of opposition
members which revealed that they did not understand
and were totally confused about what neighbourhood
renewal is about. That very important program has
brought employment and jobs to people in public
housing, it has brought new hope, and the crime rates in
the various estates have vastly decreased. That has been
a significant initiative of the Bracks Labor government.
We need to remember that it takes a very short time to
knock down and run down programs and buildings,
such as our public housing stock, across the state, but it
takes a long time to rebuild. As I said, on the
Kensington Estate our program for rebuilding covers
eight years. We are not seeing the numbers yet, but we
will in the future. That is the same across the state. The
Bracks government has begun to significantly invest in
public and social housing across the state, and we will
progressively see the physical results of that investment
come on line more and more over the years to come.
I conclude by commending the two housing ministers
in the Bracks Labor government — the first being the
current Minister for Health in the other house, Bronwyn
Pike, and now Candy Broad who is the current Minister
for Housing. They have both been energetic, committed
and dogged in pursuing multipronged strategies not
only to address the circumstances of those in need —
and there is the Supported Accommodation Assistance
Program (SAAP) funding for people in need and in
crisis, and for people who are homeless — but in
getting a share from the resources of the government to
invest in additional housing stock for low-income
people in this state.
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They have been dogged in putting aside funds for
substantial maintenance programs across every housing
area in the state. As Mr Viney outlined clearly, regional
Victoria is getting its fair share of those resources. The
two housing ministers have contributed to a lowering of
the number on the waiting list — it has fallen from
41 000 to 35 000 under the Bracks Labor government.
With those words, I conclude by saying that I am
vehemently opposed to the ignorance behind this
opposition motion.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I
welcome the opportunity to make what will be a short
contribution and to raise a couple of issues about public
housing, particularly in the electorate of North Western
Province that I share with the Honourable Damian
Drum. The two issues will be provision of cooling in
public housing and the general shortage of public
housing, particularly across the Mallee region.
As the house would be aware, in north-west Victoria
we have had some pretty hot days this summer, which
is normal. I might add that this year’s summer has been
followed by an unreasonable and unseasonal hot April.
My office has received a letter from Robert Pollock,
president of the Sunraysia regional council of the
St Vincent de Paul Society Victoria who has been
asked many times by tenants of public housing about
the provision of cooling for their housing in hot areas of
the state.
It is my understanding that in residential premises
owned and administered by the Minister for Housing
neither fans nor air conditioning is provided, which can
make living very difficult and uncomfortable for people
of all ages and in various health conditions.
In this day and age I do not believe there would be one
privately owned home in my electorate that did not
have at least one type of cooling system installed. In
fact, when you look around, some homes have more
than one sort, depending on the design and size of the
house. It is a fact that successive state governments
have included cooling in all state schools in the
north-west as it is now considered to be essential for the
good health of the children and to help them
concentrate on their learning in very hot climates.
The many families who are occupants of public
housing in hot climates would appreciate very much
some type of cooling being provided as the standard in
their homes as their financial situation does not enable
them to install such facilities at their own expense. I
take the opportunity during this debate to request the
Minister for Housing to ensure appropriate cooling is
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provided in what we have in the current stock of public
housing, and particularly in new homes that are built in
the north-western parts of Victoria.
The other issue I wish to bring out during this debate is
the general shortage of public housing in country
Victoria, particularly across the Mallee. I know a
number of examples of the shortages come to my
office, and I also know of the recent announcement by
the government on public housing.
I take the opportunity today to make a strong point to
the house that those in my office who deal with public
housing issues believe the people in the region are great
people. They put themselves out to try to meet the
requests and demands our constituents place on them.
They all strive very hard to get the right result. I suspect
that we are all after getting the right result.
The government can always take a couple directions in
relation to public housing. I suspect it is a bit like life:
you have a mix of situations that work the best. As I see
it, we want housing where there are people and where
work opportunities exist. It is tempting for a
government to concentrate on Melbourne metropolitan
areas with their large population centres.
I put another point of view today and suggest that there
should be a strong emphasis on public housing in
country Victoria. Birchip and Hopetoun are a couple of
good examples; they are great small country towns that
are doing very well. They want public housing and
have put a proposal to the government for a
joint-venture, if you like, whereby the government
could supply a small amount of capital and the
community would, through that joint venture, be the
housing managers. They are good at it because they
have done some of it already in their communities.
They have their hearts and their heads in the right place,
so they can manage all that.
I know my colleague the Honourable Damian Drum
has done a lot of work with the government in trying to
get that idea up, but unfortunately the minister has not
been sympathetic to that idea.
The other issue I shall talk about briefly is the provision
of housing where work opportunities are situated. One
of the best examples I can recite in my electorate is at
Robinvale and Boundary Bend.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Great place, Boundary
Bend!
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Boundary Bend,
Mrs Coote, is a rapidly expanding area, as you well
know, that is sorely in need of public housing, as is
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Robinvale. In those areas we are seeing a huge
expansion in irrigated agriculture. More than that in
Robinvale, thank goodness, at last a bridge is being
built over the River Murray where there is a substantial
number of employees, but we need people to come into
those areas to supply harvest labour.
It used to be that harvest labour would last perhaps one
or two months of the year; that is not the case now.
Harvest labour is needed throughout the year as
workers can do various things with the wide diversity
of products grown in those areas. We need skilled
workers to come into the area to do that work. I know
from talking to people who manage harvest labour that
the first question asked of them is, ‘Have you got
accommodation?’. The second is generally, ‘What is
the schooling like, and what are the health services like
in the area?’. It is most important that housing is
available, particularly in those areas that are expanding
through their use of irrigated agriculture.
I conclude my remarks today by suggesting that the
Bracks government, through the minister, address the
two issues I have raised in this debate.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I lend my
support to the motion before the house today that stands
in the name of my colleague Ms Wendy Lovell. I do so
because in terms of the government’s record there are a
few key things that people remember about any period
in government regardless of the political party or the
jurisdiction. One of the key things that people will
always remember about a government is how it
addressed issues of social justice and the very real
disadvantage that exists within the community.
When we look at the Bracks government’s record in
public housing and social housing we see a very, very
bad record indeed. We see a record that cannot be
defended on any objective measurement by any rational
person, yet it is a sad fact that in the debate in this
chamber today two government members have tried to
put a false spin on and misrepresent the true position on
what has happened with public housing in this state on
their watch. I am referring here to Mr Viney and
Ms Romanes. They did themselves no credit in denying
the realities facing the public housing sector, and they
did their government no credit in defending a minister
who has overseen a massive disinvestment in the public
housing sector and skyrocketing levels of waiting list
growth. For them to try to portray to the people of
Victoria and to this chamber that all is well in public
housing and that the social justice and fairness
commitment of their government is intact was nothing
short of a disgrace. The objective facts do speak for
themselves. There is no doubt on the objective facts that

Wednesday, 4 May 2005

the Bracks government has disinvested in and ripped
money out of the public housing sector since it has been
in government. The government’s own figures
condemn it.
The first point that needs to be made, and something of
which government members should be reminded, is the
Bracks government’s actual investment since 2000,
when it assumed office. In public housing we see year
after year more and more money being ripped out of the
sector, particularly from the public sector asset
investment program. I quote from the government’s
own documents it has released. In 2002–03,
$196.8 million was spent. In the very next year,
2003–04, about $100 million that could have been
spent on new homes and new units for those in most
need was ripped out of that public sector asset
investment program. That was a net reduction of
$100 million in just one year. In the next year another
$30 million was ripped out of the program. This is state
government money. This is a state government area of
responsibility, and year after year state government
money has been ripped out of the public housing sector.
In order to defend this government its members have
said the real problem rests with the federal government.
Perhaps what we should do is remind the Bracks
government that, like every other state government in
the country, it is responsible for the provision of public
housing for its citizens. To the extent that the
commonwealth is involved, it is by agreement with the
states. The agreement that has been reached between
the commonwealth and Victoria, New South Wales,
Queensland and every other state in the nation is that
the commonwealth should move aside and let the states
take over the administration of public housing. It has
been agreed between the states and the commonwealth
that that should happen, but there has been quite a
different response between the states to that reduction
in investment by the commonwealth.
When we look at what Queensland has done in the face
of that changing agreement between it and the
commonwealth, it has massively increased its
investment in public housing, as you would think
would be logical in such a situation. Would it not be
logical when less was being spent by one jurisdiction
that you would increase spending yourself, particularly
when it is your agreement and your responsibility? That
is what Queensland has done. Since 2000 the
Queensland government last spent $828 million on
public housing in the state. I might add that Queensland
has a population and need per capita that fall
significantly below Victoria. New South Wales, which
is a state similar to Victoria with similar needs, has
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spent $244.5 million since 2000–01 over and above the
commonwealth-state housing agreement.
What has Victoria done in response to that change in
the status of the two jurisdictions in the funding of
public housing? We see from the statistics that since
2000–01 Victoria has spent only $150 million.
Compare that to the $250 million spent in New South
Wales and the $828 million spent in Queensland, yet
government members come into this place and say, ‘It
is the federal government’s fault’. The facts simply do
not sustain their argument. They cannot come into this
place and say their efforts in public housing are
anywhere near equivalent to the efforts that are being
made by Queensland, New South Wales and the rest of
the country. The objective facts show such an argument
to be false. Let government members be aware that we
are not accepting their argument that it is the
commonwealth government’s fault. Far from it; it is a
state responsibility, and the Victorian government is to
blame for its disinvestment.
Why should the public sector asset investment program
in Victoria be cut every year in respect of public
housing under this government? Why should that be the
case when the need for public housing is increasing
exponentially? The need is increasing particularly in
country Victoria, but also in metropolitan Melbourne,
by a very large amount. I will talk about the eastern and
northern regions of Melbourne, for example. The early
housing waiting list has been very well defined by my
Liberal colleagues, and it does reflect the most urgent
need for public housing in the sector because of the
circumstances of the people involved — the most
vulnerable people who are served by social housing.
What has happened to those waiting lists in the east and
the north-east? Since the Bracks government has been
in power we have had a 144 per cent increase in the
emergency housing waiting list in the eastern region —
a huge jump. That means that since Labor came to
office in 1999, 436 more families have come on to that
emergency housing waiting list than were on it under
the Kennett government.
Let us go to another major falsehood that has been
peddled around this chamber this morning — that is,
that the Kennett government’s record does not stand up
to the Bracks government’s record. Nothing could be
further from the truth. The objective facts show during
the period of the Kennett government the numbers on
the housing waiting list dropped by a massive 33 per
cent. That means 33 per cent fewer people were on the
waiting list at the end of the Kennett government period
than were on it at the start. After the Kennett
government inherited government from Labor, 33 per
cent fewer people were waiting for housing. Why did
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they come off the list? They came off the list because
housing was found for them. They were found either
affordable housing within the private sector or public
housing. The Kennett government’s investment in
public housing in this state makes what has been done
by the Bracks government pale into insignificance.
The government talks about social justice and about
addressing disadvantage, but it does not walk the walk.
The government does not actually do any of the things
that need to be done. Instead what we see in the public
housing sector is disinvestment, cuts and reductions in
badly needed funding. We hear excuses and
blame-shifting, but we do not see the necessary
increases in investment which are being undertaken by
other jurisdictions like Queensland, New South Wales
and other states. The Bracks government stands
condemned. If there is a policy area that is a standout
failure for the government, it is public housing. It
cannot be argued by any objective measurement that
this government is doing the right thing at a time when
demand has never been higher and when waiting lists
for public housing and emergency waiting lists are
skyrocketing right around the state. This government’s
response is to rip money out of the sector.
Hon. David Koch — Taxes have never been so
high.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — To rip money out of
the sector and tax people more, as Mr Koch says. I ask
government members and the minister: how does that
address disadvantage in Victoria? It is very cruel to talk
about social justice and about addressing disadvantage,
but not do it. The need has never been greater. In the
north of Melbourne the situation with the emergency
housing list is even worse, and I might add that this is
the region from where the minister comes — her own
region. She represents people in that area. What has
happened to their emergency waiting list for housing?
Since the Bracks government has been in power the
emergency waiting lists in the northern metropolitan
region have exploded to 209 per cent, which is even
worse than the eastern region which is 144 per cent.
There has been a 209 per cent increase in people on the
emergency lists in the minister’s own region. That is an
absolute disgrace and will stand as more of an
indictment against her and this government than any
other.
That represents 1157 more families — not
individuals — on the waiting list who cannot get the
adequate accommodation they need. This has all
occurred under a government which is prepared to talk
about social justice but is not prepared to act on it. This
has all happened under a government which is prepared
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to rip money out of the public housing sector — not put
more in — and blame others for its failure, unlike what
is being done by its colleagues in other states, and it
will stand condemned for that. This comes from a
government which cannot get away from the fact that
under its regime, thousands and thousands of
vulnerable Victorians cannot find accommodation that
they badly need.
I support this motion; the Liberal Party supports this
motion. We support it on the basis of a true
commitment to social justice and not the false, fake,
lip-service of Labor and the Bracks government.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am delighted to rise to make a contribution to this
debate and to speak against the outrageous motion that
has been brought into this chamber by Ms Lovell and
supported by the Liberal Party and The Nationals.
It is always a pleasure to have an opportunity to speak
on these resolutions and particularly pleasing to have
one to speak on this one brought by Ms Lovell because
it gives those on this side of the house the opportunity
to not only speak about the wonderful initiatives that
have been made in public housing by the Bracks Labor
government and the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad,
who has done an excellent job in this portfolio, but it
also gives us an opportunity to compare and contrast
how we behave when we are in government and the
sorts of priorities and values we have, and to compare
the behaviour of the opposition when it is in
government. We only have to look at some of the
arguments put forward by a range of members on the
other side to see how wrong, inaccurate and misleading
they are when they come to this chamber with this sort
of resolution.
I do not know where Ms Lovell dragged this one up
from, but we have such a good story to tell about our
commitment to public housing and the work we have
done compared to the work that the opposition did
when in government. When you compare it to what
your mates up in Canberra are doing, then there is no
comparison because we are so far ahead of the game.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am not sure that the honourable member
can refer to the Prime Minister as ‘your mate up in
Canberra’. I ask the Chair to tell the honourable
member to address the Prime Minister appropriately.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. Andrew
Brideson) — Order! There is no point of order. I ask
the member to continue.
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Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — I am not surprised.
Mr Forwood probably does not have any mates at all up
there in Canberra and I doubt that he has too many here
in Victoria, although, given that he has announced his
retirement recently, perhaps he has a few more mates
than he used to have now that he is on his way out. We
do not mind hearing from Mr Forwood as we know that
he wants to make a bit of a mark, interject and have a
bit of a say before he waves us all goodbye.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On the bill!
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — That is right! He
does not even know what we are debating, does he?
You are absolutely right.
I want first of all to take up some of the points that have
been made by Mr Olexander on the other side of the
house. If Mr Olexander wants to talk about
disinvestment, cuts and ripping the guts out of housing,
then he needs to look at what his federal counterparts
are doing.
Hon. A. P. Olexander — On a point of order,
Acting President, the member speaking is addressing
me directly. I believe she should address her comments
through the Chair.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. Andrew
Brideson) — Order! That is a frivolous point of order.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Thank you, Acting
President. I was referring to the comments made by
Mr Olexander earlier. He is a bit precious when he
knows he is wrong. He has been trying hard, but he is
wrong, and I will tell him why. Since coming to office
in 1999 the Bracks government has acquired more than
6600 units of housing stock and reduced waiting lists
by around 14.5 per cent. The Office of Housing has
housed people in 65 000 properties across the state, so
it is not true that investment has gone down. Where it
has gone down is with the opposition’s federal
counterparts.
The figures that have been quoted by the opposition are
misleading when it talks about waiting lists because the
only way it can make its figures make any sense — and
it is a bit tragic — is to add in those people who are
already in public housing but would like to transfer and
are awaiting a transfer. We could bring our waiting lists
down even further if it were not for the opposition’s
federal counterparts making the cuts and the
‘disinvestment’ and ‘ripping the guts out’, as
Mr Olexander so elegantly put it, of its commitment to
public housing. I suggest that Mr Olexander get on the
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blower and talk to some of his mates. I will bet he has a
few federal mates up there. I reckon Mr Olexander has
got a few mates up there, so I suggest — —
Hon. A. P. Olexander — You are right,
Ms Darveniza, I’ve got a lot of mates up there.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — I am sure you have.
I implore Mr Olexander to get on to them, because the
federal government has cut Victorian housing funding
by $760 million. I will repeat that for when he is talking
to his mates up there: the federal government has cut
$760 million over the last five years. Mr Olexander
should note that 5000 Victorian families would be gone
from the list and into public housing with a safe roof
over their heads right now if it were not for the federal
government’s ‘disinvestment’ as he calls it — I love
that word! — its cuts and its ripping the guts out of the
federal commitment to public housing in Victoria. We
have put in $333 million over and above our
commitment to the commonwealth-state housing
agreement obligation. Has Mr Olexander got that? He
needs to take a look at the budget papers more
carefully — he should not be misleading when he tries
to put those figures together — and if he did he would
see that if one takes the budget as a whole for public
housing, we have not reduced our spending at all. He
needs to get more practised at those budget papers.
I want to take up a few of the comments made by other
members. I will comment on a few of the things
Mr Drum said on behalf of The Nationals. I thank
Mr Drum for speaking so highly of our neighbourhood
renewal program. We in the Bracks government are
proud of that program, and our minister in particular is
proud of it. Mr Drum was incorrect when he said that
program was operating before we came to office. In
fact the neighbourhood renewal program was started by
the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad, in 2001. I agree
with Mr Drum that it is an excellent program, and it is
one we have been pleased to fund. We have 15 existing
neighbourhood renewal projects, and if opposition
members bothered to look at the budget papers
carefully they would see that we are going to invest
$1.58 million in 2005–06 to extend funding to those
projects. That funding will significantly help address
the social problems in those areas, such as the
long-term unemployed.
We have a number of neighbourhood renewal
programmes in rural and regional areas because we
recognise that disadvantage occurs not just in
metropolitan areas. We saw that as far back as in 2002,
when some of the first initiatives in neighbourhood
renewal were set up in Wendouree West and in the
Latrobe Valley. The years 2002–03 also saw initiatives
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in Seymour, Shepparton at the Parkside estate,
Eaglehawk, Long Gully and Corio. There were also a
number in metropolitan areas such as Fitzroy,
Collingwood and Maidstone-Braybrook. In 2003–04
we saw Colac and Werribee established as outer
Melbourne rural areas. We are pleased with the reviews
through the neighbourhood renewal program.
Significant progress has been made in addressing the
needs of the disadvantaged members of our
community.
I want to take up a couple of other issues raised in
Mr Drum’s contribution. I was disturbed and distressed
to hear his comments about tenants not looking after
their property. Tenants can purchase their homes after
seven years if they meet certain criteria — they are
already able to do this — and the vast majority of
tenants look after their property very well. They are
pleased to be in public housing; they are grateful to
have a home. They care for their property and treat it
with a great deal of respect. To talk about tenants not
looking after their houses is very unhelpful. To vilify
tenants in that way and to beat up on disadvantaged
people who are trying to make a go out of their lives is
quite disappointing.
The Honourable David Koch went on about the waiting
lists being at an all-time high. Again, for the same
reasons I pointed out to Mr Olexander, that is wrong!
We know that the waiting lists are 14 per cent lower
than they were when we came into office.
The Honourable Barry Bishop made a couple of
comments about airconditioning. We recognise that
sometimes there are medical grounds for having
airconditioning, and we make provision for people to
have it if they are able to demonstrate that need.
Also, Loddon Mallee represents 5 per cent of demand
for public housing, yet it has 8 per cent of new stock.
The opposition only has to look at the budget papers
presented yesterday to see the government’s
commitment to public housing and to see the money it
is putting in not only for new housing and new stock
but also to improve, build on and extend the programs
that already exist, and to see that people’s homes are
kept to the best quality and standard that they possibly
can. I condemn this motion, and I urge all members to
do all they can to vote against it.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — The
Nationals have taken a keen interest in public housing
for many years. The then Housing Commission was
formed at the time a predecessor of mine in this house,
the Honourable Ivan Archie Swinburne, was the
Minister for Housing and Materials. Of course the
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commission no longer exists in that form, but over the
years it did a tremendous amount of good work not
only in metropolitan Melbourne but particularly in
regional cities and country towns right throughout
Victoria in providing public housing in the post-war
years when there was a shortage of housing and
building materials were scarce.
I want to put on record my appreciation of the work
done by the housing officers in north-eastern Victoria.
They are dedicated public servants. My office has a
good cooperative relationship with them, and I
appreciate their assistance.
It needs to be acknowledged that some clients are never
going to be satisfied, no matter what you do. I have one
in Wodonga who has been complaining about her gas
heater ever since she got into public housing stock. She
seems obsessed with the idea that the department is
trying to gas her during winter. The department is now
installing a new gas heater for this year. I hope that
overcomes her concerns, but I fear it will not.
I can understand the frustration that some officers must
feel in dealing with such clients and when they have to
look at the damage that is done to some of the public
stock by a small minority of tenants. Ms Darveniza, in
her criticism of Mr Drum’s remarks, was trying to deny
reality. Does she not drive around towns in this state?
She will certainly see that, yes, some of the public
housing stock is treated very badly by its tenants. On
the other hand, most — the great majority of — public
housing tenants take great pride in their dwellings. I
often feel sorry for them when they have an
unsatisfactory, uncooperative and untidy tenant right
next to them. It must make life difficult for them.
One of the main concerns I have though with the way
the housing stock is administered, and Ms Lovell
referred to this as well, is the length of time some
premises remain vacant. Months seem to pass before
premises are turned over, refurbished and retenanted. I
cannot understand why this occurs, because it exposes
those premises to vandalism. They seem to become a
target. I do not know why public property is seen by
some recalcitrants in our community to be fair game
when it comes to that sort of behaviour, but it is a fact
of life. A lot more attention needs to be given to the fact
that once a property is vacated and if it cannot be
retenanted immediately because it needs some
refurbishment, there needs to be a better system in place
to make sure that that work is executed expeditiously
not only because we have a waiting list but simply from
the point of protecting that empty house from damage
by vandals.
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I have a particular concern in Wodonga at the moment
with a lengthy delay that has occurred in what is known
as the Elmwood Grove residential estate. The estate is
surrounded by Mark, Rundell and Elm streets in
Wodonga. It is a prime piece of real estate, close to the
shopping centre and the hospital. It was a housing
commission estate built in the 1950s and has served the
community very well. They were small homes and
were not of the standard we believe are appropriate
today, and they were up for renewal. The site was
cleared a couple of years ago, and to my concern and
the concerns of the Wodonga City Council and others,
it remains just that — an empty site in the middle of
town.
A number of development applications were given to
the council in 1999, 2001 and 2003. They all included a
joint proposal to redevelop with private enterprise, but
to include a community centre within the estate.
Unfortunately it looks as if the government will not
stick to its side of the bargain and provide for a
community centre in the estate, because a more recent
application that has gone in does not include such a
facility.
I refer to a press release from the mayor of Wodonga as
recently as 18 April where Mayor Mahood and her
colleagues on the council express amazement and
disappointment at the lack of commitment to develop
the housing estate without the necessary community
infrastructure. The press release states:
Mayor Cr Lisa Mahood said ‘the council are dismayed at how
on one hand the Bracks government have an entire
department dedicated to community strengthening program,
yet when it comes to their own development in Wodonga
they do not practise what they preach.’

She went on to say that the council was seeking a
meeting with the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad, to
encourage her to deliver on the previously announced
plan to build a community centre as part of the
Elmwood estate. I support the council in that most
strongly because not only do we need this vacant land
to be developed so we can catch up to an extent on the
waiting list in Wodonga, but it is a waste of a capital
asset to have it vacant. We want to make sure that when
it is redeveloped, it is redeveloped with the sorts of
facilities one would expect in a present-day
development, and we are not harking back to the sorts
of things that we would be satisfied with in the 1960s.
Community standards have changed and expectations
have risen. Clearly a development needs to be done
these days in accordance with community expectations.
As I said, this is a prime location and it is very
disappointing to see it dragging on like it is. If it was
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known that this sort of delay would occur, why were
homes knocked down when they were? They were still
serviceable homes and could have remained tenanted
until all this was sorted out. To that extent it is the sort
of thing we seem to get in public enterprise. If private
enterprise conducted itself in this way it would go
broke because it would be servicing a capital asset
without income coming in — and that is a recipe for
bankruptcy. Private enterprises do not have the
taxpayer to bail them out like the department has. I
make the plea for that matter to be rectified as quickly
as possible.
The other point I make in closing is that I acknowledge
waiting lists are lengthy and getting longer, but there
also needs to be a better program in the community to
demonstrate to people who are borderline cases
whether they are eligible for public housing or not and
that their answer lies in the private rental market. We
need to make certain that government policies, both at
the state and federal level, are encouraging the private
construction of rental stock. I think that is where the
answer really lies. If private landlords can be
encouraged to provide modest accommodation that is
affordable for many people who are in receipt of
income, and ought therefore to be able to be
accommodated in the private market, then that is where
they ought to be.
A number of people come to my electorate office
seeking my assistance, and I often find after quizzing
them that they are in receipt of an income of sufficient
capacity that they ought to get a house in the private
market. We want to restrict the public housing waiting
lists to those who clearly qualify, and I am not sure we
have been good enough in doing that.
I thank Ms Lovell for bringing this matter to the
attention of the house. It is an important issue that needs
to be dealt with. I acknowledge that the government is
doing some useful work in this respect, but more needs
to be done.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I rise
to contribute to the debate on public housing. I am glad
that the opposition is concerned about public housing,
because it seems to me that public housing was not an
issue for the Liberal Party for many years. I can look at
the record of the federal Liberal Party on public
housing. I am sure public housing is not on the agenda
of the federal government at the moment; it is not
concerned about public housing. But the state Labor
government is concerned about public housing because
it provides shelter for people in great need. Many
people are homeless because they cannot afford private
rental housing. Many people have come to Australia as
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refugees and are low-income families. When they come
to Australia they look for public housing for their first
few years in this country. Public housing in the past has
provided a lot of opportunity for migrants.
I was a tenant of public housing in the early 1970s and
1980s. When I went to high school and studied I was
living in public housing in Richmond and the inner city.
It was the home for many Vietnamese refugees at that
time.
When we talk about public housing we are talking of
not only providing housing but looking at the
maintenance of housing to make sure the houses are in
order and the department is providing an adequate
service for its clients, providing security, and activities
so the children can play around the estate. I understand
the needs of these people.
The Bracks government is committed to providing
more funding. In the next budget and in coming years,
$49.6 million has been provided in the A Fairer
Victoria program; $20 million in the Building more
Homes Together program; $20 million for Melbourne
2030 Housing Boost; and $10 million for the Housing
for Regional Victoria initiative. We are providing rental
assistance for people who go into the private rental
market. In this budget we are encouraging first-home
buyers to buy their first home by contributing $5000,
and we are committed to improving more public
housing. When people are moving out we make sure
the house is available for the next person on the waiting
list. The waiting list has been reduced since the Bracks
government came to power.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. Andrew
Brideson) — Order! The honourable member’s time
has expired.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I welcome the
opportunity to speak briefly about public housing, and I
thank the Honourable Wendy Lovell for bringing this
issue to the attention of the chamber this morning.
There is no doubt that public housing remains an
important issue for all of us as members of Parliament
to deal with on a day-to-day basis. Certainly not a week
would go by in my office when I would not have at
least three or four, sometimes more, people coming in
and inquiring about issues relating to public housing.
The majority of those are people concerned about the
wait they have for public housing allocation in my
electorate. In parts of the Latrobe Valley, for example,
there is up to a two-year wait. These are genuine people
who qualify in every respect. In other areas and for
certain types of housing that waiting list can be a little
shorter, but for people to have to wait 6 months,
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12 months and up to two years in some places makes it
extremely difficult for them.
I do not have the numbers on waiting lists in the
Gippsland region with me, but I heard the mover of this
motion, the Honourable Wendy Lovell, claim that
between the years of 2000 and 2004, the numbers on
waiting lists have doubled from 512 to over 1100. That
is of concern and those figures support the number of
inquiries that come through my office. The other form
of inquiry is usually in respect of the maintenance of
the public housing stock. Some people have made some
very valid representations to me about the need to
improve the quality and standards of the stock.
I want to give a pat on the back to the local officers in
the Gippsland region who work in public housing. I
have always found them diligent in terms of following
up inquiries I have had; they pay attention to details and
are prompt with their responses. They certainly go out
of their way to deliver the service we all expect from
public servants. I give a pat on the back and say thank
you for the great work of those people in the Gippsland
region employed by the Office of Housing within the
Department of Human Services. I acknowledge that
they work under great difficulties. They find it as hard
as members of Parliament do to meet with people with
limited financial means who are desperately waiting for
public housing. To have to wait so long is very
disheartening for those officers. They do a great job
under difficult circumstances.
I acknowledge that there has been some investment in
public housing around the state, but it is not enough.
The waiting lists are still there, the evidence of which
has been put forward during the course of this debate.
That is very disappointing. That is why I will join with
my Nationals colleagues in supporting this motion.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — It is important that I
also compliment the Grampians region of the Office of
Housing in Ballarat; its staff do a fantastic job. In the
last five and a half years my staff and I have always
found them to be responsive, professional and helpful.
As we have heard from previous speakers, each of us as
members of Parliament has many public housing
persons come through our doors with all manner of
problems.
The difficulty with the provision of public housing is
made much harder by the fact that the government, in
its budget handed down yesterday, is awash with
money. I actually empathise with the Minister for
Housing — I have found her to be a very good minister,
but she does not have enough money allocated to her
portfolio. Given the figures that were in the budget, the
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Treasurer ought to be sending quite a few tens of
millions of dollars across to Minister Broad’s housing
portfolio now — and I do not say that lightly.
It is all very well to double the tax on gambling
machines and send it off to health, but public housing is
in dire need. We have seen the current December 2004
figures presented, and I have also looked at them on the
Office of Housing web site. They are alarming. It is
often those very people who are reliant on public
housing but who are also addicted to gambling
machines, especially in my electorate. Ballarat is a great
contributor to the gambling revenue of this government,
and we have to turn it around very quickly.
In relation to the Grampians region, which comprises
Ballarat and Horsham, on the government’s own Office
of Housing web site, as at December 2004 a total of
130 families were waiting for early housing allocations.
That information is already five months old. The public
housing waiting list in the Grampians region had
852 families on it, which is up by about 200 families
from June 2000 and, according to that same web site,
161 families are on the region’s public housing transfer
list.
I am a member of Parliament who just does not front up
for the photo opportunity at these public housing
announcements with the minister, unlike the members
for Ballarat West and Ballarat East in the other place. I
know a lot of the people who live in public housing in
my electorate. Many of them were legal clients of mine;
I had dealings with them in my years as a practising
lawyer in Ballarat. I also bump into them at the shops
either in Wendouree village or Sturt Street, Ballarat or
they come into my office for a chat, a coffee and a
general pick-me-up talk. They are human beings, and
some of them actually love living in public housing
estates particularly at Wendouree West which is well
looked after by this government. There is nothing
wrong with that. It has been given millions upon
millions of dollars for the neighbourhood renewal
program.
That is great, but there are other public housing estates
in Ballarat that are not being considered at all under
those programs. I have raised this issue with the
minister over time. Those estates are at Redan, Ballarat
North, Ballarat East and Mount Pleasant. They are not
getting the dollars that are being spent on Wendouree
West, and that continue to be spent on the Wendouree
West renewal program. That needs to be turned around
pretty quickly. Again I call on the Treasurer, the
Honourable John Brumby, who is also the Minister for
State and Regional Development, to turn this around
and transfer some of the billions of dollars he has in his
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surplus across to housing now, so that instead of just
allocating $49.6 million from the budget for
housing — —
Hon. A. P. Olexander — Over five years.
Ms HADDEN — Over five years. I think in one
press release it is 50 houses and units across country
Victoria. The government should do it now and build as
many houses as are needed to satisfy the waiting list as
at December last year. That is what we ought to do, and
I am quite sure most taxpayers would applaud such a
commitment and an actual allocation by the
government.
Earlier we heard previous speakers, especially
Mr Viney, give in effect a budget speech. It was very
interesting, as Mr Viney’s contributions always are, but
the budget surplus is nearly four times the promised
base. There is an operating surplus of $365 million this
year, then it averages out at $394 million over the next
three years, but the government has committed
$8.7 million to do a plan and design works for the
Mildura passenger rail line upgrade. Why not allocate
that across to public housing now so that Minister
Broad can do what she is entrusted to do as Minister for
Housing? The Mildura passenger line was meant to
have been opened 12 months ago. The current budget
allocates $49.6 million over five years to build new
homes for low-income families. The press releases say
that is at least 100 new houses over the next two years
under the A Fairer Victoria package. It is not enough. In
total — and this is on the government’s Office of
Housing web site — there are 35 076 people across the
state of Victoria on a public housing waiting list.
We hear about the A Fairer Victoria social policy and
social justice, but I say to Minister Brumby, ‘Let’s do it.
Let us not just have the fancy coloured brochures that I
have seen. Let’s put the money in so that Minister
Broad can do her job’, because she is quite capable of
doing it. I have seen her interact with the public housing
tenants in my electorate in Ballarat. She is always very
well received there, as she should be. The government
was quite happy to spend three times what it first
estimated for the return of the Ararat-to-Ballarat rail
service. It was costed out at $5.2 million or
$5.3 million, and it cost $15.6 million. Now Minister
Batchelor, the Minister for Transport in the other place,
tells the people of the region, ‘Use it or lose it’. You
cannot use it because the timetable does not allow you
to use it.
The amount of gambling revenue the state is receiving
is massive. This is a state government that came to
office in 1999 vowing not to rely on revenue from
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gambling, as Mr Kennett did and as Ms Kirner did, but
here the government has doubled its gambling revenue
from gambling machines to over $90 million a year —
the revenue from gambling is up from $103 million to
$931 million. It is a great war chest. It is a significant
honey pot for the next state election. Peter
Mickelburough of the Herald Sun and the editor of that
newspaper make similar statements. Yesterday’s
editorial states:
Like all budgets there is a thimble-and-pea element. It
remains to be seen how it is received by Victorians who, after
all, are only getting back their own money.

Let us be generous, Let us do what a government
should do with its massive surplus in the budget — that
is, allocate it to housing. That is where it is needed.
I turn to a couple of issues in relation to public housing,
and I will refer to a couple of case studies. I will not
name the people — I will call them Fred and Mary —
who are from a small country town. Fred was placed in
a public housing unit among elderly widows. Fred was
a convicted criminal. Fred reoffended and was then
sentenced and imprisoned at Her Majesty’s Prison
Ararat, so it was no little crime that Fred committed
again. Fred’s unit remained vacant and unoccupied for
two years, which was the length of his sentence,
because his sister was paying the minimum amount that
was required under the government policy of $15 a
week to keep that unit in existence in case Fred wanted
to live back there when he was released from prison.
Fred was a bit of a bother to all the other elderly
widows around him in any event before he went to
prison, and most of those widows had to leave and find
alternative emergency accommodation in public
housing. All of this was done through my office, with
great assistance from Grampians Housing, but it was no
mean feat. One of the Marys needed to remain in the
small country town because she needed to be close to
her doctor and her services. She does not drive, and
eventually we were able to move her into other public
housing. It was not as good quality as that she was in,
and it was an awful stress and strain on her. In fact she
subsequently died after having been relocated into the
other substandard public housing unit.
Another issue relates to public housing in another small
country town — Creswick. Semmens Court public
housing estate is missing out on the natural gas
extension that is going to come through TXU in the
second quarter of next year. It is missing out because it
is not in the plan of so-called stage 1 that TXU and the
government have agreed to. We will have public
housing tenants paying exorbitant energy prices for
heating and cooking and not being able to connect to
natural gas because the gas main is not going past the
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housing estate. That needs to be addressed. It could be
addressed really simply if the Treasurer put some
money into the Minister for Housing’s budget and
allowed her to do what she wants to do — that is, to
build houses for public housing tenants, public housing
families. It is desperately needed and needs to be done.
If indeed the government and we as members of
Parliament want to have caring communities, if we
want to build stronger communities, then I say to the
Treasurer, ‘Let us put our money where our mouths
are’, and it needs to be done now.
Another thing I find unpalatable when we have massive
waiting lists for public housing is the $11 million
allocated in the budget yesterday for design work on a
new rectangular stadium at Melbourne’s Olympic Park.
Tell that to the families in my electorate who are
waiting for public housing. What do I say to them?
Should I tell them to pitch a tent down at Olympic
Park? It is no help to them. Let us be serious about this.
The numbers of families waiting for public housing are
on the government web site. It is up to date as at
December last year. It is very clear. I am not cooking
the figures, I have read out what I downloaded off the
Web. Those people are real people. They are families
living in this state, not only in rural and regional
Victoria but in the suburbs of metropolitan Melbourne.
They are people who want to live in public housing,
and they need it now. They cannot afford to wait for the
next five years. Quite frankly, this 10 houses here and
there that are to be built are not going to house the
35 000-odd families across the state that are desperate
for public housing. I support the motion.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — The total
Barwon south-west waiting list for houses at Geelong
and Warrnambool shows there are 2010 families
waiting for houses. This budget proposes that only
another 11 families will be housed. The total
Grampians waiting list for housing for Ballarat and
Horsham is 852 families and a miserable extra 10 will
be provided. The total Victorian public early housing
waiting list has skyrocketed under this government
from 2017 in 2000 to 6890 in 2004, an increase of
241 per cent. With a $30 million budget there is
absolutely no excuse for the Bracks government not to
support our most vulnerable people and provide
housing for them.
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — The opposition’s
policy on this issue is like the emperor’s new clothes.
Its absence is starkly obvious. We know that the
opposition’s credibility is absolutely zilch, given its
track record and its secret agenda to sell off high-rise
public housing in this state.
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I thank Ms Lovell for bringing on this debate and
giving government members an opportunity to outline
this government’s commitment to public housing and
the most disadvantaged members of our community, as
was indicated most recently by yesterday’s budget
which has seen a $164.9 million allocation to public
and social housing in this state. Why are we doing that?
Because we are a government that cares. We care about
Victorians and the most disadvantaged members of this
state. We have shown that through our commitment to
public housing over the last six years we have been in
office, and we will continue to do so in the next few
years.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I would
like to thank the other speakers for contributing to the
debate today, particularly the Honourable David Koch,
the Honourable Andrew Olexander, the Honourable
John Vogels, Ms Hadden, the Honourable Damian
Drum, the Honourable Barry Bishop and the
Honourable Peter Hall who all made excellent
contributions. Unfortunately I cannot say the same for
the government speakers.
I will take up a couple of the points which government
speakers raised. Mr Viney criticised me for the timing
of this motion — that is, for bringing this motion into
the house the day after budget day. That was obviously
very good timing because it upset the government
greatly. It upset its spin on the budget and exposed its
failure to adequately provide for low-income and
vulnerable Victorian families.
I will also take up another point raised by Mr Viney and
Ms Darveniza, who had inferred that during our debate
we had included the transfer list numbers when quoting
the number of families waiting for public housing in
Victoria. I can assure them that we did not; we were
quoted in excess of 35 000 families waiting for public
housing. That is bad enough, but if we had included the
transfer list then the number quoted would have been in
excess of 42 000 families waiting for public housing in
this state. I thank Mr Viney and Ms Darveniza for
reminding me that there are nearly 7000 families in this
state inadequately housed and waiting to be transferred
to suitable accommodation.
I would also like to compliment the staff at the Office
of Housing in my electorate. They are the public face of
housing and it is often very difficult for them to deal
face-to-face with these desperate families who need
public housing. It is only a 90-second walk from the
Office of Housing premises in Shepparton to my
electorate office in Welsford Street, and our respective
staff often share a joke as to how long it might have
taken someone to move between the two offices.
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People do move between our offices because they are
desperate, and it is not because the Office of Housing
staff are difficult to deal with; it is because the Minister
for Housing and this government are not giving the
Office of Housing staff adequate resources to deal with
the number of desperate families needing
accommodation in this state.
I draw to the attention of the house that the Minister for
Housing has not been present in the house for 1 second
of this debate. The minister obviously has no interest in
her portfolio. Had the minister been on top of her
portfolio she would have been the lead speaker on the
government side of the debate.
In closing, I condemn the minister for not taking an
interest in her portfolio, for not being on top of it, and
for not catering to the needs of vulnerable Victorians
who are at risk of homelessness because of the Bracks
government’s failure to adequately invest in public
housing stock. Its failure to adequately invest in public
housing maintenance is leaving many of the houses
empty for long periods of time and at risk of being
vandalised. The Bracks government must finally take
responsibility for public housing and provide the
investment to ensure that these families will be
adequately housed.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
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

Noes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr

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

Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 1.04 p.m. until 2.07 p.m.
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Aboriginals: Galeena Beek Properties
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
direct my question to the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs. Galeena Beek at Healesville in my electorate is
a former interpretive centre owned by the Aboriginal
people and now owned by Galeena Beek Properties
Ltd, which is a private company. David Clark is a
senior bureaucrat within Aboriginal Affairs Victoria
and is also secretary of Galeena Beek Properties Ltd.
AAV is responsible for Galeena Beek Properties Ltd.
Why did the government allow Galeena Beek to
become deregistered by the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission last year due to
noncompliance with the Companies Act?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I thank the member for his question and his
concern about the ongoing wellbeing of the Aboriginal
community in his electorate. Going back to first
principles, the property in question is in the hands of an
Aboriginal community-controlled organisation. Despite
the member’s assertion that this is a board under the
control of Aboriginal Affairs Victoria, I make it clear to
the member and all other members of the Victorian
community that that is clearly not the case. It is a
community-controlled organisation where there is a
member of a government department — my
department — involved in the ongoing governance
arrangements of that board.
The critical issue in this development is that the
ongoing viability of this property is maintained by the
board, and it is its responsibility as the custodian of this
community property to ensure the ongoing viability of
the property. It entered into an arrangement with a
private developer to manage a facility in November
2002. Under the terms of the lease arrangements
between the Galeena Beek community-based board and
the developer, certain obligations were required to be
met that catered for the ongoing viability of a cultural
centre and the potential for ongoing business
development of a tourism facility.
Within the lease arrangements there is a very clear set
of obligations between the community-based board and
the developer. At the moment there are some ongoing
concerns about the viability of both the ongoing
operation of the board and indeed the ongoing business
viability of the development that has been proposed.
Both of those elements have been addressed of recent
times by my department in an appropriate fashion to try
to ensure the ongoing legal status of the
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community-based board that is obliged in the interests
of the Aboriginal community to allow for appropriate
commercial development that leads to a return to the
Aboriginal community.
It is also incumbent upon the developer to ensure the
generation of a return to the Aboriginal community. It
is important for all members of the house and all
members of the community to understand that lease
arrangements between a community-based board and a
private developer have mutual obligations that must be
met to satisfy the ongoing viability of the operation.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — Mr Atkinson, you may
or may not care about the administrative responsibility
of this matter. You may not care about the ongoing
viability of a business that is supposed to be established
under the terms of the lease and that they are complied
with by everybody, the parties to the lease, of which the
Victorian government is not one.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — You are; it is in your hands.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — The Victorian
government is not a party to the lease, despite your
assertion, and I think you should be very clear about
that. That is why this answer warrants sufficient
attention. At no stage may you hope to hear what you
want to hear in this answer, but everything that I have
said is pertinent, everything I have said is relevant and
everything I have said is accurate in relation to the
ongoing responsibilities and the appropriate — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.
Supplementary question
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
thank the minister for his answer and assure him that I
do know the status of Galeena Beek because I was on a
committee for 12 months assisting Galeena Beek. The
incompetence leading up to and since the deregistration
of Galeena Beek has scuttled a major ecotourism
project at Healesville worth a potential $15 million and
20 effective full-time jobs. It is worth $96 000 to
indigenous projects in the Yarra Valley each year, and I
ask the minister: does he or does he not support this
project?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — What I support is the appropriate
reregistration of the community-based board and the
appropriate development of a business plan which
satisfies obligations under the lease and makes sure it
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generates a return to the Aboriginal community, which
was the original intention. If Mr Stoney was involved in
the establishment of this community-based board, then
he knows that the long-term requirements are to
generate a viable return for land that is held in an
Aboriginal community-controlled board structure to
achieve a return and a benefit to the Aboriginal
community.
My prime objective is to ensure that that occurs. If the
development takes place and achieves those objectives
in compliance with the lease obligations, then I will be
a very happy minister and will to play any supportive
role to ensure that those outcomes are guaranteed.

Schools: broadband access
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
refer my question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology. Can the minister advise
the house of how the leading edge telecommunications
infrastructure in Victoria will be delivered through
initiatives contained in a strong and balanced budget of
the Bracks government?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
honourable member for her question.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — Just wait and listen to
what is in it for rural Victoria!
I have spoken in the house before about how the
Telecommunications Purchasing and Management
Strategy (TPAMS) has obtained for the Bracks
government the best overall telecommunications deal in
Australia. Because of this deal the Bracks government
has been able to deliver SmartONE, an $89 million
initiative to provide 4 megabytes of fibre optic
broadband to every school in Victoria.
At this point in time I would also like to acknowledge
one of my ministerial colleagues in another place, the
Minister for Educational Services, Jacinta Allan, for the
work she has put into bringing this program about, and
I look forward to working with her on an ongoing basis
to ensure this program is rolled out effectively
throughout our schools.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — This will mean that
every school, Mr Vogels, no matter how small, no
matter how remote, will be connected to the most
advanced broadband infrastructure possible. It also
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means that every school throughout the state will be
able to take advantage of the most advanced e-learning
applications.
As was the objective of both the telecommunications
purchasing strategy, known as TPAMS, and the Bracks
government’s broadband framework, there were also to
be broader benefits to the community from this
initiative. Under TPAMS the government has not only
obtained the best possible prices but has achieved the
best commercial terms and ensured that infrastructure
will be delivered to meet our needs. To provide
4 megabytes of fibre optic broadband to every school in
Victoria under SmartONE, Telstra will actually
upgrade 700 exchanges throughout Victoria, and 600 of
those are to be located in regional and country Victoria.
This means more than half Telstra’s existing network in
Victoria will be upgraded as a result of the benefits of
TPAMS and the commitments to schools in
SmartONE.
If we think of the Internet as the information
superhighway, then the upgrade of telecommunications
that we are talking about under SmartONE is the
equivalent of repaving more than half the roads in
Victoria. We are delivering opportunity and prosperity
for Victorians. We have the smartest broadband policy,
delivering the most advanced technologies to our
schools and to government, ensuring we provide the
best possible services and making Victoria a great place
to raise a family.

Aboriginals: Galeena Beek Properties
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — My
question is to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs,
Mr Jennings. Despite the minister’s protestations,
Galeena Beek Properties Ltd is the ultimate
responsibility of Aboriginal Affairs Victoria. It was
deregistered by the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission last year because of
noncompliance with the Companies Act. I ask: why has
the government failed to even apply to have the
company reregistered?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — The assertion in the question is incorrect. As
I said in my original answer, it is an absolutely incorrect
assertion that it is the responsibility of Aboriginal
Affairs Victoria to reregister the organisation. However,
at the instigation of the department efforts have been
made and work has been undertaken for some time
which will lead to an application being made to the
Australian Securities and Investments Commission to
reregister the board at the earliest opportunity. The
department has commissioned an independent
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accounting company to undertake that work. That work
is currently being undertaken with the intention of
reregistering the board at the earliest opportunity. I
repeat: the assertion that this is the responsibility of
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria is absolutely incorrect.
Supplementary question
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — David
Clark from Aboriginal Affairs Victoria, as secretary of
Galeena Beek Properties Ltd, gave assurances to
Bundjel Pty Ltd, the lessee, it would have a secure
tenure, which enabled the lessee to reach a joint-venture
agreement with financiers. Once the financiers
discovered Galeena Beek Properties had been
deregistered by the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission the joint venture, worth
$15 million, collapsed. I ask the minister what he is
going to do to salvage the $15 million proposal, or can I
assume there is another agenda?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — In terms of the government’s position and
my position on what the agenda is, I refer the member
to my original answer, and in particular my original
supplementary answer, which is to guarantee a viable
business operating on that site in compliance with the
lease arrangements, which will generate a business
return to the developer and the business return and
investment required to be returned to the Aboriginal
community. These are objectives that must be
maintained at all times, not with part of the equation left
out. All elements must be complied with, and under
those circumstances I repeat that I will be very pleased
to see the development.
Hon. E. G. Stoney interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I have indicated,
Mr Stoney — you would have heard if rather than
yelling at me you had been listening to my answer —
that we are trying to facilitate an outcome regardless
of — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Budget: sport and recreation facilities
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — My
question is to the Minister for Sport and Recreation, the
Honourable Justin Madden. I ask the minister to
highlight to the house how the Bracks government is
improving sport and recreation infrastructure and
services while keeping a strong, balanced budget?
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the question by the member
because we have a fantastic track record when it comes
to community sport and recreation in this state.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Mr Atkinson, who
interjects from the other side of the chamber, can yell
and scream as much as he wants, but our record in
community sport in this state is second to none. I am
very pleased to announce that as part of our budget we
as a government have committed $6.7 million over the
next two years to improve community sport and
recreation infrastructure in Albert Park in particular.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Not one swimming pool.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Atkinson!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Thank you, President,
because the more he shouts the more he displays his
absolute ignorance of the topic.
With Albert Park we have seen enormous support from
the public in the use of the facilities right across the
precinct, but when you have such enormous demand it
also puts an enormous amount of pressure on the
facilities. When the Kennett government invested in the
grand prix and was looking for some savings in Albert
Park, do you know whom it short-changed? It did not
short-change the Australian Grand Prix Corporation —
no, it short-changed the community in Albert Park.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I have got you now! Let
me just say, President — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask honourable
members on both sides of the house to desist from
interjecting, and I ask the minister to answer through
the Chair and not directly to members in the house.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Atkinson to
desist from interjecting. The minister, to continue.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — To get back to the
answer, it is great, isn’t it, that community sport does
not raise much interest but mention the grand prix and
they all fire up on the other side of the chamber! It is
one of the few events where they still get a guernsey
these days.
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Short-changing some of the community out there by
not incorporating the investment in the infrastructure
and community facilities has increased the pressure on
the facilities over a number of years, and a reinvestment
is needed to ensure that those community facilities are
upgraded to the standard they should have been
developed to at the time of the grand prix.
We are seeing the development of improvements to not
only recreation trails but in particular to sporting ovals.
One of the interesting things to note down there — and
I encourage Mr Atkinson to do so after the grand
prix — is that they have to drag sprinklers across the
grounds to restore them because the Kennett
government did not put any sprinkler systems into those
ovals when it upgraded them or after the grand prix.
There will be enormous community benefit down there
at Albert Park when we upgrade and improve those
acilities and give access to people of all abilities. It will
be fantastic and will be delivered by Parks Victoria. We
will develop a project master plan to see it delivered.
This will complement the benefits for the 4 million
people who access those facilities, whether it be the
Melbourne Sports and Aquatic Centre, the ovals or
other recreation facilities there. There will be enormous
reinvestment to the benefit of the community. Not only
will it improve the general health and wellbeing of the
community in Albert Park and those who use those
facilities from across Victoria, but it will make Victoria
an even better place to raise a family.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
question without notice is directed to the Minister for
Major Projects, Mr Lenders. This week the No Mallee
Toxic Waste Dump Roadshow will conduct public
meetings and information stops along the Calder
Highway, which is the Bracks government’s preferred
route to transport toxic waste 500 kilometres to Hattah
in the Mallee. The roadshow will seek support along
the way and conclude on Friday in Bendigo. On behalf
of the communities along the Calder, I invite the
minister to attend the Bendigo meeting to listen to their
views. Will the minister accept this invitation?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
thank Mr Bishop for his question and acknowledge that
the location of a long-term containment facility is a
difficult issue for any community to deal with. It is
interesting how people’s views change when they move
from one side of the house to the other. I cite Hansard
from the Legislative Assembly of 24 March 1998:
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Does the opposition believe it is legitimate to have these sorts
of toxic chemicals in urban areas near schools and
preschools?

The person who uttered these words was none other
than the Honourable Pat McNamara, former Leader of
the National Party, talking about the Werribee landfill
issue. The important thing is that, like Mr Bishop,
people on both sides of this house actually want to
resolve these issues. People on both sides of the house
should be seeking to deal with the issue of long-term
containment of waste facilities. They should be dealing
with them onsite where possible. We should have clean
technologies where possible, but ultimately there is an
issue as to how we address the waste.
With the terminology used in this place and the talk of
toxic dumps, Mr Bishop is playing with the emotions of
the people in his electorate. I understand that he wishes
to play politics with this; he is in opposition so I am not
surprised by that. However, this government wants to
find solutions and, as I said to the house before — and
to Mr Bishop — when I was in Sunraysia last year
being led around by the member for Mildura in the
other place, Russell Savage, he took me through
workplaces where people were in my ear. He took me
to a range of places and put me in contact with a lot of
people who gave me an earful of what they thought
about the long-term containment facility moving to
Sunraysia. Whether it was in the main street, in
factories, or in a range of other areas — and he had his
orange ribbon attached to the antenna on his car — I
certainly heard from a range of people on that particular
issue.
My department continues to have dialogue with people
on this particular issue. As Mr Bishop well knows, the
environment effects statement process is all about
putting options in front of communities. As he also
knows — though selectively using emotive language,
of which Pat McNamara would not have approved, and
only talking of one option — an environment effects
statement puts all these things on the table so that we
can get a community response.
Mr Bishop knows that on a daily basis huge trucks and
tankers carrying liquid petroleum gas, high octane
petrol, ammonium nitrate and other things travel
through communities located along that road. I hope
Mr Bishop does not start alarming communities and
raising fears about these issues because we have a very
effective safety regime in place and we try to assess
these risks and work with them.
As this open and transparent government has done by
releasing information as it comes forward, one of the
options for up to five trucks a day going along that road
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is for the road to be used on Environment Protection
Authority licensing. My department and I will continue
to have a liaison with the communities; we will
continue to hear; we will continue to have an
environment effects statement process; but
unfortunately for Mr Bishop — and he wanted to make
political mileage out of it — we are not into stunts in
this area. We will engage with communities. Through
the environment effects statement process we will make
an informed decision, taking into account the views of
the communities, balancing issues of the entire state, of
industry in all communities, and, echoing the words of
Pat McNamara, we need balance in this debate.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — In the
absence of an answer from the minister, which I
suppose the house has come to expect on this particular
issue, I had better try another tack. In the interests of
transparency, accountability and democracy, will the
minister agree to meet with community representatives
from along the preferred route?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) —
This morning I was at a breakfast and was approached
by someone from Mildura on this particular issue.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Not the budget breakfast!
Mr LENDERS — I take up Mr Forwood’s
interjection — it was a very well-attended breakfast and
those there heard of the virtues of the Bracks
government’s budget. It was a breakfast that was
well-attended by representatives of a lot in the
community.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood! I ask
members to desist from interjecting. I know that
Mr Bishop is keen on getting the minister’s answers.
He is struggling to hear the answer and I am sure that
Hansard is having difficulty hearing the minister’s
response. I ask members to desist from interjecting and
allow the minister to continue his answer.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Bishop has asked if I will
meet with people from the area. As members opposite
know, when people bring groups to me to talk about
issues in their electorates and they are not part of a
political stunt, I will meet them. This is an open and
transparent government. We will do that, but if this is
part of a stunt by Mr Bishop and The Nationals, a
process that will culminate in a meeting with a minister,
I am not interested. I am interested in meeting with
people from those communities at a time and venue that
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we mutually agree on to discuss the issues, but I am not
going to be part of Mr Bishop’s stunt.

WorkCover: federal policy
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
question is for the Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC, Mr Lenders. Can the minister outline to the house
how the Bracks government will legislate to protect
Victorian workers and small businesses from the
federal government’s attack on Victoria’s workers
compensation system whilst maintaining a strong and
balanced budget?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I thank Mr Hilton for his question and his
interest in both keeping a strong, balanced budget in
Victoria and in protecting the rights of the Victorian
workers and small businesses.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — I hope by the time I have
concluded the answer I will have convinced
Mr Atkinson to raise the flag on behalf of small
businesses as well. The commonwealth government,
through administrative action by the federal Minister
for Employment and Workplace Relations, Kevin
Andrews, is trying to unravel the Victorian WorkCover
system. It is trying to unravel it by letting large
companies cherry-pick between whether they go into
the federal Comcare system or stay in the Victorian
WorkCover system. If it were not for the rights of
workers who are injured you might say, ‘Well, good on
people cherry-picking’, but we have the fairly
phenomenal issue, firstly, of the rights of workers. If
companies have moved to an inferior scheme where
there is not the responsibility for servicing the
occupational health and safety regime which is shared
by all people insured under the Victorian WorkCover
system, then first and foremost that becomes a problem.
Secondly, what becomes equally insidious is the
so-called champions of small business, the federal
Liberal Party — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Atkinson says, ‘That is me!’
If he is a champion of small business, I suggest he take
on his federal colleague Mr Andrews with some home
truths. By large companies exiting the Victorian
WorkCover scheme and moving to the federal Comcare
scheme, firstly, you have the immediate risk of long-tail
claims incurred by those particular companies being left
with the residue of the Victorian scheme.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr LENDERS — If Mr Forwood wishes to listen
to this, he may learn something.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If Mr Forwood and
Mr Smith want to have this conversation they can leave
the chamber. Both of them should stop interjecting, or I
will throw them both out.
Mr LENDERS — The risk of large companies
exiting the WorkCover scheme with unfinished,
undetermined, long-tail claims is that the scheme with
the deepest pockets and the easiest to deal with — that
is, the WorkCover scheme — will be the one that meets
the claims. That means that the remaining small
businesses in the Victorian WorkCover scheme will
wear the costs of large businesses exiting to the
Comcare scheme if the long-tail claims are not being
met. Of course the incentive for moving is lower
premiums, and the long-tail claims not being met is part
of the lower premiums.
Secondly, the issue for small business and workers is
that the ongoing occupational health and safety
responsibilities that are funded through the WorkCover
insurance scheme would be met by the residual
Victorian employers. If you take out all the large
employers, who is left? The answer is obviously the
small businesses are left. By the federal minister’s
trying to take the large companies out of the
WorkCover scheme, the financial burden of operating
the occupational health and safety scheme, which
protects not only workers in small business but also
those in large business, will fall on the small businesses.
Further, this action will mean that the capacity to get
health and safety data will be removed by these
companies being in Comcare. For those three reasons,
we have a problem.
The commonwealth government’s ideological
obsession is to undermine the state WorkCover
schemes, to grab everything. The Prime Minister would
make Gough Whitlam blush, he is such a centralist. The
Prime Minister would be disowned by the late Henry
Bolte, the late Joh Bjelke-Petersen and the late Robert
Askin for being the greatest centralist that this country
has ever seen as a Prime Minister. With this grab for
power the commonwealth is weakening the WorkCover
scheme, disadvantaging small businesses and
disadvantaging workers. This government will proudly
bring legislation into this place in the next few weeks
that will address this and enable the Victorian
government to defend WorkCover, defend small
businesses in Victoria, defend workers and manage the
scheme effectively so we keep it in the black, protect
workers and do what we are expected to do.
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Aboriginals: young offenders facility
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
direct my question to the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs, Mr Jennings. The high number of Aboriginals
in our Victorian jails is of most concern. However, the
flawed attempt by this government to place without
consultation an Aboriginal correctional facility at
Mount Teneriffe in one of north-east Victoria’s highest
fire danger areas, which does not have any running
water, divided not only the local community but the
Koori community. Given that the government has now
stopped the Mount Teneriffe development and is
moving the project to the former Won Wron prison,
which was closed in February this year, can the
minister explain to the house what he will be doing to
ensure that the disgraceful process at Mount Teneriffe
will not be repeated at Won Wron?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — Even though the question perhaps was
couched in a hard-edged way that I would not
necessarily be philosophically well disposed to, I think
there is the kernel of a legitimate question here in
making sure there is a proper planning process to
ensure the adequate provision of a much-needed facility
within the Aboriginal community and that we maximise
the elements of our community who support that
provision. Hopefully this will be the hallmark of the
changed circumstances in the relocation of this proposal
to Won Wron.
I am pleased to say there has been great collaborative
effort in recent times in trying to achieve that outcome.
I have tried to play a role with the appropriate
ministerial colleagues, and in particular the Minister for
Corrections, to ensure there are respectful engagements
with Aboriginal communities in respect of what might
have been fairly distressing circumstances in having to
move this facility from Mount Teneriffe to another
location. That could have involved some degree of
alienation of the people who have been involved in or
are proponents of the facility. I can confidently report
that people have been very supportive of the change in
their desire to make sure there is an ongoing facility.
In terms of the question about the appropriate level of
engagement of Aboriginal people and the solidarity of
support within Aboriginal communities, I think that
will be a feature of this proposal where perhaps it may
not have been in the first instance. Certainly from my
perspective I will try to support the role of the Minister
for Corrections in particular in maintaining those good
relationships now and into the future. I will be very
happy to play any role that I can in supporting the
minister and the Department of Justice as proponents of
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these issues in terms of making sure that there is
appropriate engagement with the more general
community within the Won Wron region.
Supplementary question
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
thank the minister for his response, but I have a
supplementary question. Given that for over four years
his government was telling the people of Victoria in the
lead-up to the Won Wron prison closure that the facility
was not fit for prisoners, why will he now, as Minister
for Aboriginal Affairs, allow prisoners from the Koori
community to be placed there?
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — By interjection, the Parliamentary Secretary
for Justice has indicated to the house the answer to the
member’s supplementary question. Significant
investment and redevelopment will take place to make
sure that it is fit for the purpose certainly not of being a
large-scale prison but being a small community-based
correctional facility.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I am not worried about
the semantic difference, but I am trying to explain to the
house, and to anybody who might be sufficiently
motivated to read Hansard, that we are trying to create
a low-security, community-based facility for
low-security-risk people who are voluntarily going
through a community-based correctional facility. We
believe with the appropriate degree of development and
expenditure on a small facility — this is certainly not a
large-scale prison facility — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Budget: rural and regional aged care
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — Will the Minister
for Aged Care inform the house of the Bracks
government’s continued investment in Victoria’s public
sector residential aged care facilities and continuing
commitment to older Victorians in regional and rural
Victoria, as outlined in yesterday’s budget?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I thank everyone in the house for their
enthusiasm in asking me questions today. I do not
usually draw this much attention to myself. I thank
Mr Eren for adding to this.
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I would have almost anticipated this question coming
from Mr Baxter, because Mr Baxter might have been
sufficiently moved, just as his colleague the member for
Murray Valley in the lower house, Mr Jasper, was, to
indicate that one of the highlights of this budget is the
investment in residential aged care. Mr Jasper says the
best thing about this budget is the Wangaratta
redevelopment. I am sure if Mr Baxter had only been
on the list, he would have wanted to support his
colleague in the lower house and share that degree of
enthusiasm.
The hallmark of the Bracks government’s commitment
to residential aged care has been its level of investment
right across the state to provide for ongoing quality
service to older members of our community when they
need it. The $11 million redevelopment of a 60-bed
high-care facility in Wangaratta announced in
yesterday’s budget continues that trend. It is part of
$258 million that we have dedicated to this task of
redeveloping aged care facilities right across Victoria
during the life of the Bracks government.
But that is not all. You would have every expectation in
this house, given the number of times I have answered
questions about redevelopment, that a whole raft of
redevelopments are occurring throughout the state,
whether it be a $7.5 million redevelopment of
residential aged care and community-based health
facilities in Portland, whether it be a similar
$7.5 million to be allocated to the redevelopment of
John Pickford House in Ararat — a great commitment
to the community in Ararat — or indeed a $5 million
redevelopment in Skipton as part of the Beaufort and
Skipton Health Service.
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — Mr McQuilten
interjects that I do not forget my commitment to
Maryborough, Avoca and other communities in his
electorate.
Ms Hadden interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I am glad Ms Hadden
joins in with roaring enthusiasm for these programs. I
thank her for her ongoing support of the quality
contribution of residential aged care the Bracks
government provides to communities right around the
state of Victoria.
All astute members of the house know that recently
when cabinet visited Castlemaine we joined with the
Premier in announcing a $9.9 million redevelopment of
the Mount Alexander residential aged care facility.
Right across the state, throughout the breadth of
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Victoria, regardless of where communities may be and
regardless of their size, we have a commitment to
ensuring quality residential aged care.
I am pleased to say that in this budget we have added to
significant health care provision on the Mornington
Peninsula with a $20 million redevelopment of a
rehabilitation and geriatric assessment management
program in Mornington in what is sometimes known as
a subacute setting. This $20 million is the first
part-instalment of a redevelopment on the Mornington
Peninsula. I am certain the opposition spokesperson
would share our enthusiasm for this project. She has
asked me a question about this in previous times, and
she will be keen that this proposal is off and running.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I know the member is
enthusiastic about land tax, because we have delivered
reform right across the sector, building upon our
residential aged care to make sure the sector remains
viable and there are opportunities for the appropriate
provision of such care. Primarily my responsibility is
for the public sector, but I am very happy to support the
not-for-profit and private sectors in providing quality
residential aged care throughout Victoria. We have
some challenges, but the Bracks government is doing a
great job in turning around the paucity of residential
aged care, and we are proud of our commitment in the
budget.

Museum Victoria: Aboriginal artefacts
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Sadly, I
direct my question without notice to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs, Mr Jennings.
For over nine months Museum Victoria and the Dja Dja
Wurrung native title group have clashed over three
Aboriginal artefacts. Museum Victoria wishes to return
the loan to a British museum, while the Aboriginal
elders want it to remain in Australia. The minister has
refused to act on this issue. As a result of this continued
refusal to act, the Aboriginal elders are now taking the
minister and the Victorian government to court. As this
issue is clearly within the minister’s responsibility,
when will he intervene?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I do not know why the member is sorry to
ask that question. Perhaps she is sorry that she has
ignored my ministerial colleagues. Under most
circumstances all members of this house know that if I
have 4 minutes to answer a question, I will use it all; or
if I have 1 minute to answer a supplementary question,
I will use it. However, on this occasion I will not use it
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because this matter is before the courts, and I am
choosing to rely on the determination of the courts in
their deliberations of this matter. I do not want to
inappropriately traverse the responsibilities and
considerations of the Federal Court of Australia.
Supplementary question
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Why should
Victorians spend their taxes fighting a legal battle that
could easily be avoided if the minister simply decided
on the question of compulsory acquisition?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — On many occasions the shadow
spokesperson for aged care lets me know that she
speaks regularly with her counterpart in the federal
government about aged care matters. She has not
traversed that in relation to Aboriginal affairs because
clearly she has not had any consultation with her
federal brothers and sisters on this matter. They are
responsible for the federal Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984, the
commonwealth jurisdiction I have delegated
responsibility for, and I am pretty clear what the view
of the commonwealth is. I suggest the member refer to
her federal colleagues to get their view on this matter,
but I will not discuss it any further because it is before
the Federal Court.

Budget: energy initiatives
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — Will
the Minister for Energy Industries and Resources advise
the house of what new energy initiatives are contained
in the strong and balanced budget and how they will
benefit Victorian and in particular Latrobe Valley
families?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources) — I thank the member for
his question. What a fantastic budget was delivered by
this government. It was a fantastic budget which
received a AAA tick from Standard and Poor’s. It is
based on another surplus delivered to Victorians, with
strong spending and tax cuts, and overall it is a fantastic
budget. What underlines it even more is that today in
five questions from the opposition the government did
not get a single question on the budget. That is the
biggest endorsement you can have about how strong
this budget is.
I am pleased to be associated with this budget and in
particular the $105.7 million investment in new clean
coal technology which the government will be making
to ensure that the Latrobe Valley and Victoria in
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general is placed in the position to use its fantastic
resource of brown coal in the future.
This Australia has about 20 per cent of the known
lignite brown coal deposits, much of it in Victoria. The
most responsible thing we can do is to find ways to use
these deposits in an environmentally responsible way.
We have outlined an emissions technology and
innovation strategy where we have committed
$83.5 million to the development of a demonstration
plant or plants in the Latrobe Valley to trial new
technology so we can think about the next generation of
much more environmentally appropriate power stations
for this state and nation.
The government has also allocated $16 million for
research and development into energy efficient
technologies, $4 million for a trial geosequestration
project and $2.2 million for the construction of a
mechanical thermal expression coal-drying
demonstration plant.
This is the largest investment in the Latrobe Valley in
developing new technology that has occurred since the
privatisation of the State Electricity Commission. It is a
huge investment. The previous government sold the
State Electricity Commission to the private sector but
made absolutely no provision for the long-term future
either of brown coal, of the development of the valley
or the development of the energy system as a whole.
The government went from a position where we had to
deal with a privatised system to a position where we
have to make an investment in the future of this state. It
is a long-term investment and is in order to help us
develop new brown coal technologies that will assist
the development of this very important resource, while
also allowing us to reduce emissions.
We hope the opposition, at the very least, will prevail
on its federal counterparts to come to the party through
its $500 million fund to make sure that we have clean
coal technology in this state.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 2530,
2762, 3230, 4506–08, 4512, 4514, 4717, 4719, 4720,
4811.
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LAND (REVOCATION OF
RESERVATIONS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 3 May; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I am pleased
to make a contribution to the debate on the Land
(Revocation of Reservations) Bill and in doing so
indicate that the opposition opposes one part of the bill
very strongly but supports another part. For that reason
it will move a reasoned amendment, which I will come
to in a moment, and ask the government to split the bill.
The bill deals with two completely different pieces of
land. The house often sees revocation of reservation
bills, and this bill deals with the revocation of
reservation of land at the Sandhurst abattoir. The
opposition has no quibble about that; indeed we support
the government’s step in revoking the reservation of
that land. However, we have serious reservations about
the revocation of the reservation of Crown land at
Richmond Park in Burnley. The shackling of these two
aspects together is the wrong way to go. There should
be a splitting of these matters to allow the house to deal
with the two essentially different issues in a separate
manner. Therefore I move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place ‘this bill be withdrawn and redrafted
to:
(1) retain the provisions relating to the revocation of land at
Sandhurst; and
(2) take into account results of a comprehensive,
independent and public investigation into alternative
proposals which would avoid the alienation of public
parkland in relation to the proposed road widening at
Richmond’.

The opposition is very clear, and I know that our
shadow planning spokesperson, Ted Baillieu, the
member for Hawthorn in another place, has been very
clear in his comments in Bendigo — to Bendigo people
and in a letter to the editor of the Bendigo
newspaper — that the opposition is strongly in support
of the steps laid out in this bill with respect to the
Sandhurst revocation. I do not propose to say a lot
about that revocation. It is not controversial in any
manner, and I would be very surprised if there is a
single member of this house who has any quibble about
it. That should be expedited by the acceptance of this
reasoned amendment. It is quite wrong of the
government to shackle together the two bits of this
legislation in such a way that the house is forced to vote
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to either accept or reject both. That is the nub of our
issue.
We are very concerned about the issues around the
Burnley revocation. It is an important site. I live close
to it in Kew and often walk around the Yarra and the
Richmond boulevard in that area of Burnley. Most
people in this house would see the important values of
that parkland. I would have thought, for example,
Mr Jennings and Ms Romanes would appreciate the
significance of that land as they represent that area and
that they would be prepared to fight to prevent the
destruction of values associated with that parkland. I
would have expected strong opposition from Richard
Wynne, the member for Richmond in another place.
It is of concern that local members are not prepared to
advocate for the people who live in their areas and for
the preservation of important parkland in their own
electorates. It seems to me this is a step back from a
responsible position for a local member, and I ask those
three members to reconsider their positions. I make a
very strong request for the two upper house members
who represent Melbourne Province to look to their local
area and be prepared to consider their vote in this
chamber and, if necessary, to stall the process by
accepting the reasoned amendment and very simply and
straightforwardly allowing the Sandhurst issue to go
through while at the same time allowing a
reconsideration of the Burnley issues.
To summarise for the house, existing parkland at
Burnley will be taken for road widening as a
consequence of the Burnley Gardens development. The
issue here is that the development will see not only the
loss of parkland but a huge trespass on that parkland as
additional people and vehicles are pushed into and
funnelled around the site. Development is very
important to this state. We want to encourage firms to
locate here and to develop jobs. General Electric is one
of the tenants of the site, temporarily at the moment, but
has arrangements to take a longer-term lease on part of
the accommodation that will be built in and around that
site. We support the role of GE, but we do not support
this particular location. The opposition is concerned
that 4000 to 4500 workers in the middle of that
Richmond Park site will represent a huge trespass on
the parkland. The traffic that will be generated will be
of real concern.
The Richmond boulevard wraps around that area. It
was built during the Depression years by sustenance
workers. It is a major asset for Melbourne — it is a
scenic tourist route and an area of recreation that is
important to many Melburnians, other Victorians and
interstate and international visitors as well. To
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short-sightedly reduce the value of that parkland and its
effectiveness will be seen in the longer sweep of history
as a significant mistake. I thought we were past the
days when we were subtracting parkland from the stock
and thereby subtracting opportunities for recreation. We
should be adding to the stock.
It is with great concern that we see the steady erosion of
parkland. Near to the Burnley site, at Kew Cottages on
the other side of the river and a bit to the north, the
government has undertaken a series of steps to force
through the development of the site that will impinge
on potential parkland and the integrity of the Studley
Park area. The Yarra River is such a great asset for
Victoria and such a great asset for Melbourne that every
step should be taken to preserve the parkland that
surrounds it. That strip of parkland with its walking
tracks and bike paths is something that the community
should be very prepared to support and advocate for.
I pay tribute in that context to a former member for East
Yarra Province, Mark Birrell, with whom I served
between 1996 and 2002, for his foresight and advocacy
of bike paths and walking paths in and around the
Yarra. Indeed the significant network of bike paths that
we see around the rivers and creeks of inner Melbourne
and out into the next ring of suburbs is very much the
work that was initiated in his period from 1992, when
he was conservation minister, through to 1996. That
work was remarkably important. It was not only
important in moving people and taking some pressure
off the roads and other infrastructure but also in
allowing people from all walks of life to access the
important assets and park areas that are serviced in that
way.
I am also very concerned about the process that has
occurred here. As I said, I should point out that the site
currently houses Melbourne University, Amrad and
GE, but the process that the government has gone
through here — the calling in by the former Minister
for Planning, Mary Delahunty, the removal of local
powers and authority, in this case to take planning
steps, and the designation of the minister as the
responsible authority — I believe was a mistake and
has reduced the opportunity for local community input.
This is a government that said it would listen to the
community. It is a government that said it would be
open and transparent. Nothing could be further from the
truth in this case. Indeed, what has occurred in this case
is a travesty. Nobody I have spoken to on the
Richmond-Burnley side of the river in and around this
area has supported the steps that have been taken by the
government. Nobody that I have spoken to in and
around the city of Yarra has been prepared to indicate
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that they support the government’s process. There is
wide condemnation of it.
Equally, I should say this is not just a city of Yarra
issue. It impacts very heavily on the city of Boroondara
as well and the traffic congestion and traffic problems
that will be created at this site will impact very heavily
on the city of Boroondara. I know that my colleague the
member for Hawthorn in the other place, Ted Baillieu,
has conducted a number of community consultations on
the Hawthorn side of the river as well as been present at
many public discussions and meetings on the
Richmond side of the river. Certainly those discussions
on the Hawthorn side make it very clear that there is
significant opposition to this development. Many of the
people on the Boroondara side of the river are aware of
the impact that this development will have on traffic
movement, on parking, on the parkland and on the
values that many of them would strongly support.
There will be an additional 3000-plus workers on the
site, but it appears there will only be about 1500 car
spaces. I would be pleased if the minister would clarify
that for me, because a variety of different numbers have
appeared on press releases and in government and
business community statements around this site. I
would be pleased if she would make it clear how many
car parking sites are currently on the site, how many
will be created, and what the total number of car
parking sites will be at the end of the final project. I
would also be appreciative if she were able to indicate
in an authoritative manner the number of workers who
would be present on the site.
I want to say something about the current situation
along the boulevard. For those who are aware of that
section in Burnley, already many cars park on both
sides of the boulevard, and a recent survey showed that
up to 500 cars a day park there. That not only slows
movement along there but is not what I think the
boulevard was fundamentally designed for. It was
designed so that people could access recreational
facilities. It was not designed as a thoroughfare road or
as a parking lot for workers who were either
commuting to the city or parking there because they
were working in close proximity. That problem will be
much worse when this process is completed. I do not
think that that is in any way adequate.
I should pay tribute to Ted Baillieu, the shadow
Minister for Planning and member for Hawthorn in the
other place, for the wide consultation he has undertaken
on this bill, which enabled us to have a very clear
understanding about the significance of the it.
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It is worth reviewing a little of the history of the site
and the issues surrounding that history. The reservation
for public parkland and recreation was made in October
1873. The Burnley horticultural school, which was later
acquired by the University of Melbourne, is situated
there. I should say that a portion of the site was sold for
research purposes for use by Amrad, and that use
currently exists there.

I understand that on the 4.7 hectare site there will
comprise 70 000 square metres of commercial
development in six buildings up to seven storeys and
1000 square metres of retail development in three
buildings. There is no question that a seven-storey
development on that site will be unsightly,
inappropriate and quite outside what people expect for
a site that is so closely nestled in parkland.

It is also important to place on record the recent history
of the site and to say that Amrad sold to a group called
R. Corporation for $47.5 million in 2003. That was
called in by the then planning minister, Mary
Delahunty, and control over the site was removed from
the City of Yarra. I have already referred to that. A
series of public meetings were held and protests began
about the government’s intervention. I should indicate
to the house that at that time — and to be precise the
date was 29 March 2004 — as the process of
opposition gathered pace a full-page advertisement
appeared in the Melbourne Leader. As occurred in the
lower house, I seek the leave of the house, President, to
incorporate the same document as was incorporated in
the lower house.

It is important for the house to understand precisely
what is involved in these revocation works. There will
be an expansion of the intersection of the boulevard and
Swan Street. The road will be widened to three plus two
lanes and two tram lines. There will be a slip lane off
the boulevard to eastbound Swan Street and a slip lane
out of the Botanicca development, as it has been called,
to westbound Swan Street, and the traffic lights will
obviously need to be repositioned. It is interesting to
examine these maps, although I do not expect the house
to fully understand them, but when the precise plans are
looked at it can be clearly seen that the impact on the
parkland will be substantial, not only of the actual
developments themselves but also the road
developments around them, as well as the tram
super-stop developments, which I will come to in a
moment. They are going to have an unfortunate impact
overwhelming what is currently a parkland zone.

Leave granted; see document page 757.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — It is an advertisement. I
will come back to that in due course. On 13 July the
corporate park planning approval was rezoned by
Minister Delahunty to Business 2. There was a lease
deal on 25 August 2004. RMAC Australia — a joint
venture of R. Corporation and Macquarie Bank —
signed General Electric (GE) but only for 24 400 square
metres — about 35 per cent of the capacity. On
22 September there was a land sale. On 16 October
2004 Rabinov bought out the GE-leased buildings for
$115 million with a reported 14-year lease. I say that to
the house again — $115 million! On 21 February 2005
there was a sod-turning ceremony with Ministers
Brumby, Batchelor and Holding present. The current
status of the site is that the Melbourne University’s
Institute of Land and Food Resources is there, Amrad
obviously is there, as currently is GE. There are also
41 000 trips a day in and around that site.
At the proposed development GE is obviously to be the
tenant and will establish its headquarters, training
centre and call centre there. I note this is a joint
development by R. Corporation and Macquarie
Bank — that is, RMAC. Again the minister might want
to authoritatively place on record, if she is able, the
project value, because there seems to be some variance
between claims as to the value of the project published
in news releases. I would appreciate that clarification.

Those who are familiar with the boulevard and the
connecting slip lane between it and Swan Street will
know that you can happily park at the traffic lights and
that there is a strong feeling that Swan Street is a
thoroughfare with a reasonable separation from the
parkland. But with this expansion of the intersection —
the new lights, the tram super-stops and the various slip
lanes that are to be built — we will lose that feeling of
parkland there and it will become another major
intersection, this time positioned in the middle of
parkland. That is very unfortunate indeed.
It is important to come back and record what the
various groups such as the Friends of Burnley Gardens
and the Residents Against General Electric had to say.
In an advertisement in the Melbourne Yarra Leader
they described it as ‘Steve Bracks and Mary
Delahunty’s Boulevard of Shame’ — and I think that is
an accurate description. The reality is that they have
drawn a clear picture of what the impact would be,
accusing the government of ‘sneakishly bypassing
public scrutiny’. They said the Bracks government is
trying to slide sneakishly — —
Mr Lenders — Sneakishly?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — It is not a word I have
heard before, but I think the minister and the rest of the
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house will understand the meaning of the word quite
readily, so I do not think I need to explain it.
Mr Lenders — Transparently is a better way of
putting it.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — For the minister’s benefit,
sneakishly is a way of bypassing public scrutiny. There
are a number of key points listed in the advertisement,
and the house may forgive me for recounting some of
them. It says:
Shame! The Bracks government is trying to slide this massive
Burnley Gardens commercial and retail development (for
‘General Electric’) past any real community scrutiny or
comment. Even the local council has been kept in the dark
and their questions going back to last October still remain
unanswered.

Of course, this is dated 29 March 2004. The
advertisement ‘goes on:
Shame! The government appears to be working harder at
satisfying the business interests of the multinationals involved
rather than caring about the important interests of the
community. No consideration has been given to the problems
this insidious development will create, through outrageous
congestion and ugliness, within what remains one of the most
picturesque and peaceful inner-city parkland-river areas in the
world.

Most members in this house, and indeed in both houses,
will agree that the area around the boulevard remains
one of the most picturesque and peaceful inner-city
parkland-river areas in the world. I further quote:
Shame! Nine new high-rise commercial and retail office
buildings will be constructed, up to six storeys high —

and some say seven —
including a massive call centre operating around the clock.
This is all overpowering the existing Burnley Gardens, the
beautiful Yarra Boulevard and the Burnley Golf Course.

The advertisement refers to car parking and the issues
surrounding car parking. We need to see exactly how
car parking will impact, and I do not think the minister
or the government have in any sense been prepared to
explain how that impact will occur.
I note that important people who understand the area
well have written to a number of people. Walter Jona, a
former member for Hawthorn in the other place, has
gone into print on this to Ted Baillieu, the shadow
Minister for Planning and the member for Hawthorn in
another place. He stated that he had
… strongly opposed the planning approval…. my prediction
of the proposed erosion of public land at that time would
create a precedent for further encroachment of additional
public land…. the damage from the original planning
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approval has already occurred and the ultimate ruination of
the Burnley Gardens site and the precinct is about to begin
with this legislation’.

The Friends of the Burnley Gardens have said that it is
scandalous how the government has proceeded here,
having called in this project and taken licence with
public parkland. Others of significance have also made
public comment.
As others have said, the Premier would be very familiar
with Pat Stone, who said:
In this case I am appalled by your abuse of process as its
encroachment on inner urban parkland, natural green areas
and tranquil river proximity will be profound.

He also said:
I hope the new name tag of urban green belt environmental
vandal will sit uncomfortably on your shoulders.

I think that is a fair description.
Many local people who have written and sought
assistance have been rebuffed by local Labor members
of Parliament, by the Premier and particularly by the
former Minister for Planning, not that the current
Minister for Planning appears to have had any change
of heart or has shown any deep reconsideration of the
issues around this bill, as he should.
I presume the government will use its numbers to ram
the bill through the chamber today.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Shame!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — As the Honourable
Andrea Coote says, it is shameful to oppose the
reasoned amendment we have moved proposing the
splitting of the bill to treat the two different
revocations — one at Burnley Gardens in Richmond
and the other at Bendigo — as different matters. They
are quite different matters and different issues pertain to
each. As I have said, we strongly support the step
proposed for Bendigo. We believe it is uncontroversial
and could move through the house with the support of
almost every member, but the situation with Richmond
is quite different.
I place on record some comments by the Friends of
Burnley Gardens. This is a letter dated 29 October 2004
addressed to the Honourable Steve Bracks, Premier of
Victoria. It says:
Survey work shows that the super-stop is to significantly
encroach on a narrow strip of public parkland that separates
Swan Street and the Yarra Boulevard.
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This is the monstrous intersection I have been referring
to and clearly the government has adopted an
unsatisfactory approach there. The letter continues:
Apart from the travesty of the huge development adjacent to
the Burnley Horticultural Gardens and the threat to the rural
ambience of the surrounding area, there is now planned a
further whittling away of the old Richmond Park, which had
been so thoughtfully set aside for the people of Melbourne in
the early 1850s.

This is my point from earlier in the debate: I thought we
were beyond the days when we callously and
thoughtlessly took parkland and converted it into
roadways or high-intensity developments. Indeed I
thought we would be adding to the stock of parkland,
not subtracting from it.
The letter from Maria Kayak, the treasurer of Friends of
Burnley Gardens, continues:
Please Mr Bracks, in the interests of the natural environment
of inner Melbourne, of conserving open land and of valuing
the historical legacy of our inner-city parklands, reconsider
and halt the lunacy of using open public parkland for a wider
bitumen road housing tram tracks for a stop that will not,
necessarily, increase usage of public transport.

It is not too late for the Premier and the Minister for
Planning to halt, it is not too late for them to reconsider.
Even if they force the bill through the chamber today
there will be an opportunity for them, instead of taking
it swiftly to the Governor, to pause, reconsider and
bring the legislation back to this chamber for it to more
satisfactorily deal with the issue.
I also urge the City of Boroondara to become more
active on this issue. I note that the letter from Friends of
Burnley Gardens was copied not only to the City of
Yarra, relevant ministers and local members but also to
the City of Boroondara. There is quite a pattern
building up with this government of impacting
negatively on public land, on treasured parkland.
Friends of Burnley Gardens formerly had as its patron
Sir Rupert Hamer, who well understood the importance
of protecting parkland and adding to the public stock.
Hon. Andrea Coote — A great conservationist!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Indeed, and his work in
the 1970s and so forth was critical to the development
of green wedges in Melbourne. People throughout
Melbourne have much to thank him and his
government for.
The Friends of Burnley Gardens wrote to the member
for Hawthorn on 9 October 2003 saying:
In 2000, F. R. Smith Drive was a gravel road into parkland
and playing fields of the Kevin Bartlett Reserve. It has
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recently been realigned, asphalted, and has had installed
kerbing, guttering and parking bays. Planning amendment
C69 gazetted on 25 September 2003 enabled the developer to
buy the piece of unreserved Crown land along the Glen
Waverley railway line. This land had been already trumpeted
in the developer’s proposals as the way to a new access road
from F. R. Smith Drive to the GE. complex.

This is the steady encroachment on public land for
purposes laid out by the minister. It is worth putting on
the record further responses to the Friends of Burnley
Gardens by the then mayor of the City of Yarra, Greg
Barber. On 1 October 2003 he wrote to the then
Minister for Planning, Mary Delahunty, indicating his
and the city’s concerns about the development. He
referred to previous correspondence and a public
meeting held at the Richmond town hall. He said:
Approximately 300 people, including local residents from the
cities of Yarra and Boroondara, Friends of the Burnley
Gardens and Burnley Horticultural College were also in
attendance.
…
At the meeting a motion from the floor was moved and was
subsequently carried with unanimous support as reflected by
a show of hands. The resolution:
condemns the abrogation of normal planning processes
and the lack of consultation with the community and
relevant stakeholders;
calls on the City of Yarra to take action to reassert
control over the planning consideration of the proposal;
calls on the minister to allow full community
consultation before any final decision is taken on the
proposal —

and I still do not believe that that has occurred in a
satisfactory way —
calls on the City of Yarra to request:
an independent traffic impact assessment
an environmental impact study for the site.

I urge the government to listen to what has been said.
Unfortunately, it appears that the government, the
previous minister and the current minister are deaf to
the concerns of the community in these areas.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Where has the member for
Richmond been?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — He has been essentially
silent. I note that the member for Richmond does not
appear to have put out a media release on this matter.
He is prolific on that, but an examination of his web site
shows no news releases on these matters. I must say
that I am concerned that a member would lazily or
unconcernedly sit back and allow such damage to the
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electorate he represents. He will stand condemned in
the long sweep.

contrasting that with other local members who were not
prepared to stand up for their area.

I do not absolve the upper house members for
Melbourne Province from responsibility. Either could
have stepped forward and demanded proper processes;
either could have stepped forward and said that this
should have gone to local planning processes through
the City of Yarra; and either could have said they
would be prepared even today to stand up in this
chamber. We know that the numbers in this chamber
are now more finely balanced than they were with the
stepping aside from the Labor Party of a member for
Ballarat Province.

We have heard local members in this chamber advocate
strongly for issues in their area, and that is the role of
local members of Parliament. I encourage local
members to do that. The pity is that neither of the upper
house members nor the lower house member for
Richmond appear to have been prepared to advocate for
the community. That will disappoint all members of
this chamber. The minister might find that upsetting
and challenging, but the truth is that those local
members need to stand up for their local community.

Hon. J. M. Madden — We know the obvious
stuff — just get to the point.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Minister Madden, you
might find it unfortunate to hear that a member for
Ballarat Province has made a number of statements,
and I heard her on radio about the government’s
processes, about its concern for democracy and about
its attitude to the community
Ms Carbines — On a point of order, Acting
President, I ask you to ask the member to direct himself
to the bill. He has now diverted widely from the content
of the bill by talking about the contributions of another
member in this place which are not at all relevant to this
bill. I ask you to bring him back to the content of the
bill.
Hon. Andrea Coote — On the point of order,
Acting President, it is very relevant to this particular bill
because he is speaking about the local people being
involved, interested and concerned about this particular
issue. It was a natural conclusion to draw regarding
local members.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. H. E.
Buckingham) — Order! I do not uphold the point of
order. Although the Honourable David Davis is the lead
speaker, I have listened very closely to what he has
said. I think he has strayed, in what he was saying most
recently, from the actual content of the bill. Whereas it
is fine to talk about local members, I do not believe his
comments on Ms Hadden were about either the local
member or local participants. I ask the member to come
back to the bill.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — As you point out, Acting
President, of course I have not strayed from the bill.
The issue with this bill is where the community wants
its local members to be and what sort of local members
of Parliament it wants. I was simply pointing out the
attributes and characteristics of that local member and

I need to say something about the issue of out-of-centre
development. This is a high intensity development that
is occurring, and it appears that this development is an
out-of-centre development under the Melbourne 2030
code. Whatever one thinks about the Melbourne 2030
code — and I have a low opinion of it as I have
outlined to this house on many occasions because I
think it is a deeply flawed code, a code that the
community has not had full say in and that the
government has rammed through over the top of the
community — I am prepared to concede that there are
some matters which the code addresses.
At least the government has something in place. Not
only is Melbourne 2030 a flawed code but the
government has chosen to ignore its flawed code and
press forward with a high intensity development in a
place that is not a development centre. I am not sure
why it has felt the need to do that. There are many
development centres. We have heard them mentioned
in this place time and again, but those development
centres would have been a more appropriate site for this
kind of high intensity development with large numbers
of car movements and hopefully with a Melbourne
2030 development zone with proper transport — not
only one rail line but better access in terms of trains and
perhaps better buses.
Those developments would have dealt with traffic
flows, as is the aim of Melbourne 2030 at least in part. I
am not arguing that the Melbourne 2030 system that the
government has in place is working, because I do not
think it is. This steps wildly aside from it. It not only
builds this high intensity development in parkland but
builds it without adequate transport.
I make the point about the super-stops on the site. You
need to think carefully about what traffic will be carried
by this site. You are talking fundamentally about a
business district, fundamentally about a commercial
development, about workers, not exclusively, but
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largely coming in business hours to the site, parking
there and driving away at the end of business hours.
It seems to me that that is a disaster waiting to happen
for the community around Burnley and in that part of
Hawthorn over the river. There is simply not the easy
capacity for that number of cars to get in and out, and
because it is an out-of-centre development and because
there is inadequate public transport around the area,
there will not be the capacity to deal with the number of
people required.
But more than that, I understand — and the minister
may like to clarify this point, too — the construction of
the super-stops that are to be put into the centre of the
road is to be funded by the government. I understand
there will be a contribution from the developer for the
roadworks for the big cloverleaf intersection that is to
be built. When you look at the pictures that I have seen
of it you are reminded of Los Angeles and
Californian-style cloverleaf designs. But what I want to
say is that whilst we support public transport, it seems
to me this again has not been thought through clearly.
There has been no broad consultation on the siting of
the super-stops.
I know that in East Yarra the issue of super-stops and
their siting is a very sensitive one. The no. 109 tram has
become the archetype for much of the discussion on
super-stops. There has been a process of discussion
with local communities about super-stops along the
route from Box Hill towards Kew. The precise siting of
these stops is significant and has a big impact on the
way they are used. Their siting impacts on the access by
and the number of people who use the tram stops, but
the siting also impacts heavily on cars and other vehicle
transport — and that has not been thought through
either. There certainly has been no proper community
consultation on how that will occur.
I urge the government to not simply ram through the
cloverleaf diagram that has been drawn by the
bureaucrats but to actually talk to the community and to
understand what is important here; to work carefully
through the issues of access for the disabled; to work
carefully through the issues of access by women with
prams; to work carefully through the issues of access
for those who may have some mobility issues; and to
work through the issues of the timing of tram
movements and the sequencing of lights and how they
will interact.
The super-stops that have been constructed for the
no. 109 tram have virtually stalled car movements
along Whitehorse Road, thereby causing tremendous
difficulties. I do not want to see that sort of thing
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occurring in this instance because the congestion that
could be created through the poor sequencing of tram
movements could affect the movement of vehicles in
the city of Boroondara and the city of Yarra.
This is a good example of where public consultation is
not only the right thing to do in terms of the morality of
these major developments but it is also the smart thing
to do. Bureaucrats who attempt to ram their plans down
the community’s throat invariably get it wrong on these
developments and transport issues that need careful
finessing.
The strong plea that I make to the bureaucrats is to
please involve and listen to the local communities.
I presume the government will push forward
relentlessly with this bill, crunch it through the house
today and rush it to the Governor on Tuesday next
week. That will be a sorry process. But it is not over.
The planning minister could intervene and say, ‘Look, I
think we have got some things wrong here. I think we
need to talk properly to the community. I think we need
to pause’. If he were to do that, he could simply hold
off taking this bill to the Governor and bring back a bill
that would more satisfactorily deal with the needs of the
community.
In conclusion, it is with real sadness that I see a further
impact occurring on the Yarra parklands and the Yarra
Boulevard. I think this government will go down in
history as a government that has wound back a
bipartisan consensus about the expansion of parkland. I
know, as I said earlier in this contribution, the Kew
cottages site has become a bit of an emblem for all
those on that strip of the Yarra going from Kew down
to the bottom end of Hawthorn and further. I also note
the government’s less than thoughtful approach to the
Commonwealth Games village and the key groups
there — and Julianne Bell and her group of advocates
who sought to protect parkland in Parkville are a key
group.
Hon. J. M. Madden — Have you met with them?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Many times and I have
attended their rallies, Minister. I know that is more than
you would do and more than many of your colleagues
in this house would be prepared to do. It is very sad that
Labor members of this Parliament, who were elected on
a promise to consult and to stay close to the
community, have not been prepared to deal honestly
and fairly with those community groups.
Hon. J. M. Madden — I think it is a good thing that
they meet with you, David.
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Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I have enjoyed my
meetings with them, Minister, and I think it is quite
important.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — No, I genuinely support
many of their aims. We have worked in common on a
number of issues, so I stand ready to defend many of
their causes. I find it concerning that the minister is not
prepared to accord to those people the respect that they
are due in that they are prepared to advocate for their
communities.
Hon. J. M. Madden — No, I respect them
immensely, as I do you, David.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — It did not appear so from
your tone, Minister. In any event, I again record my
concern about the impact on the parklands. The
opposition’s reasoned amendment seeks to treat the
Sandhurst development separately from the Burnley
development. I indicate again our strong support for the
acceptance of the Sandhurst development and the
revocation there, but equally our strong concerns about
the government’s approach to and the substance of
what it is doing in Richmond.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I thank
Ms Carbines and Mr Hilton for accommodating me in
relation to speaking on this bill.
The Nationals will be supporting the reasoned
amendment to split the bill for the simple reason that
the two parcels of land with which it deals are
significantly different, and we believe they would be
best treated with different measures. Obviously the area
at Richmond is of slightly less consequence to The
Nationals due to its urban nature, but certainly we have
had a look at the area and spoken to the respective
councils. They have a particular stance that we also do
not agree with.
We believe we need to give our full support for the
building of the super-stops and the disabled access
ramps, but we disagree with taking that parkland away
from the community. We agree with the Liberal Party
that maybe we should be splitting the bill to deal
separately with these two parcels of land.
The Crane Street site in North Bendigo is a different
site altogether. It is an area some 4 to 5 kilometres from
the city of Bendigo and is in semi-rural surrounds.
Obviously there are few existing houses there although
a few new houses are going up in that vicinity, but
predominantly it comprises some small farmlets that
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surround the area and predominantly it is surrounded by
box-ironbark forests.
Signs up around the vicinity highlight the fact that it is
part of a wildlife corridor, so we tend to think that it is
most unsuitable for any potential abattoir development
which is the primary label that has been put upon this
parcel of land. There was an opportunity for the City of
Greater Bendigo to build an abattoir adjacent to the
livestock and saleyards out at Huntly, which seemed to
be the ideal place. It is significantly further away from
the city centre, adjacent to the livestock pens and
certainly more of a rural setting than this particular
parcel of land. Even that parcel of land at Huntly was
pushed to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal by a vocal minority — a handful of
objectors — and the company looking at potentially
building and developing simply walked away to
neighbouring municipalities towards Ballarat or
Melton. They had a poor response there and then
headed down to Ballan.
The reason I go through this process is to highlight to
the house how difficult it is for anybody in any
municipality to build an abattoir because of the
not-in-my-backyard syndrome that affects so many
objectors, even though these proposals were in the most
appropriate areas. We have to be careful of the ease
with which we can scare off developers. We had 40 to
50 jobs thrown away in the Bendigo region because of
a handful of objectors — and it really was just a
handful who scared the developers away.
The City of Greater Bendigo’s economic development
officer is a bloke called Brian Gould. He is an
outstanding worker who does a great job and is really
leading from the front with some of the work being
done up there, especially in the Bendigo east precinct. I
have recently had Mr Gould organise his manufacturing
industry development officer to take me and Jeanette
Powell, the member for Shepparton in the other place,
on tours of some of the developing industry out there. It
really is a blossoming area going ahead in leaps and
bounds. The City of Greater Bendigo also has other
parcels of land which it has earmarked for
development, such as the new food manufacturing
precinct up in Bendigo which is going to have
world-class security, world-class environmental
initiatives in its building structures, world-class
conferencing facilities and so forth, with natural
bushland as a buffer surrounding this precinct. There is
clearly no need for us to go down to the site in Crane
Street for this particular land.
In supporting this part of the bill, The Nationals say that
it is a very good decision to go ahead and take away the
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current reservation which is labelled for abattoir use. If
we can do away with that we will be most supportive.
We have also indicated that we will support the
opposition’s decision to attempt to have this bill split in
half and each of these two parcels of land argued for
separately. At the end of the day we will not be
opposing this bill.
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am very pleased to
speak this afternoon in support of the Land (Revocation
of Reservations) Bill on behalf of the government, and I
thank the Honourable Damian Drum for his succinct
contribution. It was very pleasing to hear such a concise
contribution and there should be more of it in this
house.
This bill that is before us deals with two specific parcels
of land: one in Bendigo at Sandhurst and one in Swan
Street, Richmond. We often have these revocation of
land bills before the house and the government usually
considers various parcels of land around the state, so it
is not unusual for such a bill to come before this place.
The Bendigo site is the Sandhurst site which, as we
know from listening to the two previous contributions,
was reserved for abattoir purposes in 1874, but
apparently has not been used as an abattoir for about
70 years. This bill seeks to revoke the permanent
Crown land reservation for abattoir purposes at
Sandhurst and to provide for its re-reservation for
public purposes, and that is for nature conservation. The
Bracks government is very pleased to add to the park
estate in this way. This part of the bill will allow for the
protection of important native vegetation on the site —
and that is mature box-ironbark vegetation. This
revocation has the support of the City of Bendigo. I
understand the local residents have been lobbying for
this outcome for a very long time. The Bendigo part of
the bill achieves a happy result and we are pleased to be
able to deliver an outcome for that community which
pleases everyone.
Members of this house will remember the long debates
which took place in our first term of office when we
established the Box-Ironbark National Park. The
Bracks government is committed to the protection and
enhancement of the state’s remaining box-ironbark
vegetation, and is pleased that this bill will allow for the
conservation of important vegetation at the Sandhurst
site. which I know is very welcome.
The second part of the bill is controversial. No-one is
shirking or shying away from that fact. It involves
Richmond Park and the revocation of a very narrow
strip of the park; the dimensions are about 400 metres
in length and the maximum width is 10 metres.
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The permanent revocation of this strip of parkland is to
facilitate the construction of two new tram super-stops
in Swan St, Richmond, the widening of the road and
improved pedestrian access to Heyington railway
station. The bill strikes a balance between the need for a
reasonable and safe traffic flow and quality disability
and public transport commuter access. Importantly the
tram stops will be constructed to meet the access needs
of the disabled and therefore meet that the requirements
of the Disability Discrimination Act.
We heard a lot from the Honourable David Davis about
this part of the bill but very little about the Bendigo
part. I think Mr Davis was drawing a very long bow in
his contribution in condemning the government and
making out that the Bracks government has ended the
bipartisan approach to parkland. I would like to remind
him of just how much the Bracks government has
added to national and state parks since we have been in
government. That includes the formation of the world’s
first marine national park and sanctuary. In this session
of Parliament we will be creating the Otways National
Park, and we created the box-ironbark parks in our first
term. Perhaps Mr David Davis would not like to be
reminded of some of the shameful actions of the
Kennett government.
Hon. D. K. Drum — Keep to the bill.
Ms CARBINES — Yes, I will keep to the bill.
Mr Davis likes to point out so-called crimes of the
Bracks government, but he needs to be reminded about
some of the things that took place in my electorate
under the Kennett government. I invite him to question
what he was doing and where he voted in relation to
Harding Park in Geelong. I thought that Mr Davis’s
analogy in comparing the proposed construction of the
two super-stops and the widening of Swan Street with
Los Angeles was certainly a very long bow to draw.
That argument did not do him any credit at all.
Members of this house will be aware of the plans by
General Electric to expand its head office in Swan
Street, Burnley, and to establish an Asia-Pacific
regional training and development centre at the site.
This is very good news for our state and the City of
Yarra. It is a $98 million investment by that company
which will create 1500 new jobs. It is very important
that those workers have good access to public transport,
and the construction of the tram super-stops will meet
their needs. This will be the largest single jobs boost in
Victoria in the last 20 years. No-one in this house can
deny that we all have an obligation to do everything we
can to the increase employment in this state. In his
contribution Mr Drum talked about employment in
Bendigo. That is extremely important, but it is as
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important as employment in Richmond. This is going to
be a major boost to the local economy and the economy
of the City of Yarra, and it should be welcomed.
That having been said, this decision to revoke the
reservation in relation to Richmond Park has not been
taken lightly by the Bracks government, it has been
examined closely. All the different possibilities have
been examined by the City of Yarra, the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
VicRoads. There has been careful analysis of how best
to achieve the construction of the super-stops and the
widening of the road. It is a difficult decision that the
government has taken and one that has not been taken
lightly. I can reassure the house about that. We know
there is considerable local concern in relation to this
bill. It is difficult, but in government you need to
balance opposing needs and make difficult decisions
about the way forward. Mr Drum talked in his
contribution about objectors to the abattoir in Bendigo.
In government it is very difficult to make these
decisions, but we have to balance employment and
economic, environmental and social needs. It is a hard
decision we have taken in relation to Richmond Park. I
acknowledge that Friends of Burnley Gardens do not
support the decision to take a narrow strip of the park to
facilitate the construction of the tram super-stops and
the widening of the road. I understand the City of Yarra
has supported the super-stops but is not pleased about
the design. The second-reading speech explains that
advice will be sought from expert arboriculturists to
ensure that local amenity is preserved as much as
possible. A landscape plan will be developed in
partnership with the City of Yarra.
As I said earlier, the bill before us has a happy outcome
for Bendigo. There is a lot of local support for it. The
City of Bendigo is fully behind the revocation of the
land and the permanent reservation for conservation
purposes, as are the local residents. That is an easy
thing for the government to do. The second point has
not been easy; it has been a hard decision to make.
There has been lots of consultation. We have to balance
competing needs including the need to boost
employment. We cannot turn our backs on major
investment in the state. We are talking about
$98 million worth of investment that will result in the
creation of 1500 extra jobs — the largest boost to
employment in the state in 20 years. No government
would turn its back on that sort of investment in its
people, nor should it. This bill will resolve two
important issues for Victoria at Sandhurst and
Richmond. It is a clear demonstration of the Bracks
government’s commitment to strike an appropriate
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balance between competing needs. I wish the bill a
speedy passage.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I am
pleased to make a contribution to debate on the Land
(Revocation of Reservations) Bill. As has been pointed
out, the bill proposes to revoke two reservations: one in
Sandhurst near Bendigo, of which Mr Drum has spoken
so well; and one at Burnley Gardens near Richmond.
Neither the opposition nor The Nationals is opposing
the revocation in Sandhurst. It is currently reserved for
an abattoir, but has not been used as an abattoir for the
last 70 years. In more recent times the other uses of the
land have included stockyards, cattle yards and pig
yards, and it now contains mature box-ironbark
vegetation. It has been decided that this vegetation
should be incorporated into the Bendigo bushland trail
network. The decision, as indicated by Ms Carbines,
has significant local support and, as I said, is not being
opposed.
The second reservation, which is being opposed by the
opposition, relates to some land in Richmond which is
to be used in improvements to road conditions adjacent
to the new General Electric (GE) financial services
centre to be located there.
As Ms Carbines said, it is important that we consider
this revocation in context. The expansion of the GE
head office represents a $98 million investment, which
will create over 1500 new jobs; it will be the largest
single job boost in Victoria for the last 20 years. I
would have thought that would be the cause of some
pride.
Obviously if we are creating 1500 new jobs we have to
provide the traffic and other relevant infrastructure to
enable those people to attend their place of work, and
that is what the bill does. The traffic analysis for this
development indicated that significant delays would be
experienced by all road users on Swan Street, and this
revocation will enable the development of a tram
super-stop which will significantly ameliorate those
anticipated delays. This should also be seen in the
context of the government’s commitment to have
public transport generating 20 per cent of people
movement by 2020.
To listen to the opposition’s Mr David Davis one would
think we were planning to cut a swathe through
Richmond Park. The revocation concerns two Crown
allotments — one is 1530 square metres and the second
is 989 square metres. My honourable friend in the other
place, the member for Richmond, indicated that this
revocation has a length of approximately 400 metres
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and at its greatest width is 10 metres. I would suggest
that that revocation is of a very small piece of land.

because we are a transparent and accountable
government in every sense.

Throughout this process there has been an attempt to
minimise the encroachment on to public land and the
removal of trees. Widening of Swan Street on its
northern side will necessitate the removal of only
16 trees. An arborist was consulted on the status of
these trees, and the advice was that they were generally
in poor health.

In terms of jobs, I am informed that the original
General Electric (GE) site had 1000 staff and in the last
12 months that number has increased by 100. The
proposed redevelopment will see 1500 new jobs
bringing the total of jobs up to 2600. It is projected that
within five years the Botanicca site, of which GE is a
tenant, will have approximately 4000 staff. Obviously
the company is a significant contributor to the
economy, particularly in terms of employment.

An analysis of the operating conditions at the proposed
new roadworks indicates that they will provide
significant improvement to tram movements, access by
tram passengers, cycling and walking facilities, and
obviously will improve public safety.
In accordance with the Bracks government’s
commitment to consultation, the City of Yarra has been
consulted in relation to these developments. The
council supports construction of a tram super-stop on
Swan Street, although it has proposed two alternative
intersection treatments. These proposals by the City of
Yarra have been examined by the Department of
Infrastructure and VicRoads, and both proposals would
be inappropriate in the development of the tram stops.
In all considerations there has to be, again as
Ms Carbines said, a balance struck between
maintaining public land and providing a safe working
environment for the residents of Richmond and the new
employees who are going to work at this marvellous
new facility. In this case I believe the encroachment on
to public land is a small price to pay to have an
improved public facility that will provide a safe
working environment for an extra 1500 people.
The opposition, in its objection to the bill, is attempting
to develop favour with the Green community in
Richmond, and they are not showing interest in
commercial development. It is a totally inappropriate
stance for it to take. The government has made its
decision. We have struck a balance between
environmental considerations and economic
development, which is in the interest of all Victorians. I
believe the correct decisions have been made. I am
more than happy to commend the bill to the house.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I take this opportunity to reply to a
number of queries made by members of the opposition.
Given that they have taken such a significant position
on this bill, I hope for starters they will at least listen to
my reply. Obviously they have been grandstanding,
hence they are not really interested in the statistics I
wish to provide. They raised a number of matters, and
we are always happy to respond to opposition queries

The opposition raised queries about car parking. I
understand the number of car parks on the General
Electric site is in the order of 290 and that 656 are being
created. So total car parking on the General Electric
development is in the order of 946 sites. I also inform
the house that GE is investing in the order of
$98 million in the site. We appreciate that GE is a
tenant of the Botanicca development which is a
projected $200 million development right across the
site. It is significant in a range of areas but also for its
economic impact, short and long term.
Obviously 2030 is a consideration. As with all planning
matters there are competing interests, and it is about
getting the balance right. It is acknowledged in
Melbourne 2030 that it is about getting the best
outcome to a balanced approach in terms of the overall
development, not just with metropolitan Melbourne but
with activity centres. This development is consistent
within the definition of an activity centre. There is a net
benefit to the community and it is located on principal
public transport routes, hence the need to ensure that
the transport modes are of significant standard and
accessible. It is worth appreciating that not only is the
development significant but making it accessible will
take pressure off the surrounding communities, which
is one of those aspects that needs to be considered and
has been considered, and is consistent with getting the
appropriate balance given all the competing interests.
I will leave it at that. I thank members for their
contributions, particularly members on this side of the
chamber.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
question before the Chair is that the bill be now read a
second time. The Honourable David Davis has moved
an amendment to omit all words after ‘that’ with the
view of inserting other words in their place. The
question is:
That the words proposed to be omitted stand part of the
question.
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House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr (Teller)
Pullen, Mr (Teller)
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
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr

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

Pair
Hirsh, Ms

Drum, Mr

Amendment negatived.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 25
Argondizzo, Ms
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hall, Mr
Hilton, Mr
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 (Teller)
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Hadden, Ms
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr (Teller)
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Third reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — 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.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Members: women’s function
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
President, I wish to raise under standing order 5.24 a
matter of privilege. While I am aware that normally
matters of privilege are required to be raised by a notice
in writing, page 168 of the 23rd edition of May makes it
clear that matters of urgency can be dealt with
forthwith. The matter I wish to raise as a matter of
privilege goes to a function which is due to be held
tonight at Parliament and which I believe therefore falls
within the guidelines set out by May that enable it to be
dealt with forthwith.
I became aware just this afternoon that the Chief Justice
of Victoria is attending a function at Parliament tonight
but that the only people who have been invited to meet
the chief justice in this place are women. My very
strong view is that the office of chief justice is a highly
significant and important position in the constitution,
and as far as I am aware this is the first time that the
chief justice has visited the Parliament itself. My
understanding is that this function is being held by the
presiding officers, is being funded by the Parliament, is
being held on a sitting day and is being held in
Parliament House. In those circumstances it is
appropriate that members other than women are also
invited to attend the function with the chief justice.
I think it is very disappointing that this has happened. I
can imagine the outcry that would be heard if the men
in this house decided to invite — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not want to stop
the honourable member in raising his point of order. I
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ask him not to debate his point of order but to raise it so
I can adjudicate on it.

LEGAL PROFESSION (CONSEQUENTIAL
AMENDMENTS) BILL

Hon. Bill Forwood — Thank you for your
guidance, President. I have outlined the circumstances.
What Odgers’ Australian Senate Practice makes very
clear on page 599 is that a person should not interfere
with the free performance by a senator of the senator’s
duties as a senator. I put it to you that this is a
circumstance where some members of the Parliament
are not being accorded the same opportunity or rights as
other members and that this decision has been made
purely on the basis of gender. I suggest to you that this
is a regrettable occasion in the history of the
Parliament, but more to the point an opportunity should
be given to all members of the Parliament to participate.

Introduction and first reading

The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member has raised a serious point of order on the
question of privilege. I draw the member’s attention to
standing order 19.01, privilege and right of reply. It
states:
Upon any matter of privilege arising …

I draw his attention particularly to paragraph (c), which
says:
(c) the President thereupon will determine as soon as
practicable whether the matter merits precedence over
other business …

I do not believe in this case that it does. I invite
Mr Forwood to write to me about it.
For the edification of the house, the member is referring
to an invitation that I as President extended to the Chief
Justice of Victoria to attend a function in my office here
at Parliament House, to which I also invited the female
members of all parties, including the Independents. I
will then be having dinner with the chief justice and
representatives of all parties in the strangers corridor. I
invite all members to come up to meet the chief justice
while we are having dinner. I do not uphold
Mr Forwood’s point of order on privilege, and I invite
him to write to me about the matter he has raised.

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

Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).

SENTENCING (FURTHER AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 3 May; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill, I
indicate that the opposition will not be opposing this
bill. This bill essentially deals with questions of victim
impact and issues that exist around that problem, so in
that regard the title of the bill is a little misleading. I
think you would have to say there clearly is some doubt
in the community about whether the old axiom that
crime does not pay is still true and a perception that
perhaps crime does pay, and that there is an
overconcentration in our system on the rights of
offenders rather than the rights of the victims of crime.
There is ample evidence that would create that
perception in people’s minds. We see on television and
read about in newspapers the parade of major criminals
who come before our courts and whose cases are
delayed. In many cases their cases are dismissed. We
see in many cases that witnesses for various reasons are
not able to attend the court. We see major problems
with drug crimes and so on, yet we see a lack of will by
this government to do anything about it.
We in the opposition have been calling for a royal
commission into major crime for some time. Royal
commissions to attack major crime that have
successfully taken place in other jurisdictions — New
South Wales, Queensland and Western Australia —
have very rapidly and publicly got to the root of crime,
laid that out in the open so it could be excised and
enabled those involved to be brought to justice. But this
government has steadfastly refused a royal commission.
Instead it has gone for a more secretive approach using
the Ombudsman — somebody who it has been argued,
I think correctly, has a different skill set from that
required of a royal commissioner in rooting out crime.
Once again I believe there is a perception out there that
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the truth of the old axiom that crime does not pay is
under some doubt.
We even have the Office of Police Integrity, which
according to the government stands in the place of a
royal commission. Of course it is simply not a royal
commission for a whole lot of reasons that have been
canvassed here many times before. If you look at the
recent investigations that have been launched by that
office you see they have had less to do with corruption
and trying to root out corruption and more to do with
investigations into police chases of stolen vehicles. The
office has launched investigations into why capsicum
spray has not been used, and things like that, rather than
trying to root out crime and major criminals.
Contrary to the rhetoric that is put out by this
government, there has been an increase in suspended
sentences. Our jails are full, yet we see a reticence to
build new jails, and therefore it is hard for effective
sentences to be enacted if there is no place to put
sentenced criminals. What with early parole and
minimal sentences, there is a perception that in fact
crime does pay.
After listening to some of the rhetoric about bills that
we have passed regarding asset confiscation from
criminals and so on, and considering the statistics of the
scale of organised crime, which runs into billions of
dollars, and the scale of assets confiscated, which run
into $1 million or $2 million, we can understand that
there is no symmetry at all in asset confiscation. While
billions of dollars flow through major crime and drugs,
the amount of assets that are confiscated is, frankly,
pitiful.
Clearly there is a perception in the community that not
enough is done to protect the victim. This bill seeks to
rectify that. Thus it aims fundamentally at trying to get
the government off the hook in terms of doing
something about crime and about protecting victims,
and doing something against organised crime. Just as
the Office of Police Integrity is a feeble attempt to
avoid a royal commission, this bill is simply more spin
by the government in an attempt to say it is doing
something for victims. It is nonsense; it is spin. This bill
will be passed because we, the opposition, are not going
to oppose it, but it needs to be clearly said that the
purpose of this bill is so that the government members
opposite can say they have done something. The
purpose of this bill is to have a dot point on their
election pamphlets at the next election to say they have
done something for victims, and it is absolute nonsense.
I will quickly take the house through the spin of this bill
to expose why it is nonsense. It needs to be said that it
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is a very small bill. It runs to six pages and it makes
multiple amendments, amending several acts, and we
all know that when several acts are amended, the
amending provisions are simply repeated, so that if the
pages that contain repeated provisions are removed, it
becomes about a three-page bill. What does it do? The
house will see as I go through that it is nothing more
than spin.
As outlined in the explanatory memorandum, clause 4:
amends section 95B(1) of the Sentencing Act to provide that
the contents of a victim impact statement should, in addition
to containing particulars of —

and members should listen to this —
any injury, loss or damage suffered by the victim …

That is what it currently includes, but as well as those a
victim impact statement can now contain particulars of
the impact of the offence on the victim. What is the
impact of the offence on the victim, except some sort of
injury, loss or damage, whether that be damage to their
mental state or lifestyle, or their having some fear of
going out into the streets at night as a result of the
action? What is it? It is absolute nonsense. I repeat, a
victim impact statement currently has to deal with
injury, loss or damage suffered by a victim. The new
and great advance this government is putting in place to
protect victims is to add to that the impact of an offence
on the victim.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — What is the distinction?
Hon. C. A. STRONG — Mr Baxter asks, ‘What is
the distinction?’. I am sure the other side will tell us
what the distinction is, but you have to say it is the
height of semantics. It is the height of hairsplitting and
the height of hypocrisy to call this a great advance for
victims. It is nothing more than spin and an attempt to
say you are doing something when you are doing
nothing. That is one of the three changes the bill makes.
The explanatory memorandum outlines that clause 5:
inserts a new section 95F of the Sentencing Act to provide
that the court must ensure that any admissible parts of the
victim impact statement that are appropriate and relevant to
sentencing must be read aloud in open court in the course of
the sentencing hearing by the prosecutor if the victim so
requests.

The substantive change there is ‘if the victim so
requests’. We already have victim impact statements, as
members all know, and those victim statements are
taken into account during sentencing.
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Hon. W. R. Baxter — Introduced by the Kennett
government.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — That is right. Mr Baxter
reminded the house that that initiative was introduced
by the Kennett government.
Victim impact statements are in many cases read
wholly or in part by the sentencing judge when he or
she is summing up and considering the sentencing
options. The victim impact statement will be taken into
account and in many cases, if appropriate, it may be
read out. What is the difference? The difference is that
under this bill the victim can ask that the victim impact
statement be read out. Isn’t that something — a major
advance in protecting the rights of an individual! He
can ask to have the statement read out when 9 times out
of 10 it is already read out as part of the sentencing
process and it is always considered as part of the
sentencing process. This is supposedly a major step
forward for victims’ rights.
The bill makes it quite clear that those parts to be read
out are only those parts that are admissible and relevant
to the case in point. The key words are in proposed
section 95F(1) in clause 5:
… admissible parts of the statement that are appropriate and
relevant to sentencing …

Here we have an opportunity for even more grief, pain
and distress for a victim, because when he or she asks
for their victim impact statement to be read out, the
counsel for the other side could well say, ‘No, you
cannot read that bit out because it is inadmissible,
inappropriate or irrelevant’. There could be a debate in
the court about the extent to which the victim impact
statement can be read out, causing more distress and
pain to victims, whereas under the current situation the
sentencing judge is responsible for reading it out, and
he or she quite clearly knows which parts are
appropriate or relevant, and only those parts will be
read. Rather than helping the victim, it seems to me that
this change will cause the victims further pain and
suffering while making no difference at all to the effect
a victim impact statement will have on a sentence.
The next amendment I will discuss is in clause 9 which
inserts division 3A into part II of the Evidence Act to
provide that:
(1) A court in a criminal proceeding may only order a
victim of the offence who is a witness in the proceeding
to leave the courtroom … if the court considers it
appropriate to do so …

By way of background, if someone giving evidence as
a witness in a trial sits in the court and hears the
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evidence of all the other witnesses, there is the potential
for them to tailor, change or adjust their evidence to fit
the evidence or submissions they have heard from the
other witnesses. Therefore the general principle, as I
understand it, is that those witnesses not be in court
while other witnesses are giving their evidence.
This change will allow a victim who is also a witness to
remain in the court to hear all the proceedings if the
court considers it appropriate. The point needs to be
made — and it has certainly been made to me — that
9 times out of 10 the victim is the first witness. The
victim is called first because, after all is said and done,
their evidence sets the tone for the case; that is what it is
all about. The victim is inevitably the first witness and
is therefore very seldom affected by this practice of
asking witnesses who have not yet given the evidence
to not be in the court while the evidence of other
witnesses is being presented. Once again, as I am
advised, this provision will rarely come into play
simply because the victim is inevitably the first witness.
In any case, the court will decide whether the witnesses
who have not yet given evidence are able to stay or not,
and the court has that power now, which this bill does
not change. In other words, this is again an amendment
which in principle and in practice will have virtually no
application and is once again simply spin.
The bill makes the same amendments to the Children
and Young Persons Act 1989 and inserts similar
provisions as to witnesses who are victims into the
Magistrates Court Act 1989. That fills out about three
pages of the bill, and that is it. This is all the
government is doing after making its wonderful
statement about enhancing the law so it will pay more
attention to victims and give them a say. I am sure the
house can see that this is fundamentally nothing but
spin. It is there purely as a dot point on election
brochures to say, ‘We have improved the rights of
victims’. That is all it will be, and that is why the bill
has been introduced. This bill will do nothing, it is a
farce and is all spin. We are used to this government
spinning and using propaganda, with the massive
blow-out in its expenditure on government
publications. Whether we like it or not we are used to
that in the media, but it is a disgrace that the
government is now using Parliament to introduce bills
that are nothing but spin to do the same thing.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Have you read the
bill?
Hon. C. A. STRONG — I have, and it does not take
very long. The minister should be listening. I know he
has a problem — you can look in one of his ears and
you can see right through.
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Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That is what you do;
you use personal abuse. You should have retired.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — It is something I picked up
from the minister. It is a disgrace that now this place
and the making of legislation is being turned to the
benefit of nothing more or less than propaganda.
Although the opposition will not be opposing the bill,
fundamentally because there is nothing to oppose, it is a
disgrace. It is nothing more than spin. It is nothing more
than an attempt by the government to hoodwink victims
of crime and the citizens of Victoria into thinking that it
is doing something about crime when it is not.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — The
Nationals are not opposing this bill either, but we have
the same degree of reluctance and lack of enthusiasm
for it that has just been demonstrated by Mr Strong in
his contribution. Largely this legislation is a mirage. I
think it has been introduced for the reason Mr Strong
has alluded to — that is, to lay the foundation for a bit
more propaganda for the Labor Party at the next
election. More particularly it is to get the garrulous
Attorney-General of this state off the hook, because he
has gone around the place making bold statements from
time to time about what he is going to do to reform the
courts and in particular what he is going to do for
victims. This is an attempt to try to match the wild
claims he was making when really they did not have
much substance at all. This bill proves that
conclusively.
From my point of view, the best aspect of the bill, if
one aspect is better than the other two, is the third one
that goes to the matter of witness orders. As Mr Strong
has explained to the house, it does not come into play
very often because in the normal course of events in
any criminal proceedings the victim is highly likely to
be the first witness and the matter will not arise. I do
say that in cases where the victim, for whatever reason,
is not the first witness, then that victim should not be
automatically excluded, as is often the case when a
witness order is given for those sitting in the body of
the court who are witnesses and who have not yet given
their evidence to vacate the precinct. To that extent
there is a small step forward, and I am happy to applaud
that so far as it goes.
In respect of matters that are to be taken into account by
the court in its sentencing guidelines, I agree entirely
with Mr Strong’s contention about proposed
section 5(2)(daa), which states:
… the impact of the offence of any victim of the offence …
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Mr Strong said that provision and section 5(2)(db),
which follows it, are largely the same in effect.
Paragraph (db) states:
… any injury, loss or damage resulting directly from the
offence …

That is why I interjected and asked, ‘What is the
distinction?’. Clearly if the court is taking into account
under the present act any injury, loss or damage
resulting directly from the offence as part of that
consideration it is already taking into account the
impact of the offence on the victim. That is largely
surplusage, it is window dressing. It is padding the
provision out for the sake of honouring the
Attorney-General’s commitment to do something more
for the rights of victims in court proceedings.
Similarly you can go to the matter of having the victim
statement read out, if the victim so requests. I am not
opposed to that, but it will lead to all sorts of argument
as to what is admissible and what is not admissible in a
victim statement. Presently, as I understand it, victim
statements are often read out in whole or in part by the
magistrate or the presiding judge as part of the reasons
for the sentence. Clearly the person on the bench is able
to determine what is admissible and what is not and
only the admissible parts will be read out to the court.
Under this proposal, if the victim requests that the
victim statement be read out, it is to be read out by the
prosecutor. I do not doubt that prosecutors are highly
skilled men and women and will make a judgment as to
what is admissible and what is not.
But the mere fact it is the prosecutor reading it out and
not the judge or the magistrate seems to me to invite
argument to ensue in the court before the judge or the
magistrate, raised by the offender or his or her legal
counsel, as to whether or not it is admissible. I am not
too certain that that sort of argument, which could
lengthen a case which might already be causing stress
to the victim in any event, and perhaps introduce a
whole range of other matters and allegations in the cut
and thrust of the argument that might develop, is
actually going to help the victim at all; it might turn out
to be counterproductive.
It might turn out that victims, feeling — as I can well
understand they may — that they would like to seek
some sort of revenge upon the perpetrator, might think
that having their victim statement read out in the open
court will somehow achieve that end. It may, but if it is
going to have the result I have just sketched out of
creating more argument or fresh argument as to what is
admissible and what is not, it may come back to be
entirely counterproductive to the victim.
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The Nationals are not opposing that move, but we are
certainly signalling our concern that we are not at all
certain that it has been well thought through or that it is
practical.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What is your
alternative?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — My alternative,
Mr Theophanous, is that the current system of victim
impact statements — which was introduced, as I also
said earlier by interjection, by the Honourable Jan
Wade when she was the Attorney-General, and a very
good one, in the Kennett government — enables the
impact on victims to be taken into account. The
provisions which go to victim statements were inserted
into the Sentencing Act. If Mr Theophanous cares to
look at division 1A of the act, he will see they were
inserted by act no. 24 in 1994, which was clearly when
Mrs Wade was the Attorney-General. They make
provision for victim statements to be lodged with the
court. They make provision for the judge or the
magistrate to read out in whole or in part the victim
statement if that is an appropriate course of action, so
there is plenty of opportunity for them to be well taken
into account and to be referred to publicly in the court.
What I am saying is that I am not sure that giving the
victim the right to compel them to be read out will in all
circumstances be to the victim’s advantage. I am simply
signalling that I am not entirely certain that it will work
out to be so.
In terms of sentencing I think we have to be careful that
we understand that courts hear the evidence and are in
the best position to bring down an appropriate sentence,
taking into account all the evidence and the prevailing
circumstances, and that there is a danger if persons who
have not heard the evidence are going to make
reference to whether or not the sentence is adequate
simply based on what they have read in the newspapers
or seen on the television news. We are going down
quite a dangerous path.
Whilst I am very keen to make sure that victims have
rights in the courts — and perhaps prior to Mrs Wade’s
good work they did not have sufficient rights — there is
a need to make sure that the pendulum does not swing
too far the other way and that the court is being assailed
by persons from outside who believe the court has not
made a proper decision and has been too lenient in
issuing a particular sentence, when clearly the person
making that allegation may be doing it from a very
emotive point of view and without being cognisant of
all the evidence that has been led in the court. I do have
that concern. I am not going to say we are going down
the track of lynching law, where people will have that
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sort of influence; clearly that is not so. But there is
always a risk of extravagant claims being made in the
media about whether or not a sentence is adequate. That
can lead also to some unfortunate circumstances not
only for the offender but on occasions for the victim.
The Nationals are not opposing this legislation. We
wish it well, in fact. We hope it works well. We just
have our reservations and we are certainly not
convinced that it takes us very far forward.
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to speak in support of the Sentencing
(Further Amendment) Bill, which demonstrates the
ongoing commitment of the Bracks government to the
rights of victims of crime. This bill will ensure that
victims are given even greater recognition in the
sentencing process and that their voices are heard and
their rights strengthened and protected.
The Bracks government has consistently acted in the
best interests of victims of crime. I want to draw
members’ attention to the Attorney-General’s justice
statement of May last year, which clearly articulates
that improving responses to victims of crime is a major
priority for the government. It also affirms the
principles of the United Nations Declaration of Basic
Principles for Victims of Crime and Abuse of Power.
These are: access to justice and fair treatment,
restitution, compensation and assistance.
I want to express my disappointment at the
contributions that have been made so far, and in
particular by the Honourable Chris Strong and
Mr Baxter and their selective memories. I remind
members opposite that back in 2000 it was the Bracks
government that moved to reinstate compensation for
victims of crime and suffering — something the
Kennett government abolished on 1 July 1997, and
victims of crime will not forget that.
Members opposite also should remember the
fragmented and ad hoc provision of services for
victims, and that once again it was the Bracks
government that established and implemented a review
of victims services which saw the creation of the
Victims Support Agency and the Victims of Crime
Assistance Tribunal. During the 2004–05 financial year
the tribunal has been funded by $26.6 million, and the
agency has received funding of $8.1 million, which
represents quite a significant investment by this
government in the provision of victims services.
I remind the members opposite also that it was this
government which saw the passage of legislation that
established a victims register, which is a register of
victims of crime who have asked to receive information
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about an adult prisoner who has been convicted of a
violent crime against them. That register commenced
on 30 August last year.
This government is quite clearly committed to
supporting victims of crime for the harm they may have
suffered, which may be psychological, physical or
financial harm. It is not uncommon for victims of crime
to experience significant emotional distress even if they
have not been physically harmed. We recognise this
harm may not be immediately apparent and victims can
experience effects over a long period of time. We also
recognise that criminal acts can affect more than just
the direct victim: family members or friends of a
primary victim of crime can be affected, as can people
who have witnessed a crime.
For that reason it is reassuring that Victoria is seeing a
reduction in crime. We have seen a huge investment by
the Bracks government over the past four years, in
which time it has provided funding for an additional
1400 police and the construction of 100 new police
stations throughout the state of Victoria. I note that in
yesterday’s budget an announcement was made of the
allocation of an additional $78 million to build or
complete 54 metropolitan and country police stations
and provide 12 new mobile police stations; and an
additional $57 million to resource the fight against
organised and major crime.
What we are seeing from this investment are clear
results. Victoria is now the safest state in Australia,
with a crime rate 23 per cent below the national
average. We have seen rates of violent crime falling
significantly since 2000–01; the reoffending rate has
been reduced, and Victorians’ sense of personal safety
has improved. So quite clearly we are delivering in
these areas and thankfully we are seeing fewer victims
of crime as a result.
I turn to the bill which makes a number of important
additions to what we have done already in bolstering
victim services and protecting the rights of victims. I
note that the bill makes a number of key changes,
firstly, in relation to giving further recognition to
victims during sentencing and that the current
provisions of the Sentencing Act require a court
sentencing an offender to take into account any injury,
loss or damage resulting directly from the offence and
the personal circumstances of any victim of the offence.
Beyond that courts are not currently required to take
into accounts all aspects of the impact of a crime on a
victim. This bill will amend section 5(2) of the
Sentencing Act to ensure that a judge or magistrate
must have regard to the impact of the offence on the
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victim when determining a sentence for an offender. It
will provide for a greater focus on the impact of a crime
on victims by recognising that the cost of crime is
measured not only in monetary terms.
It is recognised that the impact of a crime can have a far
deeper effect on a victim. It can affect quality of life,
relationship with others, erode perceptions of safety and
impact on the ability to carry out normal daily duties we
all take for granted. There is a very clear change there
that I wish to draw to the attention of the
Honourable Chris Strong. Quite clearly there is an
additional benefit — a strengthening of the current
provisions — so that all of these aspects will be taken
into consideration and importantly, the court will have
to take these issues into account.
The second area that the bill changes is in relation to the
reading out of victim impact statements. Anecdotally
we know that victims of crime often report that they
feel as if they have been overlooked during proceedings
in criminal matters, given that the focus is quite clearly
on the offender. Section 95A of the Sentencing Act
allows that if a person is found guilty of an offence, a
victim may make a victim impact statement. This
written statement in the form of a statutory declaration
which explains how a crime has harmed the victim. It is
presented to the court at the time that the defendant’s
plea is heard by the court and assists the judge or
magistrate to understand how the victim has been
affected by the crime. The statement gives victims the
opportunity to play an active part in the criminal justice
system.
The amendment to section 95A will allow a prosecutor
to read out aloud appropriate, admissible and relevant
parts of a victim impact statement during a sentencing
proceeding. While courts currently have the discretion
to allow a victim impact statement to be read out, this
amendment will make it mandatory.
Mr Strong claimed in his contribution that this is
occurring at the moment. Whilst no records are kept on
these issues, anecdotally many magistrates or judges
are not currently reading out such statements, which
can give victims a perception that the impact of the
crime on them has been ignored by the court. Though
the bill provides that the prosecutor will be the one to
read out of the extracts of the statement, the decision
about what can be read out will be determined by the
court and not by the prosecution, so no additional
burden will be placed on the prosecution.
The amendment will only allow a victim impact
statement to be read aloud if the victim agrees. As it is
the victims of crime who prepare their own statements
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they are the ones who will have the final say as to what
will be included in it. They are made aware that the
statement is to be widely read by participants in the
proceedings, and if a victim at the time of the
sentencing proceeding is uncomfortable with having
their statement read out aloud, then under these new
provisions they will not ask for it to be read out.
Should the unusual circumstance arise where a victim
seeks to restrict what parts of the statement are to be
read aloud, a case could be made to the court that those
portions are inadmissible, inappropriate or irrelevant to
the sentencing. Given that the aim of this provision is to
benefit victims, it highly likely that a court would
comply with any such request.
I turn now to the final change in the bill which relates to
victims observing proceedings. The final amendment
provides that victims who wish to observe proceedings
are not automatically excluded when the court makes a
witness order — that is, when a court asks witnesses to
leave the courtroom. Victims have a unique role in
proceedings, and it is important that they are provided
with information about court processes.
This amendment will mean that the courts will have to
consider the particular circumstances of the victim
when making a witness order. Judges and magistrates
will retain the discretion to ask a victim to leave the
courtroom, and I note — again in response to
Mr Strong’s comments — that a victim may not
necessarily be the first witness, and the judge or
magistrate may still elect to exclude a victim who has
yet to give evidence where they consider that this is in
the best interest of a fair trial. However, in many
instances the judge or magistrate may consider that it is
appropriate to allow the victim to remain and continue
to observe the proceedings.
In conclusion, I note that considerable time has been
spent consulting with stakeholders during the
preparation of this bill. The views of the courts, the
Office of Public Prosecutions, the Sentencing Advisory
Council — key legal stakeholders — and of course
victims groups were actively sought. The proposal has
brought support by victim advocacy groups and others
seeking greater recognition of victims in the criminal
justice system. I am sure that when they get to read
Hansard and the debate on this bill, they will be very
disappointed to read the comments made so far by the
members of the opposition.
Some concern has been raised in some quarters that the
bill may result in the rights of defendants being affected
without necessarily addressing the needs of victims. I
understand that the provisions of the bill allow for
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considerable scope for judicial discretion and that the
rights of the defendant will not be adversely impacted
upon. There has always been a concern that allowing
victim impact statements to be read out aloud in court
may result in longer plea hearings, which in turn may
have an impact on court resources. I understand that
this may be the case in a small number of cases, and I
imagine that the overwhelming majority of Victorians
would support these important improvements to
victims’ rights.
The Bracks government has an excellent track record
on victims rights, as I have outlined in my contribution.
This government is committed to supporting victims of
crime by promoting greater recognition of victims in
the sentencing process. This bill achieves this aim by
placing a greater emphasis on the special role of victims
in court proceedings and by increasing the opportunities
for victims to have their voices heard during the
sentencing process. I commend this important piece of
legislation to the house.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) —
Acting President, I thank the house for the opportunity
to make a contribution to debate on the Sentencing
(Further Amendment) Bill. Ms Mikakos ought to take
up fishing because the amount of spin from her
contribution would make her an effective catcher. The
only problem is that this government is only good at
catching minnows.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — Fly-fishing,
maybe.
This is a serious bill in the sense that it exposes the
Bracks government for its failure to recognise victims
in our court system. As an example of the government
not understanding that there are victims in our society,
it took the Attorney-General 18 months to appoint a
representative of victims to the Sentencing Advisory
Council. Every other mate was on there except
someone representing victims.
While it might not be confirmed or denied, there is the
inference out there that this government does not take
into account the concerns of victims, and they see
victims groups as part of a redneck group that ought to
be put away as irrelevant.
The fact is that in our society victims do have a say.
The flight of the angels is an annual event that occurs
on the front steps of Parliament House, when the
families of victims of murder meet and symbolically
release balloons and pigeons into the air. It is a very
emotional event, and it makes you realise that murder
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impacts not only directly on victims but also on their
families. It has a longstanding effect.
I have been through the bill, and its contents are not
large. Clause 1 provides that a court, in any sentencing
process, should take into account the impact of the
offence on the victim. Victim impact statements have
been used for many years, but now this legislation says
the court will now have to consider the impact of the
offence. What on earth do we have the impact
statement for in the first place? It has got the bloody
words ‘impact statement’ there!
It is amazing and frustrating because the tokenism
displayed towards victims is annoying because the
courts already take notice of the victim impact
statement. Now this legislation says a court must take
that impact statement into consideration. It is absolute
lunacy. Hence, although the opposition does not
support the bill, it does not oppose it. We see it as the
government playing around with words and using more
spin — it is a case of playing with issues that do not
impact on supporting victims.
The Honourable Chris Strong argued that in
circumstances where a victim impact statement is taken
into consideration, often the victims do not stick to the
rules of the court. Often the statement will go into a lot
of emotional detail which might be quite personal or
which might defame certain individuals who are not
involved in the case or the statement’s contents may
become irrelevant to the matter before the court.
It is proposed that the impact statement be read in court,
but the judge is likely to interrupt and say, ‘Hang on,
that issue that relates to a particular individual is not
relevant to the accused who has been found guilty. I
will exclude that’. A victim will say, ‘Hang on! I want
my victim impact statement read out in court. Now the
court system is going to exclude the bits that I think are
important’. How will the victim feel in that process?
The problem is the government has no idea about the
system or about dealing with victims. This piece of
legislation is just another spin document. It is about
appeasing victims’ groups, but the government has a lot
more work ahead of it if it wants to appease them. It has
no understanding of the court system and it brings in
this loose legislation that does not deal with the real
issues. For that reason I do not support it but I do not
oppose it.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I rise
to make a contribution on the Sentencing (Further
Amendment) Bill 2005. The purpose of this bill. as set
out in clause 1; is to:
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… promote the recognition of victims in court processes
by —
(a) amending the Sentencing Act 1991 to require sentencing
courts to consider the impact of the offence on any
victim; and
(b) amending the Sentencing Act 1991 and the Children and
Young Persons Act 1989 to provide for the reading
aloud of victim impact statements in sentencing
hearings; and
(c) amending the Evidence Act 1958 and the Magistrates
Court Act 1989 to require courts only to order a victim
who is a witness to leave the court until required to give
evidence if it considers it appropriate to do so.

This is an enormously important piece of legislation as
it gives victims of crime a greater voice. The legislation
reflects this government’s commitment to supporting
victims of crime by promoting greater recognition of
victims in the sentencing process. As has been
previously said, judges and magistrates will be able to
consider the full impact of crime on a victim. Currently
they take into account the personal circumstances of
any victim and any injury, loss or damage caused by an
offence.
This legislation will enable a court to consider the
broader impact on victims — like their eroded sense of
safety, how the offence has impacted on their ability to
form social relationships, gain employment or indeed
stay employed. Currently a court may consider such
things as part of the impact on the victim, but it is not
required to do so. The bill will introduce an express
requirement in section 5(2) that courts must have regard
to the impact of the offence on the victim when making
sentencing decisions. The community will support this.
The bill also gives victims a greater voice in sentencing
proceedings. When a victim wishes, the prosecutor will
be required to read aloud the victim’s impact statement
during the sentencing hearing. One of the common
complaints made by victims who participate in the
criminal justice system is that they feel excluded from
the process. The bill ensures that victims will not be
automatically excluded from the court when the court
orders all witnesses to leave. For the first time, judges
and magistrates will have to consider whether it is
appropriate for the victim to remain in the courtroom.
The bill is part of the government’s commitment to
improving responses to victims of crime. We have
established a new victims support agency, bringing
together all victim support services into this one
agency. The Attorney-General has asked the agency to
explore options for a victim’s rights charter to clearly
state the rights of victims of crime. A discussion paper
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will be released for community consultation by the
middle of this year.
The government has also had a statewide overhaul of
victim counselling and support services, extending the
Victims of Crime Helpline service and enabling the
Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal to provide
immediate counselling and financial assistance where
needed. The government has also reintroduced
compensation payments for pain and suffering for
victims. The previous government abolished this and
we have reinstated it, quite rightly. We have also
established the Sentencing Advisory Council, which
will listen to the community’s concerns about how it
feels about different crimes and sentencing. Once again,
we are listening to the community.
The justice system must enshrine the rights of all. In
this country a person is innocent until proven guilty.
Defendants have rights and, importantly, so too do
victims. The bill leaves considerable scope for judicial
discretion, thereby not disadvantaging a defendant or a
victim, and whilst reading victim impact statements
aloud may lead to longer plea hearings, this is
outweighed by the obvious benefits. In the legal
system, for justice to take place there is always a need
for judicial discretion and balance. This legislation
enshrines this.
I congratulate the Attorney-General and the justice
department and commend this important bill to the
house.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — The
Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill is an interesting
piece of legislation, and like my colleagues I am a little
perplexed as to why it comes before the house in the
form that it does in the context that it would not seem to
really advance terribly much on what we already have
in place in legislation for the courts to consider.
It seems to me that in some ways the bill suggests a
fairly pedantic change of words to achieve an outcome,
in terms of victims’ rights within the court processes,
that has already been established by legislation. I am
not sure that the need for this change of words has been
adequately described by government members who
have spoken to the bill, although they have made
constructive and worthwhile contributions to this
debate, or by the second-reading speech.
Picking up from the second-reading speech, I wonder if
the issue is that the courts have not followed the
expectation of the government, and I believe the
expectation of the community, that victim impact
statements ought to be taken into account in a more
earnest and serious way by them. The second-reading
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speech uses the word ‘may’ when referring to the
inclusion of information from victim impact statements
rather than perhaps a more assertive word like ‘will’. I
suppose this is the genesis of this legislation, but I
would have thought that that issue could have been
addressed without having to come back in legislation
any way, and I am not sure that changing a form of
words advances us terribly far in that respect.
I have very little disagreement with the substance of the
bill. The contribution by the Honourable Helen
Buckingham was particularly good in expressing the
need for balance in these areas and for recognising the
rights of both defendants and victims within a court
process, but there are other issues in our court processes
that need to be taken into account.
One of the things that we must strive for in what we
would consider as true justice within our community —
and I think our courts certainly deserve the respect with
which they are held in our community — is to ensure as
much as possible that the courts are accessible and
transparent and that there is legibility in their processes.
The pomp and circumstance of our courts is terrific for
people of the legal profession, but very often alienates
or isolates people who really need to understand more
about the court system and how their rights are to be
used within that system, and certainly, in the context of
victims, how they are to achieve closure of issues they
have dealt with. These may include issues of grief, in
some cases of injury, of challenge to their self-esteem
and family circumstances — perhaps their feeling of
wellbeing, personal safety and so forth.
I certainly think this legislation, with its provision that
will ensure victims can remain in court proceedings and
will not be automatically excluded with other
witnesses, is a positive step forward. In that sense for
many people it at least achieves closure. In many of
these matters the whole context of a court case from a
victim’s point of view is to enable them to move on
with their lives, to have closure of an event that in many
cases has been a serious issue for them in terms of grief
or their personal safety. This legislation is important in
that context.
I am not sure the provision allowing for the victim
impact statement to be read and the situation where we
move to words like ‘The impact of the offence on the
victim should be taken into account by the court’ is as
significant. We already have in the legislation the
words ‘of any injury or loss or damage suffered by the
victim’, and I would have thought they were all
encompassing. I am not sure that sentence in the
legislation moves us far forward, except, as I indicated
earlier, to send another warning shot across the bows of

SENTENCING (FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
Wednesday, 4 May 2005

COUNCIL

the judiciary that we as a Parliament and as legislators
and representatives of the community take seriously the
need for the interests and rights of victims to be taken
into account in proceedings.
The reading out aloud of aspects of the victim impact
statement may seem fairly minor and not terribly
important in the scheme of things, but for many victims
it is important. For many victims it is important to have
their side of the story put in place. I think there is also
some merit in ensuring that the victims are able to
comment, and that the court give due weight to their
feelings on things such as their sense of safety, their
inability to form social relationships, which is often the
case with many crimes, and their difficulty in living
what we euphemistically describe as normal lives.
Certainly many people are unable to hold down secure
employment or to do many of the things they did prior
to the incident in their life that has in many cases
challenged their very being and in some cases caused
physical injury or significant psychological injury.
I seek the indulgence of the house to also reflect on the
fact that I believe the government has done good things
in trying to alleviate the suffering of victims. One of the
things I was encouraged by this week was the
announcement in the budget of the $35 million
domestic violence package. That is a very important
initiative which I support. I commend the government
on that package. As I said to the minister privately
yesterday, one of the features of that package that I was
encouraged by was the time out option for men. Instead
of moving the female partner and the children and
dislocating the family environment completely — often
the children are involved in schools and so forth — the
option contemplated by the government is to take the
offending person, usually the male, out of the
relationship for a period, perhaps to access anger
management, counselling or other support services.
That will address the issues for the individual but will
also ensure the safety of the family with a little less
dislocation. It is obviously a traumatic period but with
less dislocation than we have had in the past.
As I said to the minister, I saw this program work in
Western Australia some years ago. I thought it was a
program that had some merit, and I certainly think it is
a good initiative to be taken up by the government now.
It tries to avoid the circumstance where people come to
court after crimes are committed. Domestic violence is
as much a crime as any other crime, and it can be
particularly traumatic. It is a breach of the trust between
you and the person you live with, love and have formed
a strong relationship with — and in many cases have
had children with. There is an enormous breach of trust
in the relationship, and that is very traumatic.
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In returning to the legislation I thank members opposite
for their indulgence in not interjecting. I have no
trouble in seeing the legislation passed by this house
today. As I indicated, the second key aspect of the
bill — the fact that a victim can remain as a participant
in the proceedings in most circumstances — is a
worthwhile initiative. I accept there may be cases where
a judge or a court may say it is inappropriate for the
victim to remain throughout the entire proceedings, and
that is provided for in the legislation, but we agree with
the general thrust of the legislation and want to see the
victim as a participant as much as possible. As I
indicated earlier, that is very important to provide
closure for victims of crime.
I am not as convinced about the earlier part of the
legislation and the necessity for a change of words, but
I do not have any great aversion to the sentiment that
put them there, because I think it is important that
victims’ circumstances are understood by the court and
that the level of impact on a victim is taken into
consideration by the court in its deliberations. This
initiative provides a suitable balance between the rights
of victims and the rights of defendants in criminal
proceedings.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I will make
a brief contribution to the Sentencing (Further
Amendment) Bill. The bill is not opposed by the
Liberal Party or The Nationals so I do not see any
reason to make a long contribution.
I congratulate Mr Atkinson on his contribution, which
was measured and intelligent, but I could not use those
words to describe the contributions of his colleagues.
This government is committed, as I am sure all
right-minded governments are, to ensuring that victims
of crime are treated with respect, dignity and
compassion. This bill gives greater recognition to
victims in the sentencing process and ensures they are
not excluded from criminal proceedings when they
wish to take part in them. A key feature of the bill is to
require judges and magistrates to take into account the
full impact of the crime on the victim when determining
a sentence. Obviously the impact of the crime is not
limited just to physical impact but can be psychological
or emotional. It can be the effect on how a victim
maintains their social contacts, the effect on their family
circumstances or any other effect that can be directly
related to the crime.
In addition, as has been pointed out, the bill requires
that the victim impact statement can be read to the
court. Presently courts have a discretion as to whether
the victim impact statement can be read, and this bill
takes away that discretion. It can be important that
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victims feel that they have every opportunity to state
how the crime has affected them and that this is in the
minds of the magistrates or judges when sentences are
being considered.

the offender, and the prosecutor. That is one section that
any lawyer or counsellor who is worth their salt must
tell the victim. That will then determine if they want to
proceed with the victim impact statement.

A number of victims of crime previously have indicated
that they have a sense of exclusion from the sentencing
component of the judicial process. At the present
moment when, for whatever reason, witnesses are
asked to leave the court, this can include the victim.
Within this legislation there will be an opportunity for
the court to distinguish victims from the other witnesses
and determine if it is appropriate that the victim stay in
court when other witnesses are being excluded.

If anyone has ever sat through a criminal trial, and I
suggest members here ought to do that if they want to
talk about justice bills, they ought to understand the
terrible impact that a victim impact statement can have
on the victim, having it read out in court, having it
handed to the abuser, the offender or the accused,
having him or her poring over it, looking at all your
personal details and the impact that crime has had on
you as a person. It is very, very traumatic. It can
actually, in my view, revictimise the victim. Before
members come in here and make fancy spin statements,
they should try coming down to earth and actually look
at the system to see how it works. They should see the
effect of what they are actually passing and what they
are talking about. Listening to the contributions here to
night, quite frankly if I dare be so bold, I would say not
many of them know what they are talking about.

This bill, as has been pointed out, makes some minor
but nonetheless important changes in the way sentences
are conducted. It is important legislation because it
further recognises the place that the victim has in our
court proceedings, and that all victims should feel that
their circumstances or indeed changed circumstances as
a result of the crime have been taken into account by
the judicial process. I am pleased to commend the
opposition and The Nationals for not opposing this bill,
and I am happy to commend it to the house.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak on the
Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill. I have listened
to the contributions of other members and I wonder
whether anyone here A, has been the victim of a crime,
and B, has seen a victim impact statement application
and tried to complete it. It is not easy. During my years
of practice in the law I represented victims of crime.
The previous Attorney-General, Mrs Jan Wade,
introduced the victim impact statement into the
Sentencing Act in 1994, and there used to be a little kit
with an explanation, fact sheet and an application for a
victim impact statement. It certainly was not easy to
complete.
I have been a victim of crime — a burglary. If at the
time I had had to turn my mind to completing a victim
impact statement, quite frankly I do not think I could
have done it. I have not been a victim of a violent
crime, thank goodness, but I can only imagine from my
years of experience in the practice of the law that it
would be well-nigh impossible to sit down and prepare
a statement expressing the impact of that crime on
yourself. I notice no one has mentioned in the
contributions to the debate this evening that the victim
impact statement does not just miraculously float into
the court and into the hands of the judge or magistrate.
It actually has to be distributed under section 95C of the
Sentencing Act. It has to be filed with the court as well
as a copy provided to the offender, if he or she is
self-represented, or the legal practitioner representing

In my years of practice of the law I have assisted
victims to complete victim impact statements. It is a
work of art; it is not easy. It also often requires the
assistance of a psychologist or psychiatrist. As the act
says, their reports can be attached to the victim impact
statement.
The other issue which victims must also be made aware
of is that they can be called to give evidence and be
cross-examined, as can their professional witnesses
who attach a statement. That also often turns a victim
off filing a victim impact statement.
These issues mean members here should really think
about them pretty seriously. It is not easy to prepare a
victim impact statement and have to serve it on the
offender, if he or she is not legally represented, or on
the legal practitioner representing the offender, the
prosecutor and the court. When you file to the court it
goes past the desk of the clerk or the registrar before it
gets to the magistrate or judge. I just want to set the
scene. This is pretty serious stuff.
From my experience victims of crime are not too keen
on staying in the courtroom. It is pretty daunting. The
whole scene is upsetting and foreign. It is often also
foreign and upsetting for the best of the lawyers who
have to appear in it as well as the magistrates and
judges. Often that process can mean a revictimising of
the victim, especially if he or she is a young person or
child. It is going to be difficult for them to have to turn
their minds to a victim impact statement, what they
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need to put in it and what matters they think the judge
or magistrate might consider appropriate.
When I first read this bill the other day I did some
underlining with my biro and underlined in clause 5 the
words ‘any admissible parts’, ‘appropriate and
relevant’, ‘must … be read aloud … in open court’ and
‘if a victim … so requests’. It is clear this provision is
not intended to prevent the presiding judge or
magistrate from reading aloud admissible parts of the
victim impact statement. I did that because when I read
it I thought, ‘Who is going to interpret what is
admissible, who is going to interpret what is
appropriate and relevant, who is going to interpret what
must be read out aloud in open court?’. Every man and
his dog is in the open court, and your very personal
details may be included in your victim impact
statement.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms HADDEN — There often are dogs in courts.
When visually impaired people are in court, their dogs
are not excluded from the courts. Members may sit
there and laugh at me, but they should listen to me as I
speak from experience. I am concerned about all that. I
know these provisions in the bill which enable
amendments to sections of the Sentencing Act are
mirrored also in the Children and Young Persons Act to
enable certain provisions in relation to victim impact
statements. I will go through those now.
The amendments are set out in clause 3 and following,
but one of the main amendments is to the Sentencing
Act. Clause 3 inserts proposed section 5(2)(daa) which
requires the court to have regard to the impact of the
offence on any victim of the offence. I should not use
the word ‘superfluous’, but I think there is enough in
the sentencing guidelines to enable all of that relevant
material to be put before the court. But if that is what
the victims advocacy groups would prefer, then I do not
have an issue with it.
That amendment is to include a new subsection for the
sentencing court which it is required to consider in the
impact of the offence on any victim of the offence.
Section 5 (2)(db) of the Sentencing Act already says:
any injury, loss or damage resulting directly from the
offence …

That provision would cover all those circumstances, but
if that is what victim advocacy groups feel is needed, I
do not have an issue with it. It certainly will not detract
from the impact of a victim impact statement before a
court.
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The other issue is in the amendment in clause 4 which
amends section 95B(1) of the Sentencing Act, where
the court must ensure that any admissible parts of the
victim impact statement that are appropriate and
relevant to sentencing are read allowed by the
prosecutor in open court and nothing prevents the
presiding judge or magistrate from reading aloud any
admissible part of a victim impact statement in the
course of sentencing.
The bill has caused concern with Victoria Legal Aid,
the Law Institute of Victoria, the Victorian Aboriginal
Legal Service and the chief justice of the Supreme
Court, the Chief Justice of Victoria, Justice Marilyn
Warren, on the basis that the bill’s amendments to the
Sentencing Act and the Children and Young Persons
Act could result in inappropriate disadvantage to the
defendant or accused without necessarily addressing the
needs of the victim. Also their concerns are that the
victim impact statement being read out aloud, if the
victim so requests, may lead to longer plea hearings
which may have an impact on court resources.
I would hope that the Attorney-General in the other
place has considered those concerns seriously and if the
result is that trials become longer, that he would
consider appropriately resourcing the courts to take that
issue into account.
As to the benefits of improving the response to victims
of crime and promoting public awareness, I am not sure
that it does. Victim impact statements are not to be
published in the press. They are certainly not to be
handed out to the public gallery, so I am not sure that
that aspect is going to be promoted.
The bill as a whole is okay. I do not see that it is
groundbreaking legislation, but anything that can
improve the lot of victims in our criminal justice system
is a good thing. But we need to understand how it
actually works. To do that you need to work in it and
see the results of it. Often I have seen victims again
victimised through the victim impact statement process,
and once they realise that they have to serve the
document on those parties and that they may be subject
to cross-examination and examination in chief, that
sometimes turns their minds to, ‘What is going to
happen to me? I may well be victimised again. Maybe
it is not the best way to go’.
But having said all that, I think you need to be very
supportive of victims. I would like victims to be
represented at the bar table by a lawyer advocate. That
has been my position for a long time, because they need
to have a much greater role within the criminal justice
system. Whilst victim impact statements are at the

ADJOURNMENT
754

COUNCIL

sentencing part of the proceedings, the victim is just
another witness within the prosecution case. That is
something I would like perhaps the sentencing advisory
council to look at in one of its future deliberations.
I think I have probably said enough on the bill other
than to say I support it, and I would like to see at some
stage a review of how these small amendments will
assist victims to move on and assist them as part of the
sentencing process within our criminal justice system.
If the Parliamentary Secretary for Justice is in the
chamber — I do not see her — perhaps a reading of my
contribution in Hansard could be passed on to the
Attorney-General tomorrow so that that matter could be
considered.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

ADJOURNMENT
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Rail: Frankston–Stony Point line
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — Tonight I
seek the urgent assistance of the Minister for Transport
on a matter which is quite serious and urgent. A report
came to me yesterday that at approximately 8.15 a.m.
on Monday, 2 May the rear carriage on the train
between Stony Point and Frankston detached from the
locomotive. It lost its coupling and for a while the
passengers were quite exposed to risk. I understand that
the driver realised the problem, reversed, hooked up the
carriage to the rest of the train and continued on to
Frankston.
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As some members have just commented, these are the
things that are sometimes portrayed in cartoons, but this
could have been very serious. None of the passengers
was hurt. There was an examination of the connection
and it was found that the coupling did not appear to be
faulty. Yesterday, on 3 May, traffic engineers inspected
the track where the incident occurred and believe there
could be a minor fault in the track. If there is any
suggestion whatsoever of any fault level on that track, I
believe the minister must take urgent action for the sake
of safety, and I am asking for that to take place.
I remind members that on 18 January 1977 at Granville
in New South Wales there was a major train accident
that became known as the Granville train disaster.
There were 83 dead and 200 injured — and I was one
of the injured. I was on that train. I understand the cause
involved a lack of track maintenance and the spread by
a freight locomotive of a similar weight to that involved
in the recent incident. The train on the Stony Point line
is old, the equipment is old and the track is
questionable. There was a very fortunate situation with
the recent incident in that there was no fatality or other
serious consequence.
I am calling on the minister as a matter of extreme
urgency to ask that this matter be totally investigated,
that the line be fully investigated and that the equipment
be fully checked so that there can be no possibility that
anything like a disaster could happen. I ask that this be
very urgently attended to in the interests of the safety of
my constituents on the Mornington Peninsula who
travel on the Stony Point to Frankston train.

Beaut Blokes Weekend: funding
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — I raise an
important matter for the Minister for Victorian
Communities in the other place, the Honourable John
Thwaites. The continuing exodus of young people,
especially young women, from rural and isolated areas
across Victoria to major cities for education and
employment has meant that many of the young men
remaining are becoming socially isolated. They find it
extremely difficult to form strong relationships and
have little chance of forming long-term ones. Too many
of these young men take their own lives, often through
loneliness and depression. It is vital for rural
communities that young men stay in the country. They
are the lifeblood of the country, and without them rural
industries would be further damaged, with job losses
eroding rural economies.
In response to a growing need, Ange Newton, a local
businesswoman of Harrow in the far west of Victoria,
organised an innovative program that became known as
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the Beaut Blokes Weekend. Beaut Blokes was begun at
Harrow in June 2003 to encourage young city women
to enjoy a weekend in the country and be introduced to
a rural lifestyle. I congratulate Mrs Newton on her
creative idea of inviting single city women to come out
for a weekend to meet people and experience a bit of
country life. The format has spread to Ouyen in the
Mallee and even as far as Western Australia. It has the
potential to help many isolated young people across
Victoria. Mrs Newton has put in many hours and
resources to develop and run a successful program of
events to a point where it has grown beyond her
capacity to voluntarily manage without it affecting her
business.
Mrs Newton originally planned to expand the idea
across Victoria in the hope of rectifying this serious
social issue and hoped the program would be adopted
statewide. Regrettably no government agency or private
organisation has come forward to adopt the program.
Despite the state government’s rhetoric about
partnerships with rural communities and concern about
high male suicide rates in country areas, it has also been
unwilling adopt or support this event. The final Beaut
Blokes Weekend at Harrow will be held in August
2005 unless the program is adopted by the government
or a private organisation. This has been a great initiative
with phenomenal success. The government needs to get
behind programs like this. Will the minister intervene
and support this innovative and very successful rural
human development program so that it can continue to
improve and enhance the quality of life in rural
Victoria?

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
adjournment issue tonight is directed to the Premier. I
inform members of the house, the Premier and his
ministers of growing distrust and resentment of the
Bracks government for its single-minded commitment
to the flawed project of siting a toxic waste dump at
Hattah, near Mildura, in the Mallee.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — It is near Mildura. It is next
to two of our parks — the Murray-Sunset National Park
and the Hattah-Kulkyne National Park. It is next to the
internationally acclaimed Ramsar wetlands, and it is
next to irrigated and dryland agriculture areas where
such a toxic dump would threaten our clean, green
image as a producer of food and fibre.
I ask members of the house how far it is from
Melbourne to Hattah. It is a long way —
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500 kilometres. I also ask members whether the Bracks
government has a preferred route to the toxic waste
dump. The answer is yes, it is the Calder Highway.
Such is the resistance from the Mallee — and it is
getting stronger — that about 130 people came to a
meeting at Nangiloc on Anzac Day evening, many of
whom volunteered to be part of the No Mallee Toxic
Waste Roadshow. This is a real community venture and
effort led by the Save the Food Bowl Alliance and the
Mildura Rural City Council. Peter Crisp, Sharyn Peart
and many others have done a great job in pulling the
roadshow together.
They have arranged plenty of trucks and get great
support from the transport industry as they move down
the Calder Highway informing communities of the
government’s intention to transport toxic waste through
their towns. They are holding public meetings, having
started last Sunday at Ouyen. Today they are at
Charlton, Wycheproof and Harcourt. Tomorrow they
will be at Wedderburn and Kyneton. On Friday they
will be at Bendigo, where the roadshow will conclude.
They will make whistlestops on the way at
Berriwillock, Culgoa and Malmsbury on Wednesday
Inglewood, Bridgewater, Gisborne and Woodend on
Thursday; and Marong-Lockwood on Friday. At those
whistlestops volunteers will hand out information and
symbolic red ribbons — and they have thousands of
them — informing those communities of the
government’s plans to have up to 15 trucks a day
loaded with toxic waste rumbling through their towns if
it proceeds with this project to put a toxic waste dump
in the Mallee.
I call on the Premier to attend the meeting at Bendigo.
If he cannot go or will not go, I call on him to order his
major projects minister, Mr Lenders, to go so that he
can listen to the people of rural and regional Victoria.

Kilmore: traffic
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I have
an issue to raise with the Minister for Transport in
another place. The committee and members of the
Kilmore Historical Society are very concerned at the
changes proposed by VicRoads to address the issues of
traffic control in the main street of Kilmore, especially
those facilitating the travelling of heavy vehicles
through the town via the intersection of Lancefield
Road and Powlett–Sydney streets. In a letter the
secretary, Barbara Wilson, said the society is very
disturbed at the proposal to reduce parking along
Powlett Street. She is also worried about access to the
Hudson Park area and the realignment of the roadway.
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The society points out that there is an increasingly
heavy flow of traffic through the main street of
Kilmore. It is a very narrow street in an historic town,
and the society thinks the issue needs to be addressed
by a more permanent solution, perhaps a bypass route.
It says that any ad hoc changes, as are proposed by
VicRoads, will only damage the amenity of the area
rather than providing a long-term solution.
In its letter the society discusses the heritage aspects of
Kilmore, pointing out that it is the oldest inland town in
Victoria. It expresses strong concern at the proposed
traffic changes, saying:
Further changes to make it ‘easier’ for trucks to access the
Kilmore township will exacerbate the deterioration of the old
buildings for which the township is noted …

It points out that these buildings will be damaged by
vibration and dust, if not by collision. The society is
very concerned about the impact on old, historic
buildings and the continuing danger to pedestrians,
which it says is of growing and great concern.
I ask the minister to again look at the proposals for
traffic management in Kilmore and especially at
constructing the long-awaited bypass for the town.

Ministers: correspondence
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I wish to
direct a matter to the Premier, as the head of the
government. It goes to openness and accountability,
particularly in respect of timely responses by his
ministers to correspondence from members of
Parliament, but also from the electors at large.
I am sure I am not unique in having to wait months for
responses, although I am not a heavy correspondent
with ministers at all. I have just received a response
from one of the Premier’s ministers to representations I
made on 1 July 2004. It is fairly galling for my
constituent to wait that long for a response. It is also
peculiar, as the matter at stake was satisfactorily
resolved by a policy decision of the government prior to
Christmas. It seems very odd to me that that good news
was not communicated somewhat earlier.
I request that the Premier instruct his ministers to be
more assiduous in replying to correspondence,
especially from members of Parliament, because we
cannot do our jobs properly — whatever side of the
house we are from — if we are not treated with
decency and respect in terms of correspondence being
attended to by ministers.
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Responses
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
The Honourable Ron Bowden raised a matter for the
Minister for Transport in the other place concerning an
urgent request for an investigation into a train incident
on the Stony Point line, and I will refer that request to
the minister.
The Honourable David Koch raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Victorian Communities in
the other place. He requested funding support for the
Beaut Blokes human rural development program, and I
will refer that request to the minister.
The Honourable Barry Bishop raised a matter for the
attention of the Premier concerning the invitation to a
meeting regarding the long-term waste containment
facility. I will refer that request to the Premier.
The Honourable Graeme Stoney raised a matter for the
Minister for Transport in the other place concerning the
impact of traffic management in Kilmore on the
heritage values of Kilmore, and I will refer that the
request to the minister.
The Honourable Bill Baxter raised a matter for the
Premier concerning a request to ensure that ministers
provide timely responses to correspondence,
particularly from MPs. I will refer that request to the
Premier.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 6:11 p.m.
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