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Tuesday, 30 May 2006
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 2.03 p.m. and read the prayer.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:
9 May
Aboriginal Heritage Act
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances (Aged
Care Services) Act
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Prohibition of Display and Sale of Cocaine
Kits) Act
Land (St Kilda Triangle) Act
Road Safety (Drugs) Act
Sustainable Forests (Timber) (Amendment) Act
Valuation of Land (Amendment) Act
16 May
Disability Act
Education and Training Reform Act.

AUDITOR-GENERAL
Appointment
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have received a letter
from the Honourable Christine Campbell, MP, chair of
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. It reads:
On 25 May 2006 the Governor in Council accepted the
recommendation of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee and appointed Mr Des Pearson as Victoria’s 25th
Auditor-General.
Mr Pearson will take up his appointment on 1 October 2006.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Sub judice rule
The PRESIDENT — Order! On 4 May 2006
Mr Pullen asked a question without notice to the
Minister for Local Government which related to the
Victorian government’s challenge in the High Court of
Australia to the federal government’s WorkChoices
legislation and its effect upon local government
services.
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Mr Rich-Phillips then raised a point of order seeking
clarification as to whether asking such a question may
infringe the sub judice convention as the matter was
before the High Court.
Although I allowed the question, Mr Rich-Phillips
raised a further point of order at the conclusion of
question time in which he referred to my ruling on
21 August 2005 that, if a court date on a civil action has
been set, the matter is sub judice. I therefore undertook
to report back to the house in due course.
The sub judice convention is a restriction on debate
which the house imposes on itself where there is a
danger of prejudicing proceedings before a court,
unless the house or the Chair determines that the matter
is important enough to discuss as it is of public
importance.
The longstanding approach to the application of the
sub judice rule in relation to civil matters is that they
should not be referred to if a court date has been set.
Previous rulings in this house, including that of
11 August 2005, have reinforced this principle.
However, in considering this particular issue, I believe
that there are grounds for qualifying this principle to
some extent.
It has been ruled in the Senate that the Chair will not
allow references to matters which are awaiting
adjudication in the courts if such reference may
prejudice proceedings. But it does not necessarily
follow that, just because a matter is before a court,
every aspect of it must be sub judice and beyond the
limits of permissible debate in Parliament. Such a limit
would be too restrictive of the rights of Parliament. I
believe the Senate position is an appropriate benchmark
for this house to adopt.
In applying the sub judice convention to this particular
case I have considered the following matters: whether
there is a real danger of prejudicing the case if debate is
allowed to occur in the house; the danger of prejudice
occurring versus the public interest in this matter;
whether the danger of prejudice will occur if the case is
being heard by a judge or judges as opposed to a jury;
and whether an individual’s rights will be unduly
transgressed or injured if the matter is discussed prior to
judgment.
I understand the case referred to by Mr Pullen was
listed in the High Court of Australia on the same day
that he asked the question. That matter is to be
determined by judges, not a jury.
I see no real danger of prejudicing the outcome of this
case by allowing debate to occur as I believe members
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of the High Court bench are highly unlikely to be
influenced in their judgment of this particular case by
parliamentary debate. The danger of prejudice would be
much greater if a jury were involved in the proceedings.
There is also considerable public interest in this matter,
and no single individual’s rights will be unduly
prejudiced or injured by allowing the issue to be
debated in this house.
Therefore I am of the firm view that this matter is a
significant public policy issue and the house should not
be unduly restrained in debating that policy as it is of
major public interest to the people of Victoria.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Electricity: interval meters
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Energy
Industries. In relation to the planned rollout of advanced
interval meters with two-way communications from
2008, the national electricity rules, to which Victoria is
bound, allow electricity retailers to determine on behalf
of consumers who is responsible for the provision of
such meters. I ask the minister to advise whether
retailers can choose not to participate in a
distributor-led rollout program but instead contract with
competitive service providers to plan and implement
their own programs?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the member for his question. I
know he supports the rollout of smart meters to the
people of Victoria because it is one of the most
significant infrastructure developments this state has
embarked on in the energy sector. The program
involves putting new smart meters into 2.3 million
homes and businesses and in so doing providing an
opportunity for businesses and consumers to monitor
on an ongoing basis through two-way communication
the amount of power being used and to have the
functionality to turn power on and off. This will mean
that a range of benefits will be captured. I have
informed the house before about the benefits that have
been identified through independent studies and that
there will be a net economic benefit to the state of
Victoria.
An initial decision to mandate a rollout of interval
meters to occur from 2006 was made by the Essential
Services Commission, not by the government. The
government decided that that level of rollout was not
going to have the effect we wanted because, firstly, the
program would have involved 20 or 30 years of rollout
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before every house was covered, and secondly, it did
not have two-way communication as part of the
framework. We decided therefore to do our own
analysis following the Essential Services Commission
decision and came up with the view that not only
should the meters be two-way communication meters
and not only should the program be mandated but it
should be accelerated so that the whole program would
occur within five years. This will make it a massive
$800 million infrastructure program in the power sector
which will deliver huge benefits for Victorians.
In deciding that this had to be a mandated program we
had to find a way to ensure that in the end somebody
had responsibility for delivering it — that is, for
actually installing the meters. The Essential Services
Commission model provided that final responsibility
for delivering the meters should rest with the
distribution companies, because they hold the
infrastructure. However, that does not preclude a
retailer, if they so desire, from bidding for and installing
advanced interval meters. The issue here is that there
has to be someone who is responsible in the end. The
bodies which are responsible in the end in this instance
are the distribution companies; otherwise, you would
not have a mandated program. If all you had was a
competitive situation in which anybody who wanted to
could come in to install a meter, obviously you would
not get every meter put in within the five-year program.
That is why the Essential Services Commission decided
on the model it did. We think that model will work. It
will be a great program that will deliver jobs to
Victorians and a better service.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I thank the
minister for his response. In effect he has indicated that
it is his intention to circumvent retailer choice by
requiring electricity retailers to commence paying
metering charges to distributors that incorporate the
distributors’ costs for rolling out advanced interval
meters before such a rollout even commences, thus
robbing retailers of the funds needed to contract with
competitive service providers and effectively denying
them any choice at all. Is this not a fact?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — The comments made by the opposition
leader are not correct. They are based on comments
from a certain Mr Bogaers, who continues to write to
the papers and wants to have the capacity to install
meters. He is not even a retailer. He has a private
company and wants the right to be able to go in and
install meters irrespective of any other arrangements
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that have been put in place with retailers and the
distributors.

over this particular area with a view to a coal-to-liquids
gas program.

The retailers will have the capacity. The comment
made that this will be a monopoly situation is not
correct, but this is a circumstance where there is an
end-of-the-day responsibility. At the end of the day the
responsibility for installing the meters rests with the
distributor. But that does not stop other entities,
including retailers, being involved — —

We then encouraged APEL to find a bigger partner to
ensure that this project got off the ground. Ultimately it
was able to attract Anglo American. Now we have been
able to get Anglo American and Shell, two major
companies, involved in this very important project. The
alliance’s stated objectives are to extract, gassify and
then convert coal into chemicals, hydrogen power,
liquid hydrocarbons and other uses. More importantly
this project entails the development and use of
geosequestration, so it will operate at close to zero
emissions when it is in full production. It will provide
hundreds of jobs and a new future for the Latrobe
Valley.

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

Latrobe Valley: coalfields
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — My question is to
the Minister for Resources, the Honourable Theo
Theophanous. I refer the minister to the government’s
commitment to attracting investment in the Latrobe
Valley’s coal industry and ask if he can inform the
house of recent announcements that show that the
Bracks government is delivering on that commitment.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Resources) — I thank the honourable member for her
excellent question. The future development of the vast
coal resources of the Latrobe Valley in a sustainable
way is one of the ongoing policy objectives of the
Bracks government.
I advise the house that the future development of the
valley coalfields took another major step forward last
week when Anglo American, the international mining
giant that owns the proposed $5 billion coal-to-liquids
Monash Energy project which was born out of the
brown coal tender — an initiative of this government
and of my predecessor, I might say — announced a
new clean coal energy alliance with Shell.
Hon. Philip Davis — I have read the press release
too.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — In a joint news
release and in briefings last week with me, it was
announced — —
Hon. Philip Davis — It had nothing to do with you!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The honourable
member says it has nothing to do with the government.
For the information of the Leader of the Opposition, let
me make this point: the brown coal tender was put up
by this government, not by the previous government.
As a result of the brown coal tender, a company called
Australian Power and Energy Ltd was granted a tender

This announcement is just one example of the results of
the comprehensive policies of the Bracks government
that are making Victoria a great place to work, live and
raise a family, as opposed to the Leader of the
Opposition in another place, who refuses to tell
Victorians what he stands for, including where he
stands on these issues. For the six years of the Bracks
government Victoria has led the world in seeking to
develop new technologies and incentives that will
encourage a transition to a new clean coal future for the
coalfields of the valley.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Did you say ‘led the world’?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You heard me!
The contrast between our efforts to develop a real
future for the valley and the record of the previous
Liberal government is stark.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Are you sure only ‘the
world’? What about ‘the universe’?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You were part of
it, Mr Forwood. The previous government privatised
everything in the valley without any plans for the
future: no plans for further development, no plans for a
new clean coal future, no plans to diversify the coal
industry in the valley and no plans when it privatised —
and a decade on, it still has no plans! This government
is about developing a future for the Latrobe Valley. The
opposition and the current Leader of the Opposition
stand for nothing.

Electricity: interval meters
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
further question to the Minister for Energy Industries
and I follow up on his earlier answer in relation to the
Victorian Essential Services Commission’s decision in
October 2005 when it approved distributor metering

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1782

COUNCIL

charges to fund the rollout of manually read interval
meters commencing from January this year. I
understand the interval meter rollout has in effect been
placed on hold by the decision of the government.
I ask the minister if it is his intention that the funds
currently being collected from electricity consumers to
pay for the rollout of manually read interval meters be
used to fund trials of advanced metering
communications proposed for later in the year.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — The Leader of the Opposition can scratch
around as much as he likes in relation to this particular
issue. This is a great announcement. This is a fantastic
initiative. Let me make this clear: there will be trials;
trials will take place. These trials are supported by the
government. The trials are in order for us to identify the
absolute best technology that should be used in relation
to the rollout of these meters. We do not want to make a
mistake about this. We want to make sure that we have
the best available meters to use in this rollout. It is an
$800 million program. The government is in fact
putting money towards these trials in order to ensure
that we get the best outcome.
The budget initiatives that will shortly be announced
will be accompanied by statements about reductions in
electricity pricing. Far from what the Leader of the
Opposition is trying to say — that somehow or other
consumers of electricity are worse off as a result of the
initiatives taken by this government — the fact of the
matter is that electricity prices in this state have
continued to come down. The announcements will be
about reductions in electricity prices beyond even what
has already occurred.
While prices for electricity are coming down in
Victoria, in other states we are seeing the exact opposite
taking place. Achieving these reductions takes good
management, which is something the previous
government was not interested in. It takes tough
negotiation with the electricity distribution and retail
sector in this state. We understand that there is only one
thing standing between consumers and not getting a
proper deal in relation to service delivery and
pricing — that is, the government.
It is something which the previous government did not
want know about and did not care about, because all it
did was sell the electricity industry, sell the gas industry
and collect the money from doing that but do nothing
with the money to help Victorians. Victorian consumers
were left out in the cold as a result of the actions of the
previous government.
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This government cares about consumers. We will look
after consumers; we will make sure the right and best
technology in the world will be available to consumers
in coming years as we roll out the interval meters. Quite
frankly, the opposition leader should get on board and
come out and congratulate the government for
arranging to have these interval meters put into people’s
homes. As a result of good management and of
working cooperatively with the industry it will be done
without an increase in electricity prices. It will be
accompanied by reductions — not increases — in the
price of electricity for consumers.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I refer to the
minister’s response and go back to the point that these
funds are currently retained by the five distribution
businesses that have each committed to undertake
advanced communications trials. Are these funds also
available to electricity retailers so that they can
coordinate trials with competitive service providers?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — As I indicated to the member, who
obviously was not listening, the trials are being
coordinated by the government. They include
government funds to assist in the trials and they will
result in the government deciding on the most
appropriate technology.
Hon. Philip Davis — You are shutting retailers out.
You do not want competition; you want a monopoly.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — We want the best
technology. We do not want somebody else to decide
the best technology. We want to do that. When we
decide on the best technology it will be within the broad
parameters of what we want in the technology. I repeat:
the trials will be undertaken by the Department of
Infrastructure using government funds for pricing
distribution businesses. They can pay for their own
technology, but we will be conducting the trials on
behalf of the government.

Mining: investment
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — My question is to the
Minister for Resources. I refer the minister to the
government’s continuing commitment to attracting
investment in Victoria’s second gold rush, and I ask if
he will inform the house of recent events that show yet
again that the Bracks government is delivering on that
commitment.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Resources) — I thank the member for her question. Let
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me indicate that the development of Victoria’s
goldfields is one of the great success stories of this
government. We are seeing in this state the
development of what has been termed a second gold
rush. It is one of the most important developments that
has occurred in central Victoria. The Fosterville mine,
operated by the Perseverance company, is one of the
examples of development within the gold industry.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You don’t want
to know the answer, obviously.
I recently opened the development at the Perseverance
goldmine at Fosterville, and that goldmine is now
moving its operations underground. It is a very
important development because it will allow
Perseverance to ramp up — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Hadden!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I will get to you
in a minute, Dianne.
That goldmine will go underground and it will allow
Perseverance to increase its production to more than
100 000 ounces per annum. It adds to other goldmines
that have been developed in the central goldfields of
Victoria and is part of a program which the government
is encouraging, which is called Developing Gold
Undercover. Under that program we are spending funds
to help develop these goldfields in this region of
Victoria.
In the Bendigo region alone we will have the Bendigo
mine, a major development which will be mining
underground and which is set to be opened in the latter
part of this year and begin production of gold in a short
period of time. When you also add to that the
development of the Perseverance mine at Fosterville,
you find that in the central region around Bendigo,
Ballarat and Stawell five new underground goldmines
will be operating in Victoria within the next two years.
Hon. Bill Forwood — What is the price of gold?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The price of
gold, for Mr Forwood’s information, is very high.
Hon. Bill Forwood — What is it?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It was $680 the
last time I looked, which is high enough to make many
of these developments in central Victoria viable.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

CityLink: concession notes
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I will ask
the Minister for Finance question to give the Minister
for Energy Industries time to shuffle his briefing papers.
I refer to the recent announcement that CityLink
concession notes are to be redeemed early. Did the
government initiate this proposal or was it approached
by Transurban?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I always
welcome Mr Baxter’s questions. When I reflect back
over the time since Mr Baxter got here in 1970, I realise
he has been a member of the Country Party, the
National Alliance, the National Country Party, the
National Party, the Vic Nats and The Nationals — and
will he be a member of the New Liberal party before
these sittings are over?
Mr Baxter asked a serious question about concession
notes. In general terms we all know the history of the
CityLink project. We know of the 34 years before
concession notes come due, and we obviously know of
the public debate about when the government will get
maximum value for that. This question is specifically
within the portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer, so I
will not presume to answer it in this house. The
government will at any time welcome the best use of
resources so we can leverage economic growth and a
maximum use of infrastructure development. We will
do that at all times, but concession notes are specifically
the responsibility of the Treasurer.
Supplementary question
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I am
disappointed that the Leader of the Government
duckshoved the question to the Treasurer, but he did
refer to the government being interested in getting the
best use of public funds. That being so, how can he
possibly justify rewarding the top end of town by
paying the equivalent of more than 9 per cent on the
funds that will be derived when he well knows the
Crown can enter the financial market and borrow
money at less than 6 per cent? How is that the best use
of public funds?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — In general
terms I guess I can say that it is the Bracks government
again undoing the type of economic mess that was
often left to it by the Liberal-National party
government, which over seven years privatised existing
roads and a range of other things. The Bracks
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government will always seek to get best value for
Victorian taxpayers and has empowered the
Auditor-General to review these arrangements and
decisions. As we know, the Auditor-General has been
asked to look at this particular arrangement. We are
open, transparent and accountable. We welcome the
Auditor-General’s report. As always, we will seek to
get best value so that Victorians will have to spend less
time travelling on the roads and there will be a better
use of resources, making this a better place to live,
invest, work and raise a family.
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Last week at the North Richmond community health
centre I launched the latest rollout of the program
through public housing estates in the metropolitan area.
An amount of $170 000 has been allocated to provide
an enhanced quality of life for older people who live in
public housing. In the company of providers of
neighbourhood renewal projects and community health
services we announced a number of great projects in
areas such as Collingwood, Fitzroy, North Fitzroy,
Kensington, Footscray, Williamstown, Broadmeadows,
Northcote and Heidelberg West. We rolled out an
extension of those programs.

Aged care: Well for Life program
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — My question is to the
Minister for Aged Care. I refer the minister to the
government’s commitment to promoting the health and
fitness of older Victorians. Can the minister advise the
house of Bracks government policies which assist older
people in public housing to remain healthy and active?
An honourable member interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I can assure the house that I have great
confidence in referring to an event I was at last
Wednesday at North Yarra Community Health, just
near the Collingwood housing estates, to launch the
latest aspect of a fantastic program I have had much joy
in being associated with, and that is the Well for Life
program.
Well for Life grew out of a support program to improve
the quality of life for people living in residential aged
care. Two years ago we designed, in cooperation with
the National Ageing Research Institute, a guide that
creates advice for the providers of residential aged care
about good nutrition and the way to support the quality
of life for their residents. But also, and most
importantly, it was designed to try to improve the
quality of physical activity for older people and ensure
that capacity is maintained by their being involved in a
healthy lifestyle as much as they can, despite their
frailty and the onset of any disability.
We have committed $2 million for the Well for Life
program over the last two years to ensure that we go
beyond the prism of residential aged care. We applied
the logic in forms of community care and
community-based settings, first of all through planned
activity groups which were funded under the home and
community care scheme. I and the people who work
with me realised that we should not restrict the good
advice provided through this program, and that we
should try to find ways in which to permeate further
sections of the community.

I was in the company of older members of our
community who demonstrated their great capacity. In
fact members of an elderly Vietnamese group
performed Tai Chi to get us all enthused for a period of
time. I can tell members that by the time they had
finished my colleague in the other place, the member
for Richmond, was exhausted from just looking at
them. They turned a 1-hour program into about a
2-hour program, such was their enthusiasm and
endurance. We were not only well and truly warmed
up, but ultimately inspired by the fantastic attributes of
these older members of the community. It was just one
example of a whole range of people from public
housing estates who will be involved in this program;
they will be encouraged to come out and enjoy one
another’s company.
These exercises are good for people’s hearts and minds,
as well as their physical wellbeing. They will be
provided with useful advice about the way in which
they can ensure their nutrition is of the highest standard,
and they will be encouraged to participate to ensure
their quality of life. We are trying to ensure that people
are involved in planned activity groups and, going back
to the starting point of this program, that older members
of the community right throughout Victoria who live in
residential aged care have every right to expect the
highest standards of diet, the highest standards of
physical participation and support and encouragement
for their healthy independence for as long as it can
possibly be sustained. I was pleased to be joined on that
occasion by Jan Moore, who resides in public housing
in Northcote. As part of the Well for Life program she
will be out on her exercise machine as we speak!

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Major Projects,
Mr Lenders. I refer to the Hattah-Nowingi toxic waste
dump planning panel and the case to be presented to
this panel on behalf of the major projects section of the
Department of Infrastructure over 21 days. Will the
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minister confirm to the house that the Department of
Infrastructure will pay barrister and Labor candidate
Mark Dreyfus more than $80 000 for his 12 days of
evidence?

communities, look at the process and find solutions for
long-term waste containment facilities instead of
playing politics with the Mildura community on this
particular issue.

Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — At
least Mark Dreyfus gets his papers in on time, unlike
Mr David Davis, who cannot even keep up with the
1700 submissions from the public on the environment
effects statement (EES), including from the member for
Mildura in the other place, Mr Savage, and from
Mr Bishop. Some 1700 members of the community got
their papers in on time, but Mr Davis had to come in at
the last minute, scurrying around to seek an exemption,
late, after the event. Mr Davis is not the only one who is
slow. Ms Lovell, who again purports to represent
northern Victoria in the Parliament — and who still
thinks Nowingi is somewhere to the east of Omeo —
did not get her papers in either.

This government has an EES. We are determined to
find solutions to long-term waste containment, and we
are determined to manage an open and transparent
process that the Sunraysia community can participate in
so that the whole of the state can have confidence we
will actually get some answers and outcomes on what is
a critical environmental and planning issue in the north
of this state.

First and foremost, the Nowingi EES is something that
this government takes very seriously. Obviously the
Department of Infrastructure is briefing Mark Dreyfus,
SC, on this matter. As to what Mr Dreyfus is being
paid, I do not sign off on what the payments are on
those issues within the department, but I do know that
this government believes very sincerely in an EES
process that needs to be done well. As Mr Bishop has
requested in this place on several occasions, we have
twice extended deadlines to allow the community to put
in — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Hadden!
Mr LENDERS — We had 24 initial detailed
submissions and then a further six supplementaries
came later. So that there could be an informed decision
it is not only appropriate but also absolutely necessary
that the government is represented at that place. Major
Projects Victoria has commissioned a top barrister in
this state to represent the state of Victoria. He is a great
barrister.
I invite and urge Mr Davis, if he is interested in waste
containment — rather than stirring up trouble after the
event in this place, thinking he is such a clever man by
going on about what a barrister is being paid — as the
shadow Minister for Environment to actually focus on
the issues of waste management lest the Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Baillieu, should shuffle shadow
ministers for the sixth time in the last five months.
I would urge Mr Davis to focus on the principles of
EES so that if he is ever a minister, he will pay some
attention to it. I would also urge him to engage

Supplementary question
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — The minister
sought to duck that question because he finds it
embarrassing that it is in fact a $7000-a-day contract
that Mr Dreyfus has. He will be paid more
than $80 000, and it may be growing at a very fast rate
when you start to add in the disbursement costs that are
growing as the government gravy train rolls on.
If the minister cannot confirm a precise amount today
that Major Projects Victoria negotiated with
Mr Dreyfus, will he confirm that the Dreyfus
arrangements are open-ended and therefore could blow
out by tens of thousands of dollars more?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) —
The only thing I am embarrassed about in this house is
that Mr David Davis is drawing on a parliamentary
salary, purporting to be the shadow Minister for
Environment, purporting to care about waste
containment, purporting to care about the future of the
environment — yet the best he can do is aspire to have
Mr Dalla-Riva’s job again. Clearly another reshuffle is
coming, because he wants Mr Dalla-Riva’s job; he is
not talking about the environment portfolio.
At any time I get up in this place to talk about my
portfolio and waste containment issues and about how
we deal with Nowingi, I invite Mr David Davis to focus
on the big picture — on how we deal with waste
containment and how we do not just play politics — but
for him not to focus on trying to take Mr Dalla-Riva’s
job.

Information and communications technology:
eServices Panel
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I direct my question
to the Minister for Information and Communication
Technology, the Honourable Marsha Thomson. The
Bracks government’s ICT industry plan makes a
commitment to:
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Ensure that government ICT procurement practices
encourage competition and innovation whilst pursuing value
for money.

Can the minister provide the house with an example of
how the Bracks government is meeting this
commitment?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
member for her question. Governments are one of the
biggest users of information and communications
technology (ICT) in this country. In realising that this is
important, and is important in growing the industry in
Victoria, the Bracks government has worked very hard
with the sector to identify the barriers to our small local
ICT firms accessing government contracts.\
One of the main reasons small firms do not tender for
contracts is the cost of doing so, particularly for smaller
jobs where the cost of submitting a tender outweighs
the value of the job. That is why the government has
developed the eServices Panel. It works across a range
of ICT services, and firms provide the information
needed to tender once a year instead of for every single
contract they may be interested in. That enables this
panel, established by the government, to provide work
based on quotes given rather than full tender
documents. This applies to contracts valued at under
$1 million, and everybody has to abide by the same
terms and conditions. Their ability to perform the work
is assessed once a year in establishing their right to be
on the panel.
The results have been great. They speak for themselves:
of the 208 companies on the panel, more than 80 per
cent are Victorian or Australian small and
medium-sized enterprises. Over 1000 contracts worth
$54 million have been awarded through the panel
system since 2003, with 70 per cent of these contracts
being awarded to Victorian companies. The panel has
saved the ICT industry an estimated $37 million by
reducing tendering costs. This has meant we are more
efficient as a government as it is providing us with
more efficient processes.
The eServices Panel is strongly supported by the ICT
industry. In fact Rob Durie, the chief executive officer
of the Australian Information Industry Association, was
recently quoted as saying, ‘The eServices Panel is
certainly making it easier for local, niche companies to
access contracts.’. Given the results to date and the
overwhelming endorsement from the industry, I would
be shocked if anyone was opposed to using such a
panel. However, we have not heard from the opposition
in relation to its position. I hope it will stand up and
support the local ICT industry in this state and publicly
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come out and support the eServices Panel and the work
it is doing to encourage local ICT companies to seek
government work, which gives them the reputation
necessary to go on and gain other work. The Bracks
government is committed to supporting the ICT sector
in this state, to giving it the best opportunity we can as a
government to grow and develop. The eServices Panel
is just one example of the policies of the Bracks
government which are making Victoria a great place to
work, grow your business, live and raise a family.

Geelong: councillors
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Local
Government, Ms Broad. Geelong ALP councillor
David Saunderson has revealed himself to be the
bagman who spent $71 000 of Geelong businessmen’s
money on ALP candidates who contested the 2004
election. Has the minister or anyone in her department
divulged any information contained in the Whelan
report to any ALP councillors in Geelong, thereby
causing Cr Saunderson to come clean before the report
is made public, predicting he will be fined under the
Local Government Act?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response to the member’s question, I can advise that the
inspector of municipal administration, Mr Whelan, has
presented me with his report. As I have previously
advised the member in this place, I have referred that
report to my department for advice. As part of that
process, my department is seeking legal advice about
actions under that report. As soon as I receive that
advice, as I have also previously advised the member,
the report will be tabled in the Parliament and I will
advise the house of my response to the report in relation
to any actions it recommends and any legal advice I
receive about that. I will do that at the earliest
opportunity.
I can also indicate to the member that the process
followed by the inspector of municipal administration is
one where, as part of processes he determines, as part of
interviewing a range of people and checking with them
what he has determined to report in his report, he has a
whole series of interviews with a whole range of
people. It is then up to those people to make their own
decisions about what they do or do not say publicly. I
am not involved in that process, nor will I be. I do not
think it is appropriate for the Minister for Local
Government or her office to be involved in that process.
I think that answers the member’s question as to the
processes I am following and my office is following.
This information is entirely consistent with what the
member has previously been advised in this place.
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Supplementary question
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I thank the
minister for her answer. Cr Saunderson also admits he
managed the finances for printing and distribution of
campaign materials for himself and his ALP mates and
dummy candidates. Will the minister further investigate
whether these activities were carried out at taxpayers’
expense through the parliamentary office of the
Honourable John Eren, where Cr Saunderson is
employed as an electorate officer?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
As to the supplementary question, I think it would be
prudent to wait for the report from the inspector of
municipal administration before the opposition starts
calling for further reports. For my part, I reiterate that
the government fully supports transparency in relation
to these matters. I welcome the openness with which
the council is approaching resolution of these issues,
and I look forward to tabling the report as soon as it is
possible to do so.

Domestic violence: government initiatives
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I ask a question
without notice of the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad. I
refer the minister to the government’s commitment to
addressing family violence in Victoria. I ask the
minister to inform the house of the important initiatives
undertaken by the Bracks government that deliver on
that commitment.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for her question and for her commitment to
addressing family violence. The Bracks government
believes every Victorian deserves to live safely in their
own home. That is why this government has
implemented important reforms to the way family
violence is responded to in Victoria to significantly
reduce the impact and incidence of family violence in
our community.
As the minister coordinating the new approach to
family violence in Victoria I am pleased to advise the
house that the government delivered on its commitment
recently when I announced the allocation of
$40.6 million over three years to expand and reform
Victoria’s response to family violence from July of this
year. This amounts to an annual increase of more than
160 per cent for these family violence services.
This funding will be provided to some 20 partnerships
across the state, involving about 70 community service
organisations, to provide an integrated family violence
service. The government expects the number of women
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and children able to receive assistance will increase
from 4700 to 7900 per year. Many families across
Victoria will be able to get help for the first time,
especially in country and regional Victoria.
Family violence cannot be addressed by services acting
alone. The Bracks government’s new approach to
family violence means that, for the first time,
community services, police and justice agencies will
work together. For women experiencing family
violence, integrated services will mean that regardless
of which service they contact, their level of risk and
need will be assessed in a consistent way, and they will
receive coordinated support. Women will no longer
have to tell their story over and over again and find
their own way to the different services they need. In
addition, and importantly, men who perpetrate family
violence will be held accountable for their behaviour
through the police and courts, and they will have more
support to help them change their behaviour, which
after all is what families want.
The Bracks government believes that the complexity of
family violence requires a long-term approach, and that
is why we have developed such a significant
coordinated effort between Victoria Police, our courts,
the government and community organisations that will
see long-term improved responses on the issue of
family violence. This announcement is just one
example of the comprehensive policies of the Bracks
government that are making Victoria a better place to
work, live and raise a family — as opposed to the
Leader of the Opposition, who refuses to tell us what, if
anything, he stands for.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 6523,
6525, 6528, 6529, 6535–37, 6568–77, 6655, 6671,
7173–5, 7177, 7185, 7188–93, 7195-9, 7201, 7380–9,
7391A, 7392A, 7393–7402, 7467, 7552, 7594, 7636,
7678, 7720, 7740, 7741, 7844, 7845, 7985, 8005–7.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
President, I wonder whether the answer to
question 5313 is among the answers. I wonder if I could
prevail upon the good offices of the Minister for Aged
Care, who is very good at his job, to see if he could
expedite it. The minister will be appearing before the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee on Friday
next week and I would be most grateful to receive a
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response to the question before then, since I asked the
question in September last year.

in the community, that effort is put into healing the
injustices of the past and building a positive future.

Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I thank Mr Forwood for informing the house,
the relevant minister and me about the time at which he
will be appearing before the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. I am certain this will be a timely
reminder of the provision of the answer to the question.

This year is the 10th anniversary of National
Reconciliation Week. It is intended to put an
Australia-wide spotlight on reconciliation activities that
highlight the culture and history of indigenous people
right across the country. National Reconciliation Week
is also an opportunity for the country to explore new
ways of moving forward.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS

Last Friday was National Sorry Day — a time for
citizens of this country to reflect on the strength and
endurance of the stolen generations. It is a day of
national mourning when we reflect on the suffering of
those indigenous children who were forcibly removed
from their parents and families, and on the courage of
those who survived to rebuild their lives.

Rick Farley
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I take this
opportunity to celebrate the life of a great Australian,
somebody who died in the most tragic of circumstances
on 13 May, Mr Rick Farley. Mr Farley was a former
adviser to a Whitlam government health minister but
spent 20 years working for the farmers of Australia in
various capacities, including as executive director of the
then Cattlemen’s Union in the late 1970s, and for a
decade he was deputy director and then executive
director of the National Farmers Federation.
Rick was actively involved in taking Landcare national.
He played a decisive role in native title legislation, and
was very active in Aboriginal reconciliation. He is
survived by his wife, Linda Burney, a New South
Wales Australian Labor Party member of Parliament,
and two of his own children and two of Linda’s
children.
I came to know Rick Farley very well during my
association with the farmers federation, and I can say
that his death is a great loss to the whole of Australian
society. He was a bridge builder and a man who was
able to straddle the complex policy challenges of
Australia and bring people together and try to reconcile
an outcome on many issues.

National Reconciliation Week: Monash
Province
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — National
Reconciliation Week is an opportunity to recognise
Stonnington Citizens for Reconciliation and Port Phillip
Citizens for Reconciliation for the work they do in
Monash Province to promote awareness in their
municipalities of issues concerning the relationships
between indigenous and non-indigenous Victorians. I
also commend the great support and leadership that
both Port Phillip and Stonnington councillors give to
make sure Aboriginal history and culture is recognised

As all of us who have suffered greatly at the hands of
others know, the process of healing is very difficult and
governments have a responsibility to show leadership
and compassion and to provide resources that will
support the healing process. I commend all the residents
in Monash Province who have worked to promote
reconciliation in our communities.

Rail: Lismore accident
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — It is less than a
month since a semitrailer collided with a
Melbourne-bound V/Locity train at the Ercildoune level
crossing, resulting in the deaths of two passengers.
Last Thursday saw another fatal level crossing accident
near Lismore. The Lismore accident happened in heavy
fog when a fully laden semitrailer collided with a
Melbourne-bound freight train at another unprotected
level crossing. This accident caused dozens of freight
wagons to pile up on top of the semitrailer in scenes
that shocked emergency workers and local residents.
But the reality is that this was yet another terrible
accident waiting to happen. Lismore residents feared it
was only a matter of time before there was a fatality at
this crossing. Indeed this very matter was raised again
with the local member, the member for Polwarth in
another place just three days before the accident.
The opposition has long been campaigning for more
money to upgrade the nearly 1500 crossings across
Victoria that have no electronic warning devices. The
government’s failure to prioritise funding to improve
level crossing safety, such as at Lismore, reflects its
neglect towards country motorists. I reiterate: the very
least this government should do is not only educate
drivers but put a long-term strategy in place that would
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see all crossings fitted with mandatory safety devices.
Horrendous fatal accidents will continue unabated if
action is not taken. I implore the transport minister in
the other house to make a decision so that the lack of
safety at level crossings is rectified.

Peninsula Health: volunteers
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — Recently, I
was invited to attend the volunteer appreciation day at
Peninsula Health. In the past two years the event has
been held at the Frankston Cultural Centre. However,
this year it was held at Mornington racecourse, mainly
to accommodate the numbers of volunteers who
attended. There were 50 tables of 10 people each —
approximately 500 people were recognised as
volunteers contributing to the operation of Peninsula
Health. Without the tremendous work which these
volunteers contribute, which I know I have mentioned
before to the house, the hospital could not function —
or, if it did, it would be in a completely different way
from the way it functions with its volunteers.
Volunteers are indeed the glue which binds our society
together and without them we would not have a society.
It is totally appropriate that the volunteers are
recognised by the presentation of certificates for
volunteers who have been providing that service to the
hospital for 10, 15 and in some cases 20 years. The
celebration took the form of a lunch with entertainment
by Denise Drysdale. It was a tremendous occasion and I
would like to congratulate everyone involved,
particularly the chairman, Barry Nicholls, and the chief
executive, Sherene Devansen.

Aged care: elder abuse
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Today I
raise the question of emotional and financial elder
abuse. I have a letter from Dr John Myers in which he
outlines a particularly sad case. If we were to have an
ombudsman for aged care in this state, and if we were
to have an office for the protection of elders, this would
not have happened.
His letter is about a woman called Grace who was in
need of meals and arranged for these herself. She was
keen on baking bread and making breakfast. She
enjoyed a glass of wine or a drink with her evening
meal, watching television and using the TV guide,
keeping a budgie as well as enjoying her garden and
watching the birds feed on two flowering bushes. She
had an arrangement to have lunch at a hostel next door.
Above all she wanted to go on as she was until she was
aged 90. She had taken a keen interest in euthanasia
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because she was concerned about her daughter being
cold towards her.
Her daughter eventually organised for her to be
assessed at a moment when Grace was feeling
particularly vulnerable. Eventually the assessors
succeeded in having her admitted to a hospital because
of her need for meals and after things were found on the
floor. She was there for three days, after which she said
to her daughter that she wanted to go home, only to be
told there was no home. She was not even allowed to
go home to pick up some things she wanted. Her
daughter said the unit had been re-rented to save her
paying double rent for both places and that her
belongings had been sold. Her daughter said she would
find other things to make her more comfortable. She
had willingly given money to her daughter, but the
daughter financially and emotionally abused her.

Kelletts Road, Rowville: safety
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I
would like to congratulate the Minister for Transport in
the other place, Peter Batchelor, for his recent
announcement of $13.6 million in funding for the
duplication of Kelletts Road in Rowville within my
electorate. Kelletts Road carries more than
20 000 vehicles per day and has a well-earned
reputation in the area for congestion and slow travel
speeds during peak periods. Local residents and the
Knox City Council have brought this road to my
attention on many occasions, and I am delighted that
my pleas and those of my colleague Anne Eckstein, the
member for Ferntree Gully in the other place, have
been listened to for the benefit of our constituents.
Through this funding boost motorists and local
residents will see a big drop in travel times and an
improvement in road safety.
Kelletts Road will be duplicated between Taylors Lane
and Napoleon Road. The Napoleon Road roundabout
will also be upgraded to become a signalised
intersection, which is great news as visibility at the
roundabout is currently very poor. The stretch of road
we will be duplicating has seen 25 casualty crashes,
including one fatality, over the past five years. This
funding will help reduce these figures dramatically. In
addition new intersections signals will be installed at
St Lawrence Way, providing improved access for
residents in surrounding local streets, and on-road
dedicated bicycle lanes will also be installed as part of
the project. With the $9.3 million Wellington Road
upgrade nearing completion and other projects such as
the police station, the community infrastructure of
Rowville has been much improved during this
government’s term of office.
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Racial and religious tolerance: legislation
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
have received correspondence from the Reverend Geoff
Drummond, who is a constituent of mine and an
esteemed minister of the Presbyterian Church of
Australia in Clayton. Geoff is deeply concerned that the
government’s proposed amendments to the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act do not satisfactorily address
the matters raised by the 19 church leaders in their
statement of concern. Reverend Drummond calls on the
government in the Legislative Council to send the
amendment bill to a committee of the Legislative
Council. He also requests that the Legislative Council
committee be asked to review the whole Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act so that the strong community
concerns about the adverse effects of this law can be
fully considered. He also requests that the committee
consider totally removing the religious parts of the act.
Reverend Drummond states that this act has caused and
will continue to cause division between and even within
religions and has restricted freedom of speech and
religion in Victoria. Christians or any other religious
person should not have to prove to a government
tribunal that their genuinely held religious beliefs are
reasonable. Furthermore it is not in the province of
judges or the courts to make theological judgments.

Australian Labor Party: policies
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Saturday, 6 May,
was one of the proudest days of my life. It is when I
received from the Premier my medal for 40 years of
service to the Australian Labor Party. I joined the
Brighton branch of the ALP in March 1966 and have
not regretted a minute of it. I joined our great party not
only because of its outstanding achievements, which
are still continuing today under the Bracks government,
but also because of its humanitarian policies, which
clearly distinguish us from the conservatives opposite.
Some of the great policies we have introduced are
maternity, unemployment and sickness benefits. We
established the Royal Australian Navy, the Royal
Military College at Duntroon, the Snowy Mountains
scheme, Medicare in Victoria, anti-discrimination
legislation, freedom of information legislation, the
Ombudsman and the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund. We restored health, education and
police services, and we saved the environment, which
was being wrecked by the Kennett government.
I could go on all day. Our greatest strength is bringing
Australia’s and Victoria’s economies into a modern era,
leading Australia safely through two world wars and
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extracting us from conflicts which we should never
have been in, such as the one in Vietnam. I want to
remind people why I joined the Australian Labor Party
by repeating the words of the great Ben Chifley when
he spoke about the labour movement in 1949. It is still a
driving force behind me. Big Ben said:
I try to think of the labour movement not as an extra putting
sixpence into somebody’s pocket —

it is well and truly upgraded now —
or making somebody Prime Minister or Premier, but as a
movement bringing something better to the people, better
standards of living, greater happiness to the mass of people.
We have a great objective — the light on the hill — which we
aim to reach by working for the betterment of mankind not
only here but anywhere —

all around the world. How true those words are today!

Rail: rural and regional crossings
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I thank all
those who contacted my office with suggestions on
how we can make our rail crossings safer. The latest
was Peter Brand from Horsham, who suggested that
flashing lights similar to those on police cars or
ambulances be installed on locomotives. It is a good
idea, because a single fixed light, such as a headlight,
can be hard to pick up as a moving object whereas a
flashing light grabs your attention even in daylight.
Having audio tactile rumble strips on the road before
rail crossings is another good idea and would be
relatively inexpensive to install.
People are annoyed at the environmental resistance to
clearing native vegetation to assist in seeing an
approaching train. It is nonsense to suggest that native
vegetation is worth more than lives. Having side lights
and regularly cleaned reflector strips, particularly on
raised rail crossings, are other practical suggestions that
have come to my office. Whilst the best solution is to
install warning lights, it might not be possible to do that
everywhere, so these practical solutions, if adopted,
would go a long way to making our rail crossings safer.
There were also some other innovative ideas, including
one involving what are called ‘controlled crossing
areas’, which was put forward by David Bramwells of
Mount Beauty. Simply put, these would be
electronically operated gates in favour of trains that
would open when a road vehicle approaches but would
not open if a train is approaching a crossing. I am
advised these are much cheaper than the traditional
warning systems, so that is another option I urge the
Bracks government to consider in making our rail
crossings — —
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

East Timor: friendship relationships
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — Over 45 local
councils and their communities in Australia, most of
which are in Victoria, have established friendship
relationships with cities or districts in East Timor over
the past few years and have supported the struggle of
the Timorese for development and building a better life.
It has been distressing for everyone to hear of the
breakdown in law and order and peace and security in
East Timor in recent weeks and to know that in many
places it will mean starting from scratch to rebuild
infrastructure, trust and harmony.
Richard Brown, the coordinator of the Aileu friendship
program at the Moreland City Council, this week
reminded local people that friendship is something that
does not disappear when times are tough. As Richard
has reminded us, true friends stay around and support
each other through difficult times, and it is important
that we are in it for the long haul. This applies also at
the state level.
The Bracks government has provided a range of
assistance measures at the government, departmental
and community levels over the past six years for the
people in East Timor, and it is important when the crisis
is over and political differences have been resolved that
the Victorian government and people recommit their
support to East Timorese development and enhanced
capacity building. We need to recognise that, just as
happens in Australia, legitimate differences will emerge
in a multiparty system. Unfortunately on this occasion
pressures in East Timor have led to a law and order
breakdown. There is still enormous goodwill in
Australia to see East Timor succeed as a robust
democracy in the future.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Swimming pools: regulation
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — Last night I
watched a news report about a fence that fell down — I
think it was in Queensland — and killed a child. It gave
added poignancy to a letter that has come to me and no
doubt to some other members from the Victorian
Swimming Pool and Spa Association expressing its
concerns about the construction of swimming pools
throughout Victoria. It has pointed out that existing
regulations are not working in Victoria because there
are too many backyard builders who are constructing
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pools without due regard to the regulations and indeed
without payment of certain fees and insurances which
are required under swimming pool construction
regimes set down by the Building Act 1995.
I hope the government will take very seriously the
Swimming Pool and Spa Association’s comments and
initiate a review into the existing circumstances,
because I would not like to see a child killed as a result
of backyard builders or owner-builders. In reality they
are not owner-builders but have been encouraged by
people such as fibreglass pool manufacturers and so
forth to undertake works on their own behalf. There is
no doubt that Consumer Affairs Victoria has a long
history of complaints about backyarders in this
industry, and I would be very keen to see a review of
current regulations in regard to — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Geelong Gallery: View of Geelong
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — As a member for
Geelong Province, I am delighted to support the City of
Greater Geelong’s community appeal to raise funds to
purchase, and have on permanent display at the
Geelong Gallery, Eugene von Guerard’s painting View
of Geelong.
Painted in 1856, View of Geelong depicts our softly
undulating colonial landscape, sweeping down to Corio
Bay. The painting is currently in private ownership, but
when it was last displayed in Geelong in 1996 it
attracted record crowds to the Geelong Gallery. Now
View of Geelong is up for sale. It is on exclusive offer
to Geelong until June 30, with the asking price of
$3.8 million.
View of Geelong would be a wonderful acquisition for
Geelong Gallery and a source of pride for our people,
and it would attract significant numbers of visitors to
the city. The City of Greater Geelong has allocated
$600 000 towards its purchase, and the Premier has
announced that the state government will donate up to
$1.5 million to match funds raised by the community.
The Geelong corporate and community sectors have
responded positively to the fundraising appeal, with
over $2.6 million already raised. The opportunity to
bring View of Geelong permanently home to Geelong is
too valuable to lose — indeed, it may be the last
opportunity to secure this piece of our heritage in public
ownership. I encourage Geelong’s business community
and those members of the public who can afford to
donate to the appeal to play their part in bringing View
of Geelong home.
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Neighbourhood houses: funding
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — Last week I
attended the 18th annual conference of the Association
of Neighbourhood Houses and Learning Centres in
Warrnambool. The association is the peak body for
Victoria’s 355 neighbourhood centres. Over
200 delegates were present, and I met many of them,
including the president, Colleen Saunderson, and the
executive officer, Muriel Clark.
The conference was opened by the Minister for Local
Government, Ms Broad, who announced additional
recurrent funding of $27.8 million for neighbourhood
houses and learning centres over the next four years —
or $7 million per annum. While grateful for any
increase in funding, many delegates were very
disappointed that this was nowhere near the additional
$84 million over five years they were hoping for. Their
submission to the Bracks government was very well
researched, and I am sure every member of this house
received a copy and follow-up phone calls from their
local centres.
The centres do not believe, and nor do I, that the
increase in funding announced by the minister
recognises the value the centres provide for local
communities. Management committees will still have
to provide adequate funding to properly pay program
coordinators, and volunteers will still be driven to
breaking point in trying to meet administrative and
reporting requirements while also trying to raise money
through extra user fees and fundraising events.
Today the Bracks government will announce that it is
receiving revenue of somewhere around $32 billion for
2006–07. This equates to $90 million a day, or
$3.5 million an hour. The centres are only seeking
about 2 hours of funding out of the whole year, but the
Bracks government is unable to find it. I am confident
that the Liberals will do much better when we are — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Child care: funding
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — The Howard
government is a government of lost opportunities.
Despite a huge budget surplus it has failed Australian
families and the families of my electorate in this year’s
federal budget. The federal Treasurer’s offhand
comment about Australian women having a third child
for the country are not backed up by the federal
government’s policy or practice. Even federal Liberal
MP Jackie Kelly has complained about the federal
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budget totally neglecting child care. She said the Labor
Party is taking child care more seriously than does her
own party.
Australian families continue to suffer from a chronic
lack of child-care places, particularly in inner city areas.
Having an extra child for the Treasurer is
understandably low on the priority list of Australian
families, given the impossibility of their finding a
child-care place for their first child. There is a huge
shortage of long day care places in this country. If we
are serious about addressing the declining birth rate, we
need a significant boost in funding for child care.
There is no doubt that this country’s child-care industry
is in crisis. That is why the Bracks government recently
had to step in and fill the vacuum by providing minor
capital grants of almost $6 million to kindergartens,
not-for-profit child-care centres and out-of-school
child-care centres. I congratulate the Victorian Minister
for Community Services in the other place, and I hope
that initiatives such as this may encourage the federal
government to take similar action for long-suffering
Australian families.

Mount Hotham: memorial plaque
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I have
a letter from Josephine Zananiri from Germantown via
Bright regarding a cesspool at Mount Hotham. I quote:
My family, the Lawlers, had a mountain grazing lease on
Mount Hotham until the 1960s. This was removed by the
state government and in the same decade an environmentally
degrading ski village was hurled over the magnificent face of
this mountain.
Following my uncle Bernie Lawler’s death, the MCAV
erected a plaque in his memory —

on what was a lovely, tranquil spot —
on Hotham. However, the … state government has financed
a … degradation of this site with a cesspool for snow making.
Now my uncle’s memorial is virtually lost. None of my
family were notified about this development, nor were the
mountain cattlemen.
It is quite obvious that Mr Thwaites is no friend of the
environment and seeks to enhance a high-cost ski village for
the well-heeled, which few Labor voters would have the
funds to enjoy.
I must ask … why my family, the MCAV, and indeed the
environment of Mount Hotham have been treated with such
disrespect.

I have seen the cesspool on the saddle at Mount
Hotham; I ask myself the same question.
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Aboriginals: government assistance
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I rise to express my
dismay after watching the Four Corners program on
the ABC last night. On a couple of occasions over the
last few years I have expressed in the house my support
of Mr Noel Pearson and Mr Warren Mundine, the
current ALP national president, because of their views
about what needs to be done to address the appalling
conditions that some of our remote Aboriginal
communities are living in. If ever anyone was in any
doubt as to the parlous conditions that Aboriginal
people confront, it was there for them to see last night.
Disgust, dismay, serious concern — a number of
adjectives could be used to describe our reaction to
what we witnessed. I do not lay the blame at any one
group’s feet. Politicians of all persuasions and leaders
of this country have to take some responsibility for
what has been done over the last 30 or 40 years — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Churches?
Mr SMITH — I include churches of multiple
denominations. We have failed Aboriginal people in the
most disappointing and pathetic way. While travelling
overseas I have been embarrassed on occasions when I
have been questioned by politicians or diplomats about
what we are doing about Aboriginals’ problems.
We have ignored them for far too long. The garbage we
have heard from the chardonnay set and the black
armband brigade over the years about protecting the
culture of the noble savages et cetera has now simply
got to be set aside, and this problem has to be addressed
by all and sundry. I know there are many men and
women of goodwill — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

1793

Western Port Highway–Queens Road,
Pearcedale: safety
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the Victorian government direct VicRoads to
investigate reinstating right-hand turns into and out
of the Queens Road and Western Port Highway
intersection between Pearcedale and Somerville
(221 signatures).
Laid on table.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 5
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) presented Alert
Digest No. 5, including appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

LAW REFORM COMMITTEE
Warrant powers and procedures
The Clerk, pursuant to Parliamentary Committees
Act, presented government response.

FAMILY AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Regulation of funeral industry
The Clerk, pursuant to Parliamentary Committees
Act, presented government response.

PETITIONS
Water: fluoridation
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) presented petition
from certain citizens of Victoria praying that the
Legislative Council of Victoria does not support the
addition of fluoride to any Victorian water supply,
including water in the Gippsland region, in view of
current scientific doubts regarding its safety
(94 signatures).
Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Commonwealth Games Arrangements Act 2001 —
Commonwealth Games Venue and Project Orders, pursuant
to section 18 of the Act (10 papers).
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 —
Minister’s order of 23 April 2006 giving approval for
the granting of a lease at Lorne Foreshore Reserves
(three papers).
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Minister’s order of 27 April 2006 giving approval for
the granting of a lease at Albert Park Reserve
(three papers).
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Snowy Hydro Limited — Report for the period 27 June 2004
to 2 July 2005.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:

Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notice pursuant to
section 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule No. 34.

Chattel Securities Act 1987 — No. 51.

Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Treasurer’s response
to recommendations in Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s Report on 2005–06 Budget Estimates.

Human Tissue Act 1982 — No. 50.

Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes:

National Parks Act 1975 — No. 49.

Bayside Planning Scheme — Amendment C38.
Boroondara Planning Scheme — Amendment C17.
Brimbank Planning Scheme — Amendment C80 Part 1.
Campaspe Planning Scheme — Amendment C29.
Cardinia Planning Scheme — Amendment C64.
Casey Planning Scheme — Amendment C35 Part 1.
Darebin Planning Scheme — Amendment C10 Part 3.
Gannawarra Planning Scheme — Amendment C12.
Glenelg Planning Scheme — Amendment C25.
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — Amendment C70.
Greater Dandenong Planning Scheme — Amendment
C77.
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme — Amendments
C65, C100, C111 and C135.
Hume Planning Scheme — Amendments C11 Part 1,
C50, C55 Parts 1 and 2.
Manningham Planning Scheme — Amendment C57.
Mansfield Planning Scheme — Amendment C6.

Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 — Nos. 46, 48 and 55.

Road Safety Act 1986 — Nos. 52 and 53.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — No. 45.
Supreme Court Act 1986 — No. 43.
Supreme Court Act 1986 — Corporations (Ancillary
Provisions) Act 2001 — No. 44.
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act
1998 — No. 54.
Wrongs Act 1958 — No. 47.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Ministers’ exception certificates under section 8(4) in
respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 42 to 44 and 51 to 55.
Ministers’ exemption certificates under section 9(6) in
respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 32, 40, 41, 48 and 50.

Proclamations of the Governor in Council fixing
operative dates in respect of the following Acts:
Courts Legislation (Judicial Conduct) Act 2005 —
remaining provisions — 28 April 2006 (Gazette No.
S119, 28 April 2006).
Sustainable Forests (Timber) Act 2004 — Part 2 and
sections 109 and 138 — 18 May 2005 (Gazette No.
G20, 18 May 2006).

Melbourne Planning Scheme — Amendment C116.
Monash City Council — Amendment C62.
Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Amendments C25 Part
1, C38 Part 1 and C39.
Northern Grampians Planning Scheme — Amendment
C19.
Port Phillip Planning Scheme — Amendments C55 and
C56.
Pyrenees Planning Scheme — Amendment C14.
Strathbogie Planning Scheme — Amendments C14 and
C35.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND
TOLERANCE LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated for Mr LENDERS (Minister for
Finance) on motion of Ms Broad.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Whitehorse Planning Scheme — Amendment C51.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Wyndham Planning Scheme — Amendment C79.
Rural Finance Act 1988 — Treasurer’s directive of 25 March
2006 to the Rural Finance Corporation.

The purpose of this bill is to clarify the operation of the Racial
and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 and the handling of
complaints lodged pursuant to that act.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND TOLERANCE LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
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The Racial and Religious Tolerance Act came into operation
in January 2002. It is important legislation for our times. It
provides protection for Victorians against vilification on
racial and religious grounds, and gives us a community
standard about how we behave towards each other in a
multicultural multifaith society. That is, that people are
treated with dignity and respect, regardless of their race or
religious beliefs.
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Promotion of racial and religious tolerance
When the act was introduced to the honourable members of
this house, it was emphasised how education plays an
important role in promoting tolerance and mutual respect.
This is reflected in the joint statement issued from the
multifaith leaders forum, which calls for consideration of
education programs on racial and religious tolerance for the
faith and wider communities.

Freedom of speech
The act has been challenged by some members of the
community who believe it curtails freedom of speech. This
has been dismissed by Justice Morris who commented that
the act does not impair free speech but is reserved for extreme
circumstances. I believe that the act strikes the right balance
and is designed to provide freedom from vilification.

There is a widely held expectation amongst faith leaders and
the broader community to work in partnership with the
government to promote racial and religious tolerance. The
‘Just like you’ media campaign was recently launched for this
purpose; and work in partnership with faith leaders is in
progress to distribute educational materials on the act and
these amendments to faith communities and to the wider
community.

However, there has been some uncertainty as to the operation
of the act, particularly regarding freedom of speech and
frivolous complaints going forward.

The bill
I now turn to the substance of the bill.

At the recent multifaith leaders forum, held in September
2005, faith leaders gave in-principle support to the act,
acknowledging that the right to practise and debate religion in
a free and democratic society carries with it responsibilities to
respect others.
It was agreed at the forum to consider amendments to clarify
the operation of the act.
Purpose of amendments
The bill carries amendments in three areas and affects two
related pieces of legislation:
strengthening of the Equal Opportunity Commission of
Victoria’s investigation powers
this requires amendments to the Equal Opportunity
Act and the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act;
clarification of the meaning of religious purpose
an amendment to the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act; and
tightening of procedural provisions for unmeritorious
complaints
requiring an amendment to the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act.
The proposed amendments will provide clarity to the issue of
religious proselytising and reduce the risk of costly legal
proceedings on unmeritorious racial and religious vilification
complaints. Overall, they strengthen the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act. There are safeguards in the amendments,
which I will outline.
The proposed amendments contribute to the objects of the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act, particularly in clarifying
the right to engage in robust discussion as long as it does not
vilify others and in promoting resolution of complaints and
conciliation between those who have vilified and those who
are vilified.

The Equal Opportunity and Tolerance Legislation
(Amendment) Bill 2006 amends sections 108(1A), 114(2)
and 201 of the Equal Opportunity Act 1995, and sections 11
and 23 of the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 and
inserts new sections 23A and 32 into the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act 2001.
The bill is seeking to clarify the operation of the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act and will not weaken the legislation
in any way.
Strengthening of the Equal Opportunity Commission of
Victoria’s investigation powers
Racial or religious vilification complaints made under the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act are governed by the
Equal Opportunity Act. Consequently, any amendment to
improve the handling of complaints of racial and religious
vilification requires amendment to the Equal Opportunity
Act.
The amendment to section 108(1A) of the Equal Opportunity
Act will extend the commission’s complaint investigation
powers so it can require a person to attend or produce
documents. The legislation will provide safeguards to ensure
that this power is exercised reasonably.
Strengthening the commission’s investigation powers will
facilitate the resolution of complaints at the investigation
stage; and is likely to reduce the number of complaints that
proceed to the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
for resolution.
The bill seeks to facilitate the commission’s investigation and
conciliation processes and to promote early resolution of
complaints. The amendment to section 201 of the Equal
Opportunity Act means that non-compliance with both
investigation and conciliation notices will be an offence under
the act, subject to a penalty of 20 penalty units. These
offences will now also be subject to a defence of reasonable
excuse. The Magistrates Court will consider the defence of
reasonable excuse on a case-by-case basis, taking into
account the intention of this bill to encourage the early
resolution of complaints.
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For the avoidance of doubt, it is also proposed to amend the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act to clarify that the offence
and enforcement provisions included in division 2 part 10 and
section 210 of the Equal Opportunity Act apply to all
complaints processed by the Equal Opportunity Commission,
whether they are complaints lodged pursuant to the Equal
Opportunity Act or the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act.
Clarification of the meaning of religious purpose
Presently, section 11(b)(i) of the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act provides that conduct engaged in for religious
purposes does not contravene the act provided that it is done
reasonably and in good faith. The proposed amendment to
section 11(b)(i) of the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
will clarify the meaning of ‘religious purpose’ to include
‘conveying, teaching or proselytising of a religion’. There is a
safety mechanism against abuse in that ‘religious purpose’
would still remain subject to the requirement of
reasonableness and good faith.
This amendment reinforces Justice Morris’s observation in
the Fletcher v. Salvation Army case, that the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act does not prohibit proselytising.
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Summary
In summary, this bill strengthens the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act 2001 by:
strengthening the investigative powers of the Equal
Opportunity Commission to encourage the early and
effective resolution of disputes;
clarifying the meaning of religious purpose to support
the right to engage in robust discussion, as long as it
does not vilify others; and
introducing a leave requirement and allowing the
tribunal a discretion to hear the leave application on the
basis of the documents, in other words without oral
submissions, witnesses and legal representatives. This
will facilitate the earlier resolution of racial and religious
vilification complaints and reduce the risk of costly and
unnecessary hearings.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. C. A. STRONG
(Higinbotham) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.

Tightening of procedural provisions for unmeritorious
complaints

Debate adjourned until next day.

The Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal can hear a
complaint of racial and religious vilification that the Equal
Opportunity Commission of Victoria has declined to
entertain, for example, because the commission considered
that the complaint was frivolous, lodged out of time or lacked
substance.

TERRORISM (COMMUNITY
PROTECTION) (FURTHER AMENDMENT)
BILL

In his decision in the Fletcher v. Salvation Army case, Justice
Morris recommended that a person referring such a complaint
declined by the commission to the tribunal be required to
obtain the leave of the tribunal before the proceeding is
initiated. Justice Morris recommended that the question as to
whether leave should be given should be decided on the
papers.
The bill introduces a leave mechanism in inserting a section
23A in the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act. A person
whose racial and religious vilification complaint is declined
by the commission and who wants to pursue it at the tribunal
will have to apply directly to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal for leave. Previously, the person
would have requested the Equal Opportunity Commission to
refer the declined complaint to the tribunal.
The bill also introduces a discretion for the leave application
to be heard by the tribunal ‘on the papers’; in other words,
without oral submissions, witnesses and legal representatives.
There are safeguards. The bill does not restrict the tribunal’s
discretion to hear the leave application on the basis of the
documents alone. In some cases the tribunal may decide that
it is not appropriate to hear a leave application on the basis of
the documents alone, for example, where language barriers or
disabilities restricted a party’s capacity to present their case in
written form.
This amendment will reduce the risk of costly legal
proceedings on unmeritorious racial and religious vilification
complaints.

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated for Mr LENDERS (Minister for
Finance) on motion of Ms Broad.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The purpose of this bill is to amend the Terrorism
(Community Protection) Act 2003 to assist Victoria in
meeting the challenge posed by the threat of terrorism.
Honourable members will be aware that earlier in these
sittings, amendments were made to the Terrorism
(Community Protection) Act 2003 to introduce laws that all
of the states and territories agreed to enact at the special
meeting of the Council of Australian Governments on
counter-terrorism held on 27 September 2005.
This bill reflects further consideration of the act and the
measures that the government views as necessary to secure
the Victorian community and its infrastructure. Honourable
members can be assured that the Victorian government will
continue to analyse and assess developments in this area,
although recognising that legislation is only one aspect of the
state’s response.
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In this bill, there is no addition to the preventative detention
powers or the special police powers to stop, search and seize
that were inserted into the act earlier this year. Only a minor
refinement is made to the preventative detention provisions to
assist the Supreme Court’s deliberations on the place of
detention of persons aged under 18 years.
It is important to reiterate that the Victorian government
acknowledges the concerns that counter-terrorism laws may
infringe upon civil liberties. Our community has a strong
respect for individual civil liberties and the traditional
doctrines and processes that guarantee those liberties. It is
important to recognise the nature of the challenge that
terrorism poses. The Victorian government remains
committed to ensuring a balanced approach in line with the
needs and expectations of the Victorian community.
The bill enhances police powers to detain and decontaminate
persons who have been exposed to contamination as the result
of a terrorist act. Authorised police officers are empowered to
dispose of and destroy a source of contamination and enter
land or premises to ensure the safety of persons or to prevent
or limit any contamination. These powers can be exercised
with the assistance of such other persons that the officer
considers reasonably necessary to undertake that task. A
safeguard is provided for entry onto residential premises. The
police must usually obtain consent but may enter residential
premises without consent of the occupier if immediate entry
is necessary to protect the safety of others.
The existing police powers to issue directions to persons in an
area affected by a terrorist act to not enter or leave premises
or to direct persons to submit to decontamination procedures
will be supported by offence provisions. Persons who disrupt
the important function of police officers by failing to comply
with a direction or hindering, obstructing or delaying a police
member exercising his powers will be guilty of an offence.
To balance these new powers with the need to safeguard the
rights of Victorians, the bill also provides a new section that
requires a member of the police force to facilitate any
reasonable request for medical treatment made by a person
detained under the detention and decontamination powers.
The bill clarifies and simplifies the reporting requirements
about the theft or loss of prescribed chemicals or other
substances. The amendments clarify that the duty of occupiers
of premises where these substances are stored is to report
unexplained losses of these substances.
Important changes are also made to the provisions that require
the operators of essential services infrastructure to plan for the
protection of those services from the effect of terrorist acts.
An amendment to the requirement to provide risk
management plans and participate in training exercises
specifies that the plans and exercises must comply with a
prescribed standard. This ensures that the arrangements to
protect critical infrastructure are in accordance with
recognised standards and practices. The relevant minister’s
power to issue directions to essential service providers to
prepare a risk management plan or participate in training
exercises is supported by offence provisions. The failure to
comply with the minister’s direction is an offence subject to
significant penalties. An amendment is also made to remove
the requirement that a declaration to apply part 6 of the act
(that includes requirements for management plans and to
participate in training exercises) to operators of essential
services, including any infrastructure, need not be published
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in the Government Gazette. The public identification of assets
that are critical to the delivery of essential services is not
prudent in our current security environment.
The bill also amends a number of other Victorian acts to
ensure a consistent approach across Victorian legislation to
the disclosure of security sensitive documents.
The bill amends the Public Records Act to deal with security
sensitive documents held by the Public Records Office. This
has not been done previously, and the government views that
it is now timely to do so. There is a real concern that the
state’s own documents may be used against the Victorian
community and its infrastructure in a manner not
contemplated at the time the Public Records Act was enacted
and for which there is, unfortunately, no current process.
A new provision will allow records to be withheld beyond the
30-year period currently provided under the act if they fall
within the classification of documents described in
section 29A of the Freedom of Information Act 1982. This
classification includes documents related to:
the security of the commonwealth or any state or
territory; or
the defence of the commonwealth; or
the international relations of the commonwealth; or
endangering the security of premises, including land,
building, places and vehicles.
The minister responsible for the Public Records Act, or the
Keeper of Public Records, may declare by notice in the
Government Gazette that a specified record or class of records
is not available for public inspection beyond the 30-year
period currently provided under the act. Of course, the
minister, or a later minister, may repeal or amend such a
declaration at any time in accordance with the Interpretation
of Legislation Act 1984. As a further safeguard, the minister
may only exercise this power after consulting with the
minister responsible for the administration of the public office
from which the record was originally transferred.
The government is aware of the needs of researchers and
other legitimate users of Victorian public records.
Accordingly, the new section also provides a power for the
minister or the keeper to permit access to withheld documents
on any condition or restriction. For example, a researcher may
be given access in these circumstances on condition that they
do not publish or pass on the relevant sensitive document.
Here it is appropriate that an offence is prescribed for any
breach of a condition or restriction. This mechanism again
reflects the government’s very real concern to achieve a
balanced approach, and protect the legitimate interests of
Victorians in having access to the state’s records.
The bill also amends the Freedom of Information Act 1982 to
clarify a number of technical and interpretative matters.
Firstly, the definition of document in that act has been
amended to ensure that the definition includes copies,
reproductions or duplicates of a document and any part of a
copy, reproduction or duplicate.
A technical amendment to section 25 of that act clarifies that
the deletion of material from a document that would be
reasonably regarded as not relevant to the subject matter of a
request. This amendment simply reflects the current legal
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understanding of that act. An interpretative provision,
clause 19 of the bill, will make clear that a document can be
the subject of more than one exemption under the Freedom of
Information Act at any one point of time. Again, this
provision clearly establishes what is the well-understood
operation of the law in Victoria.
The amendments to section 29A of the Freedom of
Information Act will extend the operation of this exemption
provision to include documents created by the
counter-terrorism coordination and emergency management
department of the Victorian police force. This provision will
be retrospective in operation, however, I believe that
honourable members will share the government’s view that it
is simply not appropriate, or indeed wise, that such material
should be accessible under the state’s freedom of information
processes. Additionally, the bill makes clear that documents
that are risk management plans of declared essential services
under the Terrorism (Community Protection) Act or
documents of a training exercise for declared essential
services under the Terrorism (Community Protection) Act are
also exempt documents for Freedom of Information Act
purposes.
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STATUTE LAW (FURTHER REVISION)
BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated for Mr LENDERS (Minister for
Finance) on motion of Ms Broad.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The bill before the house, the Statute Law (Further Revision)
Bill 2006, is a regular review arrangement for statute law in
this state. This bill is vital to the orderly management of the
state and its laws so that the laws remain clear, relevant and
accord with the needs of the Victorian community.

A further change (which is also reflected in the proposed
amendments to the Public Records Act), is that exempt
documents, as set out in section 29A, now expressly includes
those documents whose disclosure could endanger the
security of premises including land, building, places and
vehicles. This change is consistent with the freedom of
information legislation in New South Wales and public
records legislation in Queensland and is intended to clarify
the situation in relation to documents that relate to important
state sites and buildings.

The bill performs two important tasks.

The limitations on the disclosure of security sensitive
documents under the Public Records Act 1973 and the
Freedom of Information Act 1982 are supplemented by a new
offence provision in the Terrorism (Community Protection)
Act 2003 related to disclosures that facilitate a terrorist act.
That provision specifies that persons who possess or control
information or documentation and who intentionally provide
information or documents with the intention of facilitating or
facilitating a terrorist act commit an offence. Given the very
serious potential implications of such actions it is appropriate
that there is a significant penalty for persons who offer this
sort of assistance to persons planning terrorist acts. As we are
aware the furnishing of information or documentation to
terrorists is a tangible form of assistance that may have an
impact on the potential lethality or seriousness of a terrorist
act. Importantly, the section expressly prevents a person from
being punished for this offence if they have been punished for
a similar offence under the criminal code of the
commonwealth dealing with terrorism.

The majority of these redundant acts are amending acts or
amending acts that contain transitional or substantive
provisions. The amendments or repeals made by the acts are
wholly in operation and have amended or repealed the
provisions of acts they were enacted to amend or repeal. The
transitional provisions are no longer required because of the
passage of time and subsequent enactments since the acts
were enacted. The substantive provisions are no longer
required because they have taken effect or are spent. Any
residual effect of the transitional and substantive provisions
will be saved by section 14 of the Interpretation of Legislation
Act 1984.

This bill forms part of the state and national response to the
threat posed by terrorism to the Australian community. As
stated previously, these laws are just one of a number of
nationwide initiatives including engagement with various
communities to eliminate the causes of terrorist activity.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. C. A. STRONG
(Higinbotham) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until next day.

First, it corrects a number of ambiguities, minor omissions
and typographical errors found in acts to ensure that the
meaning of acts is clear and reflects the intention of the
Parliament.
Second, it repeals redundant acts. Members will note that the
bill repeals a number of acts that Chief Parliamentary Counsel
has identified as being redundant.

The redundant acts consist of a number of spent appropriation
acts and other redundant principal acts, including the
Inscribed Stock Judgments Act 1900, Stock and Debentures
Registers Act 1905, Commonwealth and States Financial
Agreement Act 1934, Commonwealth and States Financial
Agreement Act 1944 and Horse Breeding (Repeal) Act 1975,
all of which have no further function and should be repealed
from the statute book to ensure that the statute book is
updated and relevant to the Victorian community.
The bill is non-contentious and should be seen as part of the
orderly housekeeping arrangements of the Victorian
Parliament.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. C. A. STRONG
(Higinbotham) on motion of Hon. Andrea Coote.
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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MELBOURNE SAILORS’ HOME (REPEAL)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 4 May; motion of Mr GAVIN
JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care).
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have
pleasure in speaking on the Melbourne Sailors’ Home
(Repeal) Bill. Although it is only a small bill, it is
important nonetheless because it recognises some
aspects of our history that are important to
acknowledge and talks about some of the future
directions of assistance within this state.
The purpose of this bill is to repeal the Melbourne
Sailors’ Home Act 1986 and close the Sailors Welfare
Fund, which was established under that act in 1986 as a
way of directing the state’s share of the proceeds of the
1964 sale of the Melbourne Sailors Home. For
members who do not know anything about the
Melbourne Sailors Home, it occupied a very grand
building in Spencer Street. When sailors no longer
needed to have such an enormously expensive
establishment in Melbourne, with its high cost of
upkeep, it was sold and the proceeds of its sale went
into areas where they would help sailors in the future.
The Sailors Welfare Fund allowed the minister to make
payments to promote the welfare of sailors and people
working in the Victorian fishing or maritime industries.
Only three payments were made from this fund —
between 1989 and 1991 — and there is a residual
amount of $350 000. It is now proposed that this fund
be closed and that residual amount be spent in a way
that is consistent with the purpose of the fund. I am
pleased to see such consistency. When funds are set up
in good faith and times change it is important to
remember the fundamental purposes of those funds and
reflect those purposes as closely as possible into the
future.
It is proposed that these funds be used to assist with the
distribution of food to Victorians in need through the
combined organisation known as
VicRelief + Foodbank, to expand the capabilities of
volunteer lifesaving, to support sea search and rescue
operations, to promote the welfare of seafarers and
maritime personnel and to assist in the development of
the Southern Cross Chaplaincy The majority of this
$350 000 — that is, $165 000 — will be applied to
VicRelief + Foodbank, which is the successor
organisation to the Victorian Relief Committee and also
Foodbank Victoria.
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I cannot let a bill like this go past without mentioning
Vic Relief and the huge contribution Dame Phyllis
Frost made to that organisation. When Dame Phyllis
Frost died, the Age of 31 October 2004 said she:
… was well known for her commitment to unpopular causes,
most notably helping women prisoners …

Dame Phyllis Frost was an extraordinary woman. She
was a physiotherapist by career and the chairman or
primary patron of 47 different charitable committees
throughout Victoria. She was particularly supportive of
women in prison and concerned with their diets,
helping them to keep their babies whilst serving their
sentences, and she was moved to do this after
witnessing poor jail conditions, including infestation by
rats and food served on tin plates, whilst she was
visiting a friend.
She became an honorary life counsellor to the Victorian
Women’s Prison Council, and in 2000 the Victorian
government — the current government — recognised
her achievements in assisting women prisoners by
renaming the Deer Park Metropolitan Women’s
Correctional Centre as the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre.
That was very apt and a commendable initiative by the
government.
Other things Dame Phyllis Frost was involved in
included starting the Keep Australia Beautiful
campaign and a number of other things. She had a basic
philosophy, which was to love thy neighbour and treat
others as you would like to be treated. That philosophy
and a belief that it is only in helping others that the
human spirit can achieve happiness and rest
underpinned all her work.
Dame Phyllis Frost was a member of the Victorian
Relief Committee for a considerable time and indeed
helped set it up. It was the largest independent
emergency relief resource centre and was created in
1930 by the Victorian government in direct response to
the economic hardship caused by the Great Depression.
It was originally called the State Relief Committee, and
its aim was to help people in distress through a
thorough, efficient and economical way of collecting
and distributing clothing and other domestic
commodities.
It is important to understand that there is a need for this.
Dame Phyllis recognised a need in our community, that
we had to have something that was operable. The work
that she put into this fund is commendable. It is timely
to remember Dame Phyllis Frost. When I was looking
for information about her I came across a couple of
lovely quotes, one of which I will read into Hansard
because it is so good. At the time of her death John
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Hamilton wrote in the Herald Sun of 1 November
2004:
If I was St Peter this morning, I’d open the Pearly Gates
quickly and get out of the way before being swept aside by
the figure waiting impatiently outside.
For Dame Phyllis Frost, a staunch Christian, has undoubtedly
arrived in heaven.

What I would like to remember about Dame Phyllis
today is not only that force which John Hamilton ‘ but
that, as those of us who knew her realise, she would be
particularly concerned about this bill. She would be
particularly concerned that something she had set up
was being subsumed and amalgamated with something
else and would lose a lot of its identity.
The government must have also been concerned about
Dame Phyllis Frost’s reaction to the bill because it
waited until she died before it brought it in. Dame
Phyllis Frost was a formidable character and those of us
who knew her well never readily escaped anything she
asked for or anything she requested; it was at your peril
that you did something she would not have been very
happy about. She would not have been very happy
about today’s bill.
We have to move on. I think it is important to recognise
not only the times but also the work she did all those
years ago. That has been recognised and
acknowledged; indeed this bill provides the opportunity
to build upon that goodwill and work.
I make just a brief note about the Foodbank
organisation, which is also very interesting. These two
organisations, as I said, are merging, so it is salutary to
have a look at Foodbank Victoria. It encourages
manufacturers in the food, beverages and grocery
industries to donate their products to those in need. It
has helped to feed over 20 000 people each day, which
amounts to over 7 million meals per year.
It receives food donations from over 500 food and
grocery companies. Last year it distributed over
5 million kilos of food. It is the pantry for over
1500 accredited welfare agencies around Australia. It is
operated by fewer than 25 paid employees and an army
of volunteers. It is that army of volunteers that I wish to
praise and recognise today, because without their work
we would not be able to administer and distribute the
enormous amount of food and beverages that
manufacturers give to very worthwhile charities and
organisations.
Some concern about this bill’s introduction was
reflected by Peter Mickelburough in the Herald Sun of
3 June 2005. He said the Victorian Relief Committee
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was the only relief committee in Australia that was
protected by an act of Parliament. So today we see
something being changed; we are seeing the end of an
era. He said that until recently the Victorian relief fund
enjoyed the direct patronage of premiers via the
Department of Premier and Cabinet. I would suggest
that it enjoyed that protection from premiers because
the premiers were probably too terrified of Dame
Phyllis Frost to do anything else. It was that type of
work that she enmeshed herself in to make certain that
things happened for the best interests of the community,
which is very important to note.
This venture is going to be worthwhile. It will be a
recognition of the history of this state and will be a way
forward. I can remember the opening of the Foodbank
Victoria operation in Geelong. I went there with the
then Minister for Community Services, the late Michael
John, to see and talk to people who were involved at
that Foodbank, which was set up like a shop so that the
people who needed supplies — essential needs, in some
instances, such as toiletries and items that were
necessary in running a family — would go into the
Foodbank supermarket and use a shopping trolley just
like you would find in a normal supermarket. The
products were set up on the shelves and people were
able to choose what their family needed that week. It
gave self-respect and self-esteem to people who felt
they were not just accepting charity because they felt
part of the community and that they were doing their
shopping just as other people who went to a
supermarket would do.
The essence of this bill and the essence of what
VicRelief + Foodbank is going to do is hopefully not
only give people in need only essential goods but also
encourage manufacturers and distributors of goods to
engage with the public in a very productive way and
provide the recipients with an opportunity to have
self-esteem, self-confidence and the knowledge that
they too can look after the needs of their families.
So it is farewell to something that was started at the
Melbourne Sailors Home by our forefathers and
foremothers, who looked at how they could make life
better for generations of people in this state. The
combination of VicRelief + Foodbank should do well. I
wish this new organisation the very best and hope it has
many successful years ahead of it. I hope it will be a
bipartisan organisation into the future and that the
present Premier and future premiers will continue to
support it in the spirit that Dame Phyllis Frost would
have approved of.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — As the
previous speaker has so well encapsulated, this very
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small bill repeals the Melbourne Sailors’ Home Act
1986. The Melbourne Sailors Home dates back to
27 April 1868 when it was thought that seafarers and
maritime workers needed cheap accommodation. It
settled on some land at the corner of Spencer and Little
Collins streets until some time later when it was
thought best to sell the land and move to a place in
South Melbourne. The new dwelling in South
Melbourne provided accommodation of some 50 rooms
at a modest price for those working in the maritime
industry.
As time progressed, the expectations and living
standards of those working in the merchant marine and
shipping industry increased, and once that happened the
need for cheap accommodation declined. Therefore in
1964 the sailors home was sold. In 1986 the Sailors
Welfare Fund was established with the proceeds of this
sale and it was envisaged that out of that fund small
grants could be made to some of the people in the
seafaring industry should they have the need for an
additional support. As it has turned out, since 1986 only
three grants or payments have been made from that
fund, so we have the situation where about $350 000
has been sitting in the Sailors Welfare Fund for quite
some years now with no further payments from it. The
Melbourne Sailors’ Home (Repeal) Bill is good,
commonsense legislation whereby the government
identifies five worthwhile charities through which the
money is to be distributed for the betterment of the
general community.
Mrs Coote has mentioned the great work done by the
VicRelief and Foodbank organisations, which recently
merged and which will receive the majority of these
funds — that is, in the vicinity of $165 000 — which
will be very welcome. Some concerns were raised in
my office recently that the hardworking volunteers at
Foodbank have found themselves out of pocket from
paying travelling expenses involved in picking up
produce that has been made available to them by
suppliers. I call on the government to keep a close eye
on that, because we are all very proud of our volunteers
in this state and are honoured by the work they do to
look after those less fortunate, and we do not expect our
volunteers to be out of pocket from their voluntary
endeavours. If they are prepared to give up their time I
think we should be well and truly happy about that and
treat them with respect. We should not be turning a
blind eye to the fact that our volunteers are out of
pocket through the work they are doing.
Victorian volunteer lifesavers will also be recipients.
We expect that Life Saving Victoria, formed from the
recent merging of the Royal Life Saving Society
Australia, Victoria branch, and Surf Life Saving
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Victoria, will receive in the vicinity of $60 000. We all
understand the brilliant work the organisation does,
literally saving many lives each and every summer.
The Australian Volunteer Coastguard (Victoria
Squadron) will receive $60 000 for sea search and
rescue through this legislation and the Australian Ports
Welfare Foundation, a non-denominational,
not-for-profit service organisation promoting equality
of life in the workplace of seafarers and other maritime
personnel, will also be the recipient of $55 000. The
Southern Cross Chaplaincy at Docklands will receive a
$10 000 grant to establish a centre to better assist the
organisations it works with so that they can improve
their work.
Members of the Nationals would much rather have this
type of redundant legislation repealed. We would like
the government to further explore other hollow logs
where funds are just sitting so that moneys can be
distributed throughout the community to assist in
improving the wellbeing of many people. It is very
important that those funds be delivered to charities that
are set up to help those less fortunate than ourselves.
With these short words, I indicate that we are fully
supportive of the bill. We congratulate the government
on the way that these funds will be distributed and hope
the funds quickly find their way to those less fortunate
than us.
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I am also pleased
to have the opportunity to speak to the bill before the
house this afternoon. It is interesting when you look
back to see that the Sailors Welfare Fund, which was
set up under the Melbourne Sailors’ Home Act 1986
following the sale of the Melbourne Sailors Home, has
been activated on only three occasions. The first
payment was $30 000 in May 1989 to the Lakes
Entrance Ocean Rescue Cooperative Ltd for the
purchase of equipment or a second-hand boat. The
second payment was $10 000 in December 1989 to the
Marlo Boat Rescue Club to purchase sea equipment.
The final payment was $44 000 in July 1991 to the Surf
Life Saving Association of Australia for technical
equipment and two boat motors to assist in maritime
rescues. That highlights that those payments totalling
$84 000, the last of which was made in 1991, left a
residual of over $350 000 in the fund.
It is apparent that our dealing with this matter is long
overdue. It has come about as a result of a March 2005
Department of Treasury and Finance review of
hypothecation arrangements, out of which came
recommendations that the government repeal the act
and close the fund. That probably reinforces that
governments tend to resist the hypothecation of funds
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for particular purposes as against dealing with budgets
raised out of consolidated revenue. It highlights that
hypothecated funds can sometimes be put aside,
overlooked or perhaps lost in some senses instead of
being put to immediate use for the benefit of the
community. What we are dealing with today as a result
of a review of hypothecation arrangements is the repeal
of the Melbourne Sailors’ Home Act 1986, the closure
of the Sailors Welfare Fund and the transfer of the
residual $350 000 to consolidated revenue. However,
rather than that residual being absorbed into
consolidated revenue, and as is very clearly stated in the
second-reading speech, there are recommendations for
the disbursement of those funds for a range of purposes.
The first recommendation is to provide $165 000 to
enable VicRelief + Foodbank to expand the distribution
of food and material aid to needy families in rural
Victoria who are facing hardship and to improve
refrigeration at the Dandenong distribution centre that
services this area of high need in that part of the state.
The second recommendation is to provide a grant of
$60 000 to enable Life Saving Victoria to expand
volunteer lifesaving by developing the capability of the
12 small member clubs around the bay to recruit club
members and develop leadership with programs such as
Nippers, who are junior members, lifesaver skill
development and youth leadership.
The third recommendation is for a one-off grant of
$60 000 to the Victoria squadron of the Australian
Volunteer Coast Guard for equipment to assist in its
search and rescue operations. The Victoria squadron is
the largest dedicated bay and coastal volunteer marine
search and rescue organisation in Victoria. It currently
has about 500 volunteers and does some very important
work in support of the community. In 2005 it assisted
almost 2000 persons in distress and provided important
support to the water police.
The fourth recommendation is that there be a grant of
$55 000 for the Australian Ports Welfare Foundation, a
non-denominational, not-for-profit service organisation
that promotes the quality of life in the workplace of
seafarers and all other maritime personnel. The grant
will be used for the undertaking of a feasibility study on
the implementation of a 24-hour welfare service to
provide medical, psychological and pastoral care
services to seafarers and other maritime personnel who
use the Melbourne port.
Finally, there is a recommendation for a grant of
$10 000 towards a multicultural interfaith spiritual and
learning community centre at the Southern Cross
Chaplaincy at Docklands. That reflects the strong links
between the growing Docklands community and
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seafaring. There are many people who have settled and
work at Docklands who have an interest in fishing,
sailing, living by the sea and enjoying associated
activities.
The important thing to be aware of is that all of those
proposals are broadly consistent with the original
intentions and purposes of the fund. I am assured by my
parliamentary colleague Mr Smith, who was a naval
officer, that mariners, seafarers and fishers would very
much agree with those proposals to assist the groups
that do good work in caring for the welfare of seafarers
and fishers and organisations like
VicRelief + Foodbank, which care for needy families.
Mr Smith assures me that there would be widespread
agreement among mariners and seafarers that these
funds be disbursed and used for these important
purposes. With those words, I commend the bill to the
house.
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I take the opportunity to
say a few words on the bill. I have a keen interest in
most things maritime, particularly something like the
Melbourne Sailors Home.
Hon. D. K. Drum — Have you been there, Bob?
Mr SMITH — I have not stayed overnight — not
that I can remember anyway. I know such
establishments are important facilities in ports around
the world, particularly for sailors who, generally
speaking, are not particularly well paid or well-off and
who do not have the money needed to get good
accommodation in major cities.
I note that the bill will repeal the Melbourne Sailors’
Home Act of 1986 and that some $350 000 that resides
in the coffers at the moment will be disbursed. I heartily
approve of the process and of the areas to which the
money will go. However, I hope we are not jumping
the gun. I hope we are not pre-empting things and
assuming there will be no need for a sailors home in the
future. I am not convinced that will be the case because
of the federal government’s determination to introduce
flags of convenience.
Hon. D. K. Drum — Give it up, Bob.
Mr SMITH — An honourable member suggests I
should give it up. We will not give this up. The fact is
that under a flags-of-convenience system there will be
more poor and lowly paid sailors visiting our major
ports than visit today.
In my view they are in genuine need of accommodation
in the very same way as the situation that led to the
home being set up originally. It makes no sense that we
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would remove a facility that has proven to be needed.
As I said, I am of the view that it will be deja vu all
over again and that we will need something like this
facility down the track.
I am not disappointed that organisations like Southern
Chapels are getting funding or are going to look at
ways and means of disbursing these funds, but who
better to have money for this sort of thing than the
Maritime Union of Australia. That is what it does — it
looks after sailors. I know that might be politically
unacceptable to comrades opposite, but at the end of the
day it makes a bit of sense that the union should be
included in the disbursement of the funds and in better
looking after mariners.
As my honourable colleague Mr Drum indicated
earlier, this is commonsense and sensible legislation in
that where significant amounts of money are laying
dormant, the situation should be reviewed and the funds
disbursed appropriately. For that reason, I commend the
bill to the house.
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 members for their contributions and
their support of the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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The bill makes a number of technical amendments to
the Financial Management Act 1994, which is the
principal legislation in Victoria for establishing a
framework of financial management. It was established
under the previous government to replace a number of
different pieces of legislation, and it has worked
successfully over the last 12 years. The act goes into
some detail in establishing the consolidated fund, the
public ledger, the public account and the trust fund. It
has a section on financial responsibility and a section on
budget management. It also puts in place the
accountability and reporting framework, which for this
Parliament is probably one of the most important
aspects of the principal act.
The bill makes a number of relatively minor technical
amendments to the Financial Management Act, and
those amendments will have the support of the Liberal
Party. The key provisions of the bill provide direct
authority to the Minister for Finance to give ministerial
directions rather than such directions being authorised
via regulation. The bill allows for various items of
revenue to be accounted for on an accrual basis against
expenses rather than being handled on a cash basis.
That reflects the move to accrual accounting some
seven or eight years ago.
It makes changes to the way in which estimates for
departmental carryovers are handled. Rather than
requiring an estimate to be presented before the end of
the financial year is finalised, it allows for that estimate
to be reported upon in the next financial year. It makes
some very minor changes to the way in which the
budget papers are presented, which is particularly
pertinent today. It allows them to be presented on the
day in which the second reading of the Appropriation
Bill is introduced. It makes some minor changes to the
provisions under which a minister can grant leases over
Crown land.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 4 May; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The Liberal Party will support the Financial
Management (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill now
before the house.

These six or seven amendments to the principal act are
minor and technical in nature, and they have the
support of the Liberal Party. But I would like to pick up
on some of the things that are covered in the minister’s
second-reading speech because the minister, in this case
the Treasurer in the other place, has waxed lyrical about
this piece of legislation. He has waxed lyrical about the
commitment of this government to transparency in the
reporting framework. In the second-reading speech he
says:
The bill reflects the government’s interest in ensuring that
legislation relating to public finances is current, effective and
internally consistent.
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He concludes:
The proposed amendments will support sound governance
and are in line with the government’s commitment to
responsible financial management.

I have to say that despite these fine words from the
Treasurer and despite the existence of the Financial
Management Act, we increasingly see this government
attempting to confuse, mislead and deceive this
Parliament about the true financial state of the Victorian
government. As a member of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee I see it regularly in the evidence
that is given before that committee by ministers and
government officers, who make no attempt, despite the
Treasurer’s claim, to maintain openness and
accountability. In fact the evidence presented to that
committee is presented in quite the opposite way. It is a
commitment by the government to confuse and to
mislead. It is regrettable that the second-reading speech
is nothing but hollow rhetoric.
Looking at the budget papers today, the bill before the
house should be about a pristine reporting regime, yet I
see in budget paper 3 that three pages of errata sheets
were inserted before the papers were presented to the
house today. If the departments identified three pages
of errors, how many other errors are yet to be
identified? This has happened consistently with
information the government has presented to this
Parliament.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — There are things stuck in by
hand, too, that did not even make the errata list.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Mr Baxter tells
me that further corrections were made to the budget
papers between their printing and tabling today that did
not even make an errata list. That is just sloppy, and
that is not what this Parliament and not what the people
of Victoria expect from the Department of Treasury and
Finance. We have a piece of legislation in the Financial
Management Act which puts in place a framework, and
we would expect that the government and Treasury
would provide information to this Parliament and to the
people of Victoria in a manner that is accurate,
complete and transparent.
The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee brings
down two major reports every year: one is the report on
budget estimates and the other is the report on budget
outcomes. I will refer briefly to the report on budget
outcomes because regrettably, again, the rhetoric of the
government does not live up to the observations of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee.
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I place on record that the report of the 2004–05 budget
outcomes was adopted unanimously by the
committee — a committee that has a majority of
government members, including the member for
Pascoe Vale in the other place, Christine Campbell — a
former minister in this government — as chair. It is a
committee that has consistently highlighted
shortcomings in the reporting framework of this
government. I have to say that the nature of the findings
of this committee have been consistent over a number
of years and, regrettably, have been largely ignored by
the Treasurer and by the Treasury over the last several
years.
One of the key complaints that this committee has
made has been the failure to adequately report on
performance measures and output targets. Every
year — I note that the budget papers this year are no
different — we see a change on a departmental basis of
the output measures that are included in the budget, the
effect of which is to limit comparability from year to
year. We see major shortfalls in the published targets
reported in departmental and agency annual reports
without any explanation as to why there are shortfalls in
the achievements against those targets. These are
themes that have been consistently picked up by the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee over the last
three or four years and, I have to say, with increasing
vigour, notwithstanding the fact that this is a committee
that has a government majority, because even the
government members on that committee are becoming
increasingly frustrated at the way in which the
government and Treasury fail to provide accurate and
complete information to this Parliament. I could cite
recommendation after recommendation where the
Treasury and the government are failing in the
requirement to be accountable to this Parliament.
The committee made a number of recommendations
that the Minister for Finance could act upon in terms of
ministerial directions, and I note that what started out in
the initial government response to these
recommendations as acceptance in principle soon
became rejections. We see that year after year nothing
changes, and again the public accounts committee has
seen fit to comment upon, by way of the report on
budget outcomes for 2004–05, the continued failure of
the government to adopt some of these reporting
measures that the committee has recommended.
I therefore wholeheartedly recommend to members of
this chamber the report of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee on budget outcomes. I do not
intend at this point to go through those
recommendations in further detail, but I highlight that
while we have the rhetoric from the Treasurer in his
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second-reading speech that the government is about
transparency and accountability, it is very clear from
the work that the public accounts committee has done
that that is not the case and that a lot of work can be
done by this Treasurer and this government to ensure
that the people of Victoria are fully informed.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — The
Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips has certainly drawn
attention to the highfalutin rhetoric which attends this
bill and which is entirely unjustified. What the
second-reading speech should have been doing was
giving some credit to the Kennett government for
introducing the Financial Management Act in the first
place, because that act went a long way towards
regularising the way the accounts of the state of
Victoria are maintained and certainly went a long way
towards ensuring that openness and transparency in the
way the accounts are maintained is paramount.
In a sense this bill is simply building on that as a matter
of housekeeping, largely consequent upon the
introduction of accrual accounting, which again was an
initiative of the Kennett government. We are forever in
debt for that to the Treasurer and finance minister of the
day, Messrs Stockdale and Hallam, with the support of
the Premier and cabinet, because accrual accounting is
clearly a much more accurate way of keeping the books
and a much more illustrative way of indicating to the
public of Victoria — the electors and taxpayers — what
the true position of the government’s books is.
Certainly it makes it much more difficult for dishonest
governments — and we have had a few of those over
the time, as we well know — to hide what the true facts
are. One has only to think back to the Cain and Kirner
governments to know how the facts were kept from the
people at the time. Therefore in that sense this bill is
quite welcome in that it is building on the good work
that was done by the previous government — for
example, it changes some of the terminology in the act
to bring it into line with and make it more appropriate
to accrual accounting. The words ‘money received’ are
substituted by ‘revenue receivable’, which clearly is a
more appropriate term for deployment in accrual
accounting.
That famous section 29 of the Financial Management
Act which refers to annotated receipts — that is,
amounts received by departments from the sale of
goods or the provision of services which they are able
to retain under that section and are deemed to be a
budget appropriation — has been completely rewritten,
and that has become necessary, too, because of the
introduction of accrual accounting. It is to stop
departments engaging in some financial shenanigans by
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including the sale, for example, of a property on terms
over 10 years, including the whole of that sale price in
the first year of the contract, which would clearly not be
an accurate way of reporting what actually happened
and as well as that would lead to an additional sum of
money needing to be found by the Treasurer for the
department’s activities that year, so I think it is quite
right that section 29 was rewritten. There was nothing
wrong with section 29 in the original act, but with the
introduction of accrual accounting it could have been
used in a manner that was not intended and that
amendment is therefore supported.
Section 32 of the principal act goes to the issue of
unused appropriations. In the past a determination as to
quantum had to be made prior to the end of the year,
and clearly that was very difficult to do and on some
occasions led to some wasteful expenditure by
departments as the end of the financial year
approached. The amendments this bill encompasses are
welcome in that regard as well.
Mr Rich-Phillips mentioned parliamentary tabling. I
understand that was at the suggestion of the clerks. It
seems a commonsense amendment and basically
reflects what we have been doing anyway.
A further section in the bill is, I suppose, an add-on but
quite a useful add-on. It goes to the issue of the leasing
of Crown land. It seems that some smart operator has
questioned the minister’s authority to lease buildings on
public land. There is no problem with that bit, but the
question is: did the minister have the authority to lease
the Crown land which gave access to those buildings?
Clearly that was the original intent, and I am pleased it
has been made absolutely clear in the bill. It is
important because there are cases where publicly
owned buildings are leased out to private operators or
community groups, and we need that to be absolutely
clear.
Mr Rich-Phillips hit the nail on the head when he
pointed to the fact that the government claims openness
and transparency in its accounting but does not actually
practise it. I have not calculated how many pages are in
today’s budget, but really and truly it is very difficult
for members of Parliament to work out what it all
means — and it is impossible for the person in the
street to work out what it all means. Sometimes I yearn
for the simpler days when Sir Rupert Hamer was
Premier of this state. When the budget came in it was
very easy to run down the list and find out which new
schools were going to be built, which hospitals were
being upgraded and where the money was being spent.
I defy anyone to find it in today’s document other than
in the spin document called Victorian Budget
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Overview — Meeting the Challenges, which lists the
major capital expenditure in a regional context. The rest
is very difficult indeed.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — They will be in the press
releases.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — They will be in the press
releases, but the press releases on past — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — No accountability to the
Parliament, only the spin.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is right,
Mr Atkinson, and spin is the operative word when it
comes to press releases. Those press releases will not be
very illuminating to the public. They will put on the
spin. We have seen that in the last three weeks as
announcements have been made progressively and the
budget has been leaked, However, it is impossible for
anyone to find a composite, reliable list of expenditure,
because it is just not there. I think that is very much a
shortcoming of the budget documents.
Mr Rich-Phillips referred to the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee’s report on the 2004–05 budget
outcomes. Like him I commend pages 37 and 38 to the
house, because they put paid to the government’s
claims that it is open and accountable. As we know, the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee is an
all-party committee and this report was unanimously
adopted. Among other things, the committee concluded
that much of the government documentation lacked
transparency and accountability to the Victorian
Parliament. The report states:
The major issues involved the lack of parliamentary scrutiny
over budget supplementation, failure to develop performance
information pertaining to government performance, not
providing Parliament with details of moneys provided to
departments from the Treasurer’s advance —

I remind the house that the Treasurer’s advance now
issues hundreds of millions of dollars each year; it is
not the emergency fund it was 25 years ago, when it
might have been there in reserve and was a very small
amount of money —
and the capability of computer systems across the public
sector to produce performance information.

We hear so much in this house from the Minister for
Information and Communication Technology about
how good the government is in information technology,
but it is not practising what it preaches. The committee
went on to say in its review of the annual reports of
departments and agencies:
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During the course of the budget outcomes inquiry, the
committee continued the practice of conducting a review of
the annual reports of all departments as well as a selected
number of agencies. the main focus of the review was on
performance reporting and compliance with the disclosure
requirements under the Financial Management Act 1994.
Agencies’ performance reporting is a crucial element of
accountability by the executive government because it allows
the stakeholders to judge achievement of outcomes and also
value for money in the delivery of services.
Generally, the committee has found only very limited
improvement in the reporting of performance by agencies
over the last few years. Although there are pockets of good
reporting, the progress across the public sector has been slow
despite concerns raised by the committee and the
Auditor-General in a number of recent reports to the
Parliament.

I think that is an indictment of the government. It keeps
telling us how good it is about openness and
transparency, but the committee found that is not
necessarily so. The committee went on to say:
Given the inadequacies found in a majority of the agencies’
performance reports, the committee has concluded that, at
present, it would be quite difficult for the stakeholders to
actually carry out a proper assessment of how the outputs and
initiatives have contributed to the achievement of the
corporate objectives and government outcomes. It has been
the committee’s view for some time that the annual report is
often seen by some agencies as merely a ‘compliance’ and
‘public relations’ document (with the emphasis on ‘good
news’) rather than an instrument of accountability. This view
has again been reaffirmed following an examination of the
2004–05 reports.

Again that is a pretty sad indictment of the government.
Apparently it is not taking any notice of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee’s
recommendations, because the committee has made
these comments several times and still finds
deficiencies.
It is all very well for us to get a second-reading speech,
but I notice that it was well described by the shadow
Treasurer in the other place as a cut-and-paste speech.
The government takes various paragraphs off the shelf
and puts them together. What is in the speech bears
very little resemblance to what is in this bill. The
speech simply tries to paint this government as some
marvellous financial manager that is up there, open and
upfront, telling the people what is in the bill. We know
from experience that is not the case at all, as the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee has found out yet
again. While this bill is a small step towards improving
matters, the government needs to lift its game.
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Mr Rich-Phillips
spoke on the bill for about 1 minute and Mr Baxter
spoke for about 2 minutes. I will now speak on the bill.
I remind Mr Rich-Phillips that what he read out was in
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relation only to the second-reading speech, which says
that this bill reflects the government’s interest in
ensuring that legislation relating to public finances is
current, effective and internally consistent, that the
amendments are technical in nature and do not
represent a change in policy. Obviously members of the
Liberal Party got together on this bill, because the
member for Box Hill in the other place, Mr Clark, said
pretty much the same thing as Mr Rich-Phillips.
Mr Clark has been elbowed aside by the new Leader of
the Opposition on the opposition’s response to the
budget. Mr Baillieu will give the opposition’s response.
I can understand why Mr Baillieu would elbow aside
the member for Box Hill, whose contribution on this
bill was quite clearly just a nitpicking exercise.
At the moment the Liberal Party is excited because it
has a new leader, and some of the people on the other
side of the house have blood on their hands because of
the way they dealt with the former Leader of the
Opposition in the other place. I am not going to go into
that, but I know it is a fact. I remind members of the
words of the great P. J. Keating when he said of John
Hewson, ‘I will do you slowly’. I say now that the
Labor Party in this state will do the Leader of the
Opposition very quickly if he is going to go on with this
sort of nonsense.
We can understand why the member for Box Hill was
elbowed aside. If members want to have a good look at
a debate on this — and I will not go over it — I suggest
they read the contributions of the member for Burwood
in the other place and the other Labor members. The
Leader of The Nationals — if that is what they are still
called — made quite a good contribution to debate on
the bill. Mr Baxter’s contribution was not quite as good,
but at least it was an improvement on the performance
by Mr Rich-Phillips, but we do not know how much
longer The Nationals will be called The Nationals.
They could become the New Liberals or whatever else
they call themselves.
I feel they could jump across as they have a record of
getting into bed with other people — for example, in
South Australia — but I warn them: do not get into bed
with that mob over there because it would be an
absolute disaster for The Nationals. I have a little bit of
time for The Nationals, as I have said in this place
before.
This bill has been looked at by all the departments and
also by the Auditor-General, who advised that he does
not have any concerns about the amendments. Recently
in this place we have heard a lot of stories about the
Auditor-General. Members opposite wanted to nobble
the Auditor-General — they wanted to get rid of
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him — and we would not have been able to have a new
Auditor-General appointed because there would not
have been one to be replaced! A private company
would have been appointed.
This small bill of some eight pages contains seven
amendments; their purpose is to update the Financial
Management Act, which, as Mr Baxter said, was
introduced by the Kennett government. It also clarifies
the powers of the Minister for Finance to grant leases
and licences over Crown land and premises and updates
the regulation and direction-making powers under the
Financial Management Act.
Section 29 of the act currently does not reflect the move
from cash to accrual accounting principles. The
proposed new section will correct this and align the
section with the current practice.
I did not intend to go through those sections, but if
anyone ever reads in Hansard the contributions by
members of the Liberals and The Nationals, they would
not know what the bill is about. That is why I am going
through what the amendments are all about.
The bill repeals section 32(2) of the principal act,
thereby removing the requirement to make a
determination of unused appropriation before the end of
the financial year to which it relates. This is no longer
practical due to the introduction of accrual rather than
cash accounting and is out of step with the financial
year accounting and reporting processes.
Clause 8 of the bill substitutes section 42 of the
principal act to remove a conflict with parliamentary
tabling requirements. The current wording requires the
annual budget estimates to be tabled when the
appropriation bills are before the house. Proposed new
section 42 will require that they are tabled on the day on
which the second readings of the annual appropriation
bills for that year are moved; or in the case of the
Legislative Council, if the Council is not sitting, on the
next sitting day.
Clause 9 substitutes section 54P of the principal act to
clarify the minister’s authority in relation to licensing
and leasing of surplus Crown land and buildings.
Clause 10 substitutes new paragraphs in section 59(1)
of the principal act, the regulation-making power, to
reflect contemporary financial management practice
and the move from a cash environment to an accrual
environment.
As I said, it is only a very small bill, so I do not intend
to speak on it any longer. I have stated exactly what the
bill covers. It is a sensible bill, it updates the 1994 act,
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and it continues the openness of the Bracks
government. I wish the bill a speedy passage.

refused to provide basic accounting information. His
department also refuses to provide it.

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — It is no
wonder Mr Pullen took the opportunity to return to the
technical matters of the bill, because the substantive
argument about the mismatch of the government’s
rhetoric to fact that was put by the two speakers prior to
Mr Pullen is simply unassailable. Indeed there is more
soft-shoe shuffling by government ministers in this
place when it comes to accountability than you would
ever find at the Tivoli Theatre or the Princess Theatre
across the road.

Hon. J. M. Madden — You are just showing how
little work you have done in seven years. You have not
kept one press release in seven years.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — The truth is I have kept
every press release the minister has issued. When you
add up the amounts of money — —

The reality is that this government, through its
ministers, consistently avoids accountability. Its annual
reports are a charade, as has been pointed out by
Mr Baxter. The annual reports are simply an
opportunity to convey not just good news but to frame
photos of ministers in absurd circumstances for their
own self-aggrandisement and for the boasting of this
government. The reality is that when it comes to
reporting and the opportunity for the community to
assess the performance of this government and its
departments and agencies, it is totally unaccountable.

Hon. J. M. Madden — Then you would know what
the details are. Do a tally, do some work.

In just the past three weeks I have approached the
Minister for Sport and Recreation, who is sitting
fiddling with his phone — text-messaging Shane
Warne, perhaps, although the minister is not blonde!
Three weeks ago I asked the minister for the totals of
the range of grants provided in the sport and recreation
field. It is not just me who has asked for that
information from Minister Madden, the parliamentary
library has also asked for it.
The reality is that the minister will not provide even
historic information on the level of those grants. I
would have thought it was fairly basic public
information that the minister would have had in his top
drawer.
Hon. J. M. Madden — On a point of order, Acting
President, if the member is going to make accusations
like that, I ask that he give correct details. I also ask you
to make sure he does not mislead Parliament by making
false accusations.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! I am happy to rule on
that: that is not a point of order. The member is
debating the bill. I ask him to proceed.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — I think the minister is a
dill for making such a comment, because the reality is
that I have approached his office, as has the
parliamentary library, and in both cases the minister has

Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — The minister would be
better in the outer at Carlton. The only problem is the
Optus Oval has shut, but perhaps it is still the best place
for this minister. The fact is that I have kept every one
of his press releases.

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Let us come to the
substance of the matter the minister raises by way of
interjection — that is, the accountability of the
government should be assessed by press releases. That
is what he has just said. He said the public’s
opportunity to find out what this government’s financial
responsibilities and outcomes are is delivered through
press releases. That is the very point of this bill today.
That is what this is all about.
Hon. J. M. Madden — You have had four different
opposition spokespeople on sport, and not one of them
has kept a file on the things that we have done.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — The minister rabbits on
and squawks like Karak. He is not the mascot for the
Commonwealth Games. He is a minister of this
government, and he ought to be accountable to the
people of Victoria for the money he spends and the
budget he has.
Hon. J. M. Madden — You want to keep a tally of
it.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Interjections across the
chamber are disorderly. Mr Atkinson should address his
remarks through the Chair and the minister should stop
interjecting.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — We keep a tally, and
the press releases do not add up. None of them adds up
with the budget. The press releases are a matter of spin.
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Hon. J. M. Madden — Go to the DVC reports,
every year.

information on exactly what money is expended by the
government on particular grant programs.

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — We read the annual
reports.

I have been able to collect all the minister’s press
releases; he will be happy to know that I read all of
them; however, they do not add up. When you add up
the amounts of money involved, you see they have
been spun in different time frames, reannounced many
times and applied to projects from different
departments. When you ask one of these departments
about spending on particular programs — for instance,
the Go for Your Life program — you get one answer,
but in another area it is quite a different figure. Indeed,
when I looked at the Go for Your Life program over the
last couple of days I saw budget estimates that ran from
$8 million a year to $22 million a year. That is a lot of
difference in funding for a single program.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — The fact is that this
minister is a classic example of this government’s
unaccountability.
Hon. J. M. Madden — On a point of order, Acting
President, a member on the other side of the chamber
made a comment. I take offence at it and ask him to
withdraw.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Could you say what the
comment is that you are objecting to.
Hon. J. M. Madden — I will not repeat his
comment, because I would not do it justice. I ask the
member to withdraw his comment, but I do not want
him to repeat it. Mr Rich-Phillips has yelled something
across the chamber that I find offensive. I ask him to
withdraw the comment, but I will not repeat it as I do
not want it on record. I do not want it in Hansard,
because that is the intention of the member across the
chamber.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! I did not hear the
comment. As I do not know what the comment is,
unfortunately I believe I cannot ask the member to
withdraw it.
Hon. J. M. Madden — If the comment is reported
in Hansard, I will ask that it be withdrawn. I will not
repeat it, as I do not want to justify the comment.
However, if it appears in Hansard, I will ask the
member to make a formal apology to the chamber.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The minister can request
that the comment be withdrawn when the daily proof is
published, which I believe will be tomorrow. We need
to wait to see what is in the daily proof, and then the
minister will have his opportunity.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — This minister is the
perfect example of this government’s unaccountability.
As I said, the government runs out press releases. The
minister expects that the public ought to take note of
press releases and glossy annual reports as a
measurement of the government’s performance, rather
than having members of Parliament receive accurate

The way the government has talked about the program,
it is impossible to determine what the figure is. When
you ask the department what the figure is, it will not tell
you. It is apparently not allowed to tell you without
reference back to the minister’s office, and the minister
will not tell you because he either does not know, does
not care or does not recognise his responsibilities of
accountability.
The legislation before us today is all well and good. It is
a good piece of legislation in terms of the technical
matters it addresses. It represents some improvement on
the Financial Management Act 1994, which genuinely
brought financial accountability to this state after a
period of disastrous financial management. It was
amusing to hear the Minister for Finance talk in this
place over the last couple of days about how the
government had rescued the state from its financial
problems. He is presumably relying upon the
performance of WorkCover and the Transport Accident
Commission, which have had substantial surpluses that
have now been plundered by the government to prop up
general revenue expenditure. These surpluses that have
been generated in both those authorities are because of
the policy settings put in place by the former
government. The minister has benefited from those
policy settings, but he is very quick to boast that he is
responsible for the financial improvements to both
those authorities.
If you look across the board at other areas for a true
comparison with the economic performance of the
previous government and, certainly given the context of
the previous Cain and Kirner governments, at what this
government received as a legacy, you see that it
inherited a $1.5 billion budget surplus in its first term
and that, without changing any of the policy settings of
the previous government, it realised another $1.3 billion
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in the following financial year. That amounted to its
being $2.8 billion in the black to start with, even before
the GST revenue kicked in.
I notice that while members opposite very often
complain about the GST, in the words of another great
Australian — I dare say a greater Australian than Paul
Keating, namely the federal Treasurer, Peter
Costello — he has never had a cheque returned or had
an offer by any of the states to send the GST money
back to Canberra. Whilst they seem to want to have
their cake and eat it too, the fact is they are not serious
about that particular issue.
When it comes to this legislation, there is no doubt that
the accountability framework that was put in place in
the 1994 legislation has led to a better administration of
this state’s finances. But there is a continuing problem.
Whilst there are technical matters appropriately
addressed in this legislation, the continuing problem is
that ministers do not adhere to their responsibilities to
be accountable to this Parliament or to the people of
Victoria.
Too often the executive holds sway, goes its merry way
and simply tries to do its business and inform people by
way of the spin of its press releases and its annual
reports rather than by details of the financial outcomes.
That is not just my view or that of many people around
Victoria but is the view of the parliamentary Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, which has
conducted in-depth and comprehensive research into
this whole area of accountability and the difference
between the government’s rhetoric and its delivery.
The Minister for Sport and Recreation says, ‘You
should be very careful about the claims you make about
asking for information’. He need go no further than his
advisers or department heads to find out about that
information. The reality is that the minister ought to be
accountable, as indeed the government ought to be
accountable for its undertakings and for its performance
as far as the public is concerned.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — The minister should go
back to Optus Oval. He should enjoy his time on the
outer because his shouting will certainly be terrific
there. It will be appreciated there, and arguably he will
do a better job as a spectator in the outer than he is
doing as the Minister for Sport and Recreation in this
government.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
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Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

STATUTE LAW (FURTHER REVISION)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Statute Law (Further Revision) Bill 2006 I
indicate that the opposition will be supporting it. Statute
law revision bills, as you would be aware, Mr Acting
President, come before the house on fairly regular
occasions. They are intended to tidy up the statute book
and correct mistakes that have been made in pieces of
legislation introduced over the last 12 months, or to
correct mistakes or errors that have been found over the
past 12 months. This bill corrects ambiguities,
omissions and typographical errors that have been
found in various acts, and it repeals a whole series of
redundant acts and legislation.
It particularly repeals a lot of acts that are consequential
or have savings provisions in them or acts that are part
of new legislation which includes savings provisions.
Once a certain amount of time has elapsed, those
savings provisions are no longer relevant or have been
exhausted and the legislation can be made redundant.
The redundancy part is more about that sort of
legislation than it is about cleaning up the statute book
with more consequential pieces of legislation. The
legislation being made redundant falls into that other
category.
I can give the house some examples of picking up
ambiguities, minor amendments and typographical
errors. For instance, schedule 1 of the bill deals with
amendments to acts. The first item that appears is an
amendment to the Ambulance Services Act 1986; it
amends the phrase ‘ambulance attaches’ in
section 22(2) to ‘ambulance service attaches’. Another
correction is to section 155 of the Children, Youth and
Families Act: ‘to’ is to be inserted after ‘returned’, so
that the act will read ‘ returned to’. One can see that
these are fairly minor corrections.
In relation to section 101(1) of the Electricity Safety
Act 1998, the bill substitutes the words ‘section 6’ for
the words ‘section 7’, so it is picking up drafting errors.
Likewise the bill corrects an error in the Firearms Act.
In section 15(2)(a)(ii) a spelling mistake is corrected by
the substitution of the words ‘a general’ for the words
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‘a a general’. One of the various amendments I thought
was interesting relates to a change of terminology in the
Local Government Act 1989. In clause 2(5) of
schedule 3 the words ‘polling booth’, which many of us
are quite used to now, is replaced by the more
politically correct ‘voting centre’. One wonders why we
have to bother with that type of thing. There are also
amendments to other acts, including the Workers
Compensation Act and the Treasury Corporation of
Victoria Act.

Hon. C. A. STRONG — Acting President, I am
dealing with the bill, because the bill amends various
Treasury acts. If we turn to the part of the bill that deals
with the repeal of redundant legislation, we find that
many of the pieces of legislation that are to be repealed
are appropriate to the budget debate. I am quite clearly
speaking within the ambit of the bill, because if we look
at the sections of the bill, we have — —

With regard to amendments to various Treasury bills, it
is worth commenting on the issues that arise all the time
in respect of Treasury and Finance matters. This
government, which is a master of spin, has done it
again in bringing down its current budget. I was
looking at the Treasurer’s speech, where he talks about
how over the next four years he is going to reduce land
tax — a pernicious tax on capital and one of the only
taxes on capital left, which has grown at an
extraordinary rate over the last few years — by the
massive amount of $167 million. What a joke. This
government, which has had surpluses in each of the last
three years of close to $3 billion, refuses to do anything
about this pernicious land tax except make a reduction
over four years of $167 million. It is absolutely
outrageous. It needs to be said that, despite that minor
adjustment, people’s land tax bills will continue to
escalate at an alarming rate.

Hon. C. A. STRONG — I am not arguing with the
Chair; I am just pointing out, in speaking to the bill, that
it deals with amendments to, for instance, the Treasury
Corporation of Victoria Act 1992, the Workers
Compensation Act 1958 and the Retail Leases
(Amendment) Act, all of which have a clear relevance
to the income and the budget of this state.

Stamp duty will continue to be imposed. That is another
pernicious tax on anybody who wants to build or own a
new house, particularly first home buyers. We all know
the extent to which property and property dealings prop
up our economy in many ways. Again the government
in this budget, with billions of dollars of surplus
sloshing around, has done nothing at all to help with
that. For instance, a first home buyer purchasing a
$350 000 home — and you do not get much in this day
and age for $350 000 — will pay $16 600 in stamp
duty on that house. A first home buyer in Queensland
would pay only $3250, and in New South Wales they
would pay nothing. That is the sort of reform that this
government could have implemented if it had had the
guts. It has these huge amounts of money available to it
through the massive increases in taxation that it has put
in place and the massive increases in taxation that have
come from the — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! I believe Mr Strong’s
contribution would be more appropriate in the budget
debate. I draw his attention to the bill we are now
debating and ask him to return to that bill.

Hon. J. H. Eren — Are you arguing with the Chair?

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — They are all pieces of
legislation that are dealt with in this bill, so it is
absolutely appropriate, for those caterwauling members
opposite — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! I do not agree with the
points Mr Strong is making about the relationship
between his contribution and this bill. This bill is very
minor, as he has indicated previously. It merely omits
certain subclauses in some of the acts he has
mentioned. Mr Strong is making a substantive point in
relation to the budget. I do not believe — and this is my
ruling — it is appropriate to do that in the context of the
debate on this bill. I ask the member for the second time
to return to the bill.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — Acting President, quite
clearly this piece of legislation deals with such things as
the Treasury Corporation of Victoria Act 1992 and it is
appropriate to touch on those issues. I will say in
conclusion that I have dealt with that particular part of
my presentation, but I think the Chair’s ruling is totally
wrong. I was totally in order to do so.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr Strong is well aware
that he cannot reflect on the Chair in that way. I ask him
to withdraw that comment reflecting on the Chair.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — I withdraw that comment,
but I refer the Acting President to the bill, which has
those incorporations in it.

STATUTE LAW (FURTHER REVISION) BILL
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The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Has Mr Strong finished
his contribution?
Hon. C. A. STRONG — No, I have not. I will
proceed to deal with that part of the bill which deals
particularly with the repeal of redundant acts. As I
mentioned earlier, a lot of these repeals are
consequential and savings provisions which have been
exhausted can be easily deleted and certainly have been
in most cases on the recommendation of either the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee or the
Chief Parliamentary Counsel.
It is interesting to look at schedule 2 of the bill to see
the acts that are being repealed. It is always interesting
to look at that schedule because quite clearly you find
that there are not many that have up-to-date acts being
repealed. You can see how each year acts are repealed
as we go through, and as one goes back further in time
the number of acts to be repealed is reduced. This bill
repeals 113 acts that were passed in 2003, 54 acts that
were passed in 2004 and 3 acts that were passed in
2001; and the same process goes back.
What is interesting is if we turn to the commencement
of the schedule, the first bill to be repealed was
introduced in 1900, the Inscribed Stock Judgments
Act 1900. We are now repealing that particular piece of
legislation. It is quite an outstanding achievement to
think that in 2006 we are repealing the Inscribed Stock
Judgments Act of 1900. We are also repealing the
Stock and Debentures Registers Act 1905, which once
again is a fairly major event — a milestone in this
place. This is the type of situation that we have in this
bill, going through and repealing many pieces of
legislation that are clearly redundant. With those few
comments I urge the house to support the bill.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I do not
intend to delay the house at all on this bill. Mr Strong
has given us a good overview of its contents, which I
find highly desirable housekeeping, keeping the statute
book up to date and making it less confusing for people
who are endeavouring to look up a particular piece of
legislation or law. We would be foolish if we did not
have this practice in place.
I particularly want to commend the Office of the Chief
Parliamentary Counsel Victoria and its staff for the very
good work they do in identifying redundant and spent
legislation and in drafting these bills for presentation to
the house. It must be a very time consuming, difficult,
yet entirely boring task, and I think they are to be
commended for their — —
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Hon. Bill Forwood — Diligence?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Diligence! Thank you,
Mr Forwood, that is the word I was searching for in this
respect. The people of Victoria are well served by the
Chief Parliamentary Counsel’s office and staff. I
believe the bill is in order and ought to be supported.
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I just want to
speak to the Statute Law (Further Revision) Bill on
behalf of the government. As Mr Baxter has remarked,
it is a function that is carried out on a regular basis by
parliamentary counsel to review statute law to make
sure it is clear, relevant, up to date and easily accessible
to those who need to use the body of statute law for
legal purposes.
The bill does two things. Firstly, it makes a number of
amendments to statute law, correcting ambiguities,
minor omissions and typographical errors. Those
changes and amendments are set out with the reasons
for them in the clause notes attached to the bill.
Secondly, it repeals redundant acts. Those acts are set
out in three parts. The principal acts that are to be
repealed are outlined in detail in the bill; there is a list
of amending acts with transitional or substantive
provisions; and there is a list of amending acts which
have provisions that are now redundant.
When the Acting President was in the Chair, Mr Strong
used the opportunity to stray into budgetary matters and
got caught up with his hyperbole. He talked about
billions of dollars of surplus. We all know that the
budget that has been brought down today by the
Treasurer outlines a surplus of $317 million and an
average of $316 million for the three years ahead, so
talking about billions of dollars is totally out of order.
However, I note he was brought to order for his
outrageous and irrelevant statements at that point in
time.
The bill speaks for itself. It is an important part of the
housekeeping and tidying up that is done from time to
time in this state so that our legal system is clear, up to
date and usable. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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ADJOURNMENT
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Member for Ivanhoe: budget breakfast
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — The
matter I wish to raise on the adjournment tonight is for
the attention of the Premier. It goes to the issue of the
standards of members of Parliament and also to
financial accountability.
I was recently fortunate enough to receive a letter from
the member for Ivanhoe in the other place, Craig
Langdon, which included an invitation to attend the
2006–07 state budget breakfast with the Treasurer. He
wrote that it was a great pleasure to invite me to attend
the annual budget breakfast and said it would give me a
rare opportunity to discover first-hand the implications
of the budget. It goes on to say, and I quote from
Mr Langdon’s letter:
Funds … from the breakfast will go towards assisting and
supporting local community groups and individuals who
work tirelessly with and for their local community.

I do not have much of a problem with that, but when
you look at the invitation, you find it says:
Cheque enclosed —

next to a tick box on the invitation, and —
(Cheques should be made payable to Ivanhoe SECC (State
Electorate Campaign Committee)).

This invitation has been issued far and wide, including
to me, by Mr Langdon, and it says funds from the
breakfast would go towards assisting and supporting
local community groups and individuals who work
tirelessly with and for their local community. It also
says, ‘Please make your cheque out to the ALP slush
fund’.
Honourable members in this place know already that
this is the slush fund that the member for Ivanhoe used
to channel the money from The Mall rent when he
illegally rented his office — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member is
making accusations and allegations about a member in
the other place, which is inappropriate in the
adjournment debate. He should direct his remarks to the
matter he has raised about an invitation to a budget
breakfast and the correspondence he has referred to. It
is inappropriate for the member to make comments
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about things being illegal. I do not believe he has the
authority to make that judgment. It is inappropriate to
use that terminology in the house, and I ask him to
withdraw that comment.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am sorry, President,
which one?
The PRESIDENT — The part about things having
been done illegally — about the illegal redirection of
funds.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — What, the funds that
were rorted from The Mall?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Okay, I withdraw the
word ‘illegal’ — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Forwood to
take note of my ruling.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I take note of your
ruling and make the comment that this is the action that
is being investigated currently by Victoria Police and,
one would also presume, by the Parliament, given that
it was the Parliament’s office space that was allegedly
being let by the member to the group of which he was
the president.
The only point I am making for the Premier, when he
comes to consider this issue, is that this letter states that
funds from the breakfast will go to assisting local and
community groups, but I think this matter needs to be
tested and audited, particularly given that by the
member’s own admission, these funds are going into an
ALP campaign, to use his own word, account.
I put it to the Premier that this is entirely inappropriate
and he should take action against Mr Langdon, but
given his form to date, particularly in relation to
Mr Seitz — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Timber industry: Our Forests Our Future
program
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Tonight I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Victorian Communities in the other place regarding the
Our Forests Our Future tax bungle. The
Auditor-General told the Parliament on 30 June 2003,
in a report to the Parliament entitled Managing Logging
in State Forests, that the Department for Victorian
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Communities provided 350 individuals with almost
$11 million in industry restructure payments under the
workers assistance program, and that under the
contractors assistance program, 37 contractors were
assisted at an estimated cost of around $13 million. I
point out that many missed out being paid under that
program.
However, at the time of receiving these payments, these
workers and contractors were advised that the payouts
they would receive were to be free of tax, and the
recipients have advised me that they signed documents
to ensure tax exemption for these payouts. But now
things have progressed a little. In a letter dated 12 May
2006 the Department for Victorian Communities
advises that the previous advice given was incorrect
and at least part of that payment is now deemed as
assessable income and group certificates to that effect
have been issued to these people.
I have a constituent, whose name I am prepared to give
to the minister but whom I am not going to name
publicly because of privacy reasons, who has given me
a copy of the payout he received under the workers
assistance program of $69 375.78 on 29 May 2003. He
now has a group certificate showing that he has an
assessable amount of $38 444 from that payout. By law
he has to submit an amended income tax statement for
2002–03 and faces a substantial tax bill payment. There
are others on benefits who may lose access to any
benefits because of this liability to declare part of that
payout figure now.
The timber workers have used the money to pay debts
and to pay off mortgages, and three years later that
money is simply not there. I might add that the
decisions to accept the payout figures were based on the
advice given to them at the time — that is, there would
be no tax payable on those payouts.
The advice by government three years ago was
incorrect, and at least 400 or so timber workers, many
in East Gippsland, are out of a job and now out of
pocket. In my view the Victorian government should be
liable to pay any tax on those benefits, and I ask the
minister as a matter of urgency to do the right thing and
ensure that none of these displaced workers is any
worse off because of this government’s tax bungle.

Somerville secondary college: land
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — I seek
the assistance of the Minister for Education Services in
the other place, the Honourable Jacinta Allen, and this
item might also be of interest to Mr Jennings in his
capacity as Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. I relate to a
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difficulty that has been highlighted in the past week
again about the Somerville secondary college. This
important new school in the area of Somerville, which
is a major investment for the state, is now compromised
in the sense that it cannot have an adequate oval.
Approximately 6000 square metres, or an acre and a
half of land, immediately adjacent to the school was
auctioned off on Friday to private sector developers, so
that potential oval area has been lost.
A fair area of space has been prohibited from further
development because of the alleged Aboriginal
artefacts which no-one has ever seen or even looked at
photographs of, but we have heard all about them. That
cost a year of delays, which is why the community is
getting extremely hostile. For the next 30, 40, 50 or
maybe 100 years the students at Somerville secondary
college will be denied an adequate oval for exercise and
appropriate development. The community is outraged.
Last week the federal government offered to buy the
land at no cost to the Victorian government. What did
the Victorian government do? Nothing whatsoever. It
did not even respond to the federal government’s
generous offer to purchase the land. The land was sold
on Friday for a reported $940 000 with a long-term
settlement date. Since the contracts are only partially
worked through, it is still not too late to intervene.
The fact that the federal government has generously
offered to purchase the land immediately adjacent to
this new secondary college is a good thing, but the state
government has simply refused that offer, has taken no
interest in it whatsoever, has placated certain sectional
interests and has denied tens of thousands of current
and future students the opportunity of having a decent
oval. It is a disgrace, and it compounds the earlier
mistakes and poor performance of the state
government.
Will the minister urgently contact the federal
government and accept its generous offer to purchase
the land for this school?

Public transport: major events
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I wish to raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Transport in
the other place, the Honourable Peter Batchelor,
regarding the impact on transport in the city of the
friendly soccer game between Australia and Greece last
Wednesday evening. I recall Bernie Carolan of Metlink
on the media on the morning of the game highlighting
extra public transport services and encouraging the
public to use those services to get to the game.
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I am aware that we have developed a lot of experience
in getting most people to major events in Melbourne by
public transport. Some 75 per cent of people who
attended the Commonwealth Games over that 12-day
period used public transport, and we achieved better
results than that at the time of the grand prix. However,
at about 6 o’clock I left my office in West Melbourne to
travel into the city by tram for an event in Collins
Street, Urban Seed, a Baptist support program for
homeless people, and found the city in total gridlock. I
am sure many other people were very late for their
appointments, performances or events because of the
unexpected extraordinary traffic congestion that they
had not factored into the timing of their travel that
evening.
I ask the minister to look at a proposal that organisers of
major events in the future, in cooperation with public
transport operators, develop a public transport plan
which aims to attract the majority of people to public
transport for any major event held in Melbourne in the
future.

State Library of Victoria: newspaper service
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for the
Arts in the other place regarding the State Library of
Victoria. I have spoken many times in this chamber
about the state library and the excellent services it
provides on the whole, but I have also flagged my
concern about some of its services, such as the
digitising of newspapers. There are many others that I
am concerned about, and I have written a detailed
description of what I believe needs to happen to
encourage the state library to provide a better service.
As this chamber well knows, I am a great advocate of
the state library. I was particularly concerned and
disappointed to receive the following letter, which I
shall read, because it voices some of the concerns I am
hearing from other constituents. It is from a reputable
researcher who has been doing some research that has
taken over 18 months and she needs to have
newspapers to do it.
I might also add that we have the excellent newspaper
reading room, which I was influential in getting funding
for, but I am particularly disappointed that the
newspaper reading machines are not working. If the
newspapers had been digitised, as I have been calling
for, then this concern would not have been expressed.
The letter of 17 May from the researcher, who works
and lives in rural Victoria, states:
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For the past 18 months I have been frustrated on several
occasions in my work/research due to faulty equipment. But
today was beyond a joke. Of the six readers (out of the eight
there once were) now available to work on only two were
working! When one of these became available it was hardly
working. The forward control was faulty and the images were
also out of focus.
…
I was taken to machine no. 35 and shown how to use it …

It was not working either. She said she had to wait
30 minutes for it to become available.
Will the minister ensure that the newspaper reading
room machines at the State Library of Victoria are
working at all times of the day and that every machine
is in working condition, so that researchers do not have
to go through this inconvenience. It is not good enough.

Life Education Victoria: funding
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I raise a
matter with the Minister for Education and Training in
the other place, the Honourable Lynne Kosky, in regard
to the funding of Life Education Victoria. I seek her
intervention to increase funding for Life Education
Victoria to enable it to continue some of its programs
and, if possible, to meet expanded demand for those
programs. Life Education Victoria has certainly
approached me, and no doubt other members of
Parliament, with concerns about its funding.
It was introduced to me by Christine Fyffe, who
happens to be the Liberal candidate in the Legislative
Assembly seat of Evelyn. She has been involved with
one of these committees, but it is not only she who is
supportive of Life Education Victoria. I note that the
Premier was actually on the committee of the Life
Education Victoria Ballarat chapter at one stage before
he assumed higher office. So there is an understanding
of the work that Life Education Victoria does, and in
fact it runs 17 programs around Victoria.
I am alarmed, and others have some real concerns, that
at least two of those programs — those in the western
suburbs and Maroondah — might close because they
are already heavily in debt. Two other programs — in
the north-east and Frankston — are also having some
financial difficulties. That is not surprising given that
the level of funding from the Department of Education
and Training has remained at $400 000 a year since
1999, despite the fact that educators’ salaries have gone
up 55 per cent over that 11-year period. This has
obviously curtailed the work of Life Education
Victoria.
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I was concerned it may be that the program was not
hitting the mark and there might be some very good
reasons why the government had not increased funding,
so I canvassed schools in my electorate. With the
exception of one school, I received only good reports
about Life Education Victoria. Indeed a number of
schools indicated their dependence on that program for
their students. I have also had letters of commendation
from schools throughout the state. For example, I
received letters from St John’s Primary School in
Thomastown, St Mary’s Catholic Community School at
Mount Evelyn, Kingswood College in Box Hill and so
forth, all which were supportive of the work of Life
Education Victoria. It is a shame that this organisation
is in such a desperate position. I ask the minister to
intervene and look at supporting this program, which
each year reaches around 200 000 young people and
18 000 families and services some 900 schools. It does
a tremendous amount of work with basically a very
strong volunteer component and I think around seven
staff delivering its programs. I hope the minister will
consider the government’s funding position in respect
of Life Education Victoria.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
adjournment issue this evening is directed to the
Minister for Environment in the other place as the
minister responsible for Parks Victoria, the body that
manages parks throughout the state. The action I
require from the minister is to direct Parks Victoria to
put in a submission to the environment effects
statement (EES) process relating to the Bracks
government’s proposed siting of a toxic waste dump in
the Mallee.
This issue has been raised with me by a number of
constituents, who are well aware that Parks Victoria has
strong policies on how our parks are managed and is
quick to enforce those rules and regulations on anyone
who steps out of line. Some may say that Parks Victoria
should not be asked to do this, but I would ask why not.
The Environment Protection Authority and VicRoads
have obliged, so there is really no good reason why
Parks Victoria should not accept that responsibility. In
fact, when I thought it through, it was a obvious that if
it is an open and transparent process it should be
directed to put in a submission which would cover its
views on the clearing of native vegetation, damage to
our flora and fauna and many other issues that are
pertinent to the EES process.
I had been advised that a spokesperson for Parks
Victoria said that the Department of Sustainability and
Environment is the body responsible for making formal
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submissions and that Parks Victoria has supplied input
to that process. I really think that is a bit of a cop-out, as
Parks Victoria has a separate identity from the DSE.
Further to that, our communities want to hear Parks
Victoria’s views on the two major national parks that
are adjacent to the proposed toxic dump. The
Murray-Sunset National Park is Victoria’s second
largest national park and covers 633 000 hectares, so
you would think that Parks Victoria would have a view
on its proximity to the toxic dump. Then we come to
the Hattah-Kulkyne National Park, which is an icon
area in itself but also includes the internationally
recognised Ramsar wetlands that attract visitors from
around the country and around the world.
Parks Victoria has a reputation for being very tough on
any issues that would expose our parks to any risks at
all — for example, not allowing communication
transfer points to be installed in parks and enforcing a
number of other tough rules and regulations. There are
many in our community who believe that these rules
and regulations are a bit over the top. However, I
suppose if those restrictions are applied without fear or
favour, they gain community respect, if not support. In
an effort to get some equity into the issue, and given
that Parks Victoria is renowned for its strong policies
and views on protecting our parks, the action I request
from the minister is that he direct Parks Victoria to
provide a submission to the EES panel hearing on the
government’s proposal to site a toxic waste dump in the
Mallee.

Nepean Highway–Martin Street–Gardenvale
Road, Brighton: traffic lights
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — The issue I
raise tonight is for the attention of the Minister for
Transport in the other place. A constituent of mine,
Mr Vincent Farinacci, of 89 Asling Street, Brighton,
lives on the western side of the Nepean Highway. On
his way to work early every morning he crosses the
Nepean Highway from Martin Street to Gardenvale
Road at a set of traffic lights. He tells me that at that ‘he
morning the traffic lights allow only a 7-second period
in which to cross the highway. Nepean Highway is an
extremely busy divided highway that carries a lot of
traffic at that time of the morning. A period of
7 seconds certainly does not seem long in which to
cross the highway.
This gentleman has had a few close shaves and feels the
situation should be investigated. Apparently he has
written to the Minister for Transport before. I request
that the minister look at the intersection with particular
reference to the timing of the traffic light sequence
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when one is crossing from west to east across Nepean
Highway.

State Emergency Service: horse units
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I have
an issue for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services in the other place in respect of the State
Emergency Service (SES) search and rescue horse
units, which have been stood down for some years. I
understand that these units were stood down originally
because of insurance concerns and that an investigation
was conducted into their future. I also understand that a
report was produced and might be on the minister’s
desk but that nothing has been heard by the volunteers
for quite some time. I have been told the report found
that the horse search and rescue teams could be
reintroduced, and I agree with that finding, but it is not
clear what actually ended up on the minister’s desk.
There are small groups of volunteers around Victoria
who are very keen to use their horses as part of search
and rescue groups. They own the horses, and they are
very willing to keep in training so as to be part of their
local SES group, and they would offer themselves as
volunteers in difficult search and rescue operations. I
am aware that there are groups of volunteers in regions
such as the Upper Yarra and towns such as Mansfield,
Warragul, Morwell, Swifts Creek, Benambra, Foster,
San Remo and Rosedale, just to name a few, and that
the horse teams, as was the case previously, would be
part of the local SES. They would train with the local
SES and on their own, and they would be a very
valuable addition to the good work the local SES
people do.
I have taken part in many searches, some on horseback
and some in difficult conditions, and I can say with
some knowledge that horses can be by far the best
medium in some areas. Even in today’s modern world
with today’s modern technology sometimes, when you
just cannot see in front of your face because of the
bush, people on horseback are the best. Even now,
when a situation is serious, local horse people and local
cattlemen just turn up to search by horse, as they did for
the Mount Hotham plane search some time ago.
Without any authority they just turned up and rode in
that search for some days in the snow. I ask the minister
to dig out the report, to make a favourable decision and
to reinstate the horse search and rescue groups
connected to the SES around Victoria.

Responses
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — The Honourable Peter Hall raised a matter
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for the Minister for Victorian Communities in the other
place concerning the concessional payments in relation
to the Our Forests Our Future program and the
assistance packages that were offered to contractors and
workers. The recipients believed three years ago that
the payout packages would be tax free and have only
recently learnt that that is not the case. I will ask the
minister to look into that matter on behalf of the
member.
The Honourable Ron Bowden raised a matter for the
Minister for Education Services in the other place
concerning the provision of an oval for Somerville
secondary college. That matter will be referred to the
minister.
Ms Romanes raised a matter for the Minister for
Transport in the other place concerning major events
and the need for event organisers to work with public
transport providers to ensure that a proper public
transport plan is developed for those events, and I will
pass that on to the minister.
The Honourable Andrea Coote raised a matter for the
Minister for the Arts in the other place concerning the
state library and newspaper readers always working. I
will pass that on to the minister, but I am not sure that
the minister is responsible for them always working.
The Honourable Bruce Atkinson raised a matter for the
Minister for Education and Training in the other place
concerning funding for Life Education Victoria, and I
will pass that on to the minister.
The Honourable Barry Bishop raised a matter for the
Minister for Environment in the other place concerning
submissions by Parks Victoria on the environment
effects statement process, and that will be passed on.
The Honourable Chris Strong raised a matter for the
Minister for Transport in the other place concerning his
constituent, Vincent Farinacci, and the short traffic light
time sequence allowed when motorists wish to cross
Nepean Highway from Martin Street to Gardenvale
Road. That will be passed on.
The Honourable Graeme Stoney raised a matter
concerning the reinstatement of the search and rescue
teams with horses, and that will be passed on to the
minister.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
President, at the commencement of the adjournment
debate tonight the Minister for Sport and Recreation
was in the chamber. I was the first member to speak in
the adjournment debate, and I addressed my issue to

ADJOURNMENT
1818

COUNCIL

him. It appears to have fallen off the list. I am happy to
repeat the issue if the house gives me 3 minutes.
I sought some action from the Premier. Amongst other
things I sought an audit of the funds to ensure that the
money went to the right place, as stated in the letter. I
do not know if the Minister for Consumer Affairs was
here when I raised that matter. I sought urgent action
from the Premier on the issue I raised, which was about
the member for Ivanhoe in the other place sending out a
letter saying he was going to send the funds to worthy
community groups and individuals while at the same
time putting the money into his campaign account. I
asked the Premier to investigate, I asked the Premier to
counsel him and I asked the Premier to audit the
account to ensure that funds went to the right place.
It seems to me that that falls absolutely and completely
within the purview of the Premier of this state in
relation to the behaviour of members of Parliament, and
I look forward to a response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you,
Mr Forwood. On the point of order and at the request of
the minister, I do not believe the auditing of accounts is
within the Premier’s purview. The other issue the
member raised with respect to a member of the
government in the Assembly may be an area that could
be addressed by the Premier.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — It will be forwarded to
the Premier.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 5.38 p.m.
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Wednesday, 31 May 2006
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.
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Lilydale bypass to overcome safety concerns and
traffic congestion within the township
(625 signatures).
Laid on table.

INFRINGEMENTS (CONSEQUENTIAL
AND OTHER AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).

JUSTICE LEGISLATION (FURTHER
MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading

Racial and religious tolerance: legislation
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) and
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) presented petitions
from certain citizens of Victoria requesting that the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 be
repealed (14 and 37 signatures respectively).
Laid on table.

BUDGET PAPERS 2006–07
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:

Received from Assembly.

That there be laid before this house a copy of the following
2006–07 budget papers:

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

(a) Treasurer’s speech (budget paper 1);
(b) strategy and outlook (budget paper 2);

VICTORIAN URBAN DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY (AMENDMENT) BILL

(c) service delivery (budget paper 3); and
(d) statement of finances, incorporating quarterly financial
report 3 (budget paper 4).

Introduction and first reading
Motion agreed to.
Received from Assembly.
Laid on table.
Read first time on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Minister for Major Projects).

Ordered to be considered next day on motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).

PETITIONS
PAPERS
Numurkah Occupational and Vocational Adult
Service: board
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the state government immediately intervene to
retain the current board of management of the
Numurkah Occupational and Vocational Adult
Service (588 signatures).

Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on Planning for a capable Victoria
Police workforce, May 2006.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes:
Buloke Planning Scheme — Amendment C6.
Glenelg Planning Scheme — Amendment C29.

Laid on table.

Lilydale bypass: funding
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that immediate action is taken to construct a

Golden Plains Planning Scheme — Amendment C18.
Hume Planning Scheme — Amendment C68.
Wellington Planning Scheme — Amendments C24
part 1 and C31.
Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme — Amendment C42.
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Crib Point: development
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — In recent
weeks there has been growing speculation and
comment in the Mornington Peninsula press about the
possible future use of the area called the Crib Point
terminal, which is where the BP refinery used to be.
This is a large amount of land that is extremely
valuable. It has excellent frontage to deep water, and on
the information given to me in the past, I understand
there are very few places on the Australian eastern
seaboard where such deep water is so close to a large
area of land suitable for development as a port. The
local community has started a concerted effort to debate
this situation, and I want it recorded that I am strongly
opposed — I repeat, strongly opposed — to any
residential development on that land. It is intended for
use as a port. It has always been zoned for that use, and
it is entirely inappropriate for housing to rob the
community of land suitable for development as a port.
Developers are eyeing this land. It cannot be replaced.
Developers should go away and leave this valuable,
irreplaceable land for the port, as was fully intended.

Moreland: Sydney Road Cyclovia
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — Australia’s first
ever Cyclovia took place in Moreland last Sunday,
when Sydney Road was reclaimed by cyclists and
pedestrians. The road was closed to cars between Bell
Street in Coburg and Brunswick Road in Brunswick
between the hours of 8.00 a.m. and 2.00 p.m., although
trams continued to transport passengers along route 19.
The initiative was supported not only by Moreland City
Council but also by Moreland Rotary, Sydney Road
traders and many community groups.
The opportunity to reclaim this key thoroughfare for
cyclists and pedestrians for a short period produced a
jubilant and infectious mood among the participants.
Many young children on trikes and many first-time
riders felt confident venturing onto the street. People
walked and talked together and many noticed how
quiet, peaceful and fume-free this normally very busy
street seemed. Sydney Road presented a different face
to the world. Congratulations to the Moreland mayor,
Anthony Helou, and the organisers, Nicholas Elliot,
Gael Reid and Daniel Paez, for introducing the
Cyclovia to Victoria.

Tatura Netball Club
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — Last
Saturday night I had the pleasure of attending a
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tremendous function at the Tatura Italian Social Club to
support the Tatura Netball Club. Nearly 300 people
turned out to attend the function. Tatura has a very
strong community spirit and that was evident on the
night. It was particularly pleasing to see so many people
turn out and so strongly support women’s sport. As
members would be aware, netball has the highest
participation by women of any sport in Australia.
An auction at the function on Saturday night raised in
excess of $32 000. The netball club will put those funds
towards rebuilding the netball courts in Tatura, which
will serve the netball sporting needs of the women of
the Goulburn Valley for many years to come. As the
shadow Minister for Women’s Affairs, I was
particularly pleased to see the people of Tatura and
district turn out so strongly to support women’s sport.

Planning: Geelong development
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I call on the Leader
of the Opposition in the other place, Ted Baillieu, to
drop his double standards when it comes to
development in Geelong. I refer to an article in the
Geelong Advertiser of Monday, 29 May, in which he is
reported as saying that the Liberals will oppose the
Westfield development in Yarra Street, Geelong, which
is in my electorate. I hope this is not how Mr Baillieu
plans to do business as the new Leader of the
Opposition — that is, making decisions on the hop
without assessing the situation properly and putting at
risk multimillion-dollar developments that will bring
jobs to Geelong.
This $150 million development will bring to Geelong
jobs that the Geelong people need. I note that
Mr Baillieu appears to support his candidate for South
Barwon, Mr Michael King, who is pushing, through
private residents and commercial businesses, for the
privatisation of the Barwon River. On the one hand,
Ted Baillieu wants to stop development in Geelong’s
city centre — to vie for a handful of votes — but on the
other hand he is happy to privatise the Barwon River so
that only a handful of residents can use it. The Liberal
Party’s policy of blocking off sections of the Barwon
River for private residential and commercial
development is madness and should be condemned.
South Barwon Liberal candidate Michael King is
continuing to promote his Barwon River plan, which
would see large sections of the river cut off from the
public for private development, including residences.
This is in total contrast with Mr Baillieu’s comments
about the Westfield development cutting off views to
Corio Bay.
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The Liberal Party has a very poor record when it comes
to responsible development, and this does not look like
changing soon. At best the state Liberals are hypocrites;
at worst they are environmental vandals.

Planning: Camberwell development
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
members statement today concerns the government’s
failed 2030 planning policy. This is about to come to
public attention again today at the Henley Honda site in
Camberwell where a large rally will be held by the
Boroondara Residents Action Group and associated
citizens.
That group has been sent a letter by prominent
Camberwell citizen Geoffrey Rush in which he attacks
the proposals and the government’s processes. He is
reported by the Progress Leader as saying in his letter:
It is the joke conversion of what everyone knows is simply
very bad architecture — the Lego look — ugly, cheap stacked
boxes of concrete.
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An honourable member interjected.
Mr SMITH — Yes, breakfast — time went so fast
it almost went into lunch, or at least it felt like it. I
shared a very short but pleasant time with a number of
business luminaries from Victoria and interstate, and
heard a first-class presentation from the Treasurer who
in my humble opinion brought down the best budget
Labor has ever brought down in the history of this state.
Members opposite must be gagging on their Weeties
when thinking about it — and with good cause, because
it is clearly something that will put to bed forever their
claims about financial management in this state. We
clearly have a star as a Treasurer who has produced for
all Victorians — both regional and metropolitan — an
outstanding budget. It is a budget so good that the
federal Treasurer himself, Peter Costello, would be
green with envy. This budget sets us up in a very strong
financial position to go forward into the future. I
commend the Treasurer for his efforts and all those
enlightened businessmen and businesswomen who
were there this morning.

The paper reports Mr Rush as going on to say:
The developers call it a landmark. I call it an eyesore. It pays
no reference to the scale and aesthetic of the Camberwell
neighbourhood. It drops Melbourne design and urban
planning aspirations into the moron basket.

I think that is the truth of the matter. In Victoria and in
metropolitan Melbourne, planning has been dropped
into the moron basket in the first instance by the former
Minister for Planning in the other place, Mary
Delahunty, and now by the current Minister for
Planning in the other place, Rob Hulls, with their
failure to properly plan our state and their flawed
Melbourne 2030 proposal that will allow monstrous
and outrageous development across metropolitan
Melbourne.
The Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
allowed 14 storeys in the city of Whitehorse, and now
the government’s plan may allow 15 storeys. That sort
of huge overdevelopment can occur anywhere in
metropolitan Melbourne. The metropolitan planning
scheme overrides everything and this government will
have to answer for the — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Budget: breakfast briefing
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I want to share with the
house the joy I had this morning at a Progressive
Business lunch, when I had the great pleasure, along
with many of our business — —

Manningham Interfaith Network
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — It was my
privilege to attend the 2006 Harmony Day celebration
at Manningham City Council chambers on 15 May.
The celebration was a vehicle for the formal
inauguration of the Manningham Interfaith Network,
which came together in the wake of the dreadful Asian
tsunami in 2004. The different faith leaders in the
Manningham region organised a prayer vigil on
Australia Day in 2005 for the victims of the tsunami.
The participants, who had organised two prior
successful gatherings, decided that an interfaith
network should be established and hence the network
was formed.
The guest speaker, Mr George Lekakis, chairperson of
the Victorian Multicultural Commission, was lavish in
his praise of this initiative. The keynote speaker,
Mrs Sherene Hassan, the executive director of the
Islamic Council of Victoria, gave an excellent speech
about the importance of keeping lines of
communication open within our multifaith community.
She outlined her experiences as a Muslim in Australia.
After hiding her religion as a child and keeping her
beliefs private she has demonstrated courage in difficult
circumstances by becoming committed to developing
links between all religious faiths.
The City of Manningham is justifiably proud of the
development of the Manningham Interfaith Network,
and has provided ongoing support for its continuation.
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Congratulations to all the religious groups represented
and the enthusiasm of all participants.

Gippsland Southern Health Service: funding
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I want to express
my bitter disappointment that yesterday’s budget
announcement contained no funding for the urgently
needed redevelopment of Gippsland Southern Health
Service’s Leongatha campus. I might add that that bitter
disappointment is shared by people in that part of South
Gippsland. After all, it was expected that there would
be an announcement in the budget towards stage 1 of a
total redevelopment. Total redevelopment funding is
expected to be of the order of $50 million. The hospital
community was of the belief that it would receive
stage 1 funding of around $9 million or $10 million
yesterday. That would have allowed for the complete
rebuilding of aged care services at that campus and a
look at some infrastructure funding.
It was hoped that next year’s budget would have
contained funding for the second stage of the total
redevelopment. This hospital has not had any major
money spent on it since 1991–92. The staff of the
hospital have provided an outstanding service but in
much inferior conditions than one would expect from a
modern hospital today. I say to the government that we
are bitterly disappointed. However, I also say to the
government that if there is some hidden or secret stash
of money that it proposes to announce prior to the
election, it should be honest with the people of South
Gippsland and announce it now. This is an important
project. The people of South Gippsland deserve decent
hospital facilities, and this Labor government has
obviously failed them.

Rail: Box Hill crossing
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — On
Tuesday, 9 May, I was delighted to attend the
announcement by the Minister for Transport in another
place, Peter Batchelor, along with the members for
Mitcham, Burwood and Forest Hill in the other place,
of $54.3 million for the elimination of the railway level
crossing in Middleborough Road, Box Hill. A rail
underpass will be constructed, with the railway line to
be lowered by up to 6 metres and Middleborough Road
bridging over the tracks at a slightly raised level. The
project will improve safety by removing the current
interface between vehicles, trains and pedestrians,
which is especially important given the crossing’s
location next to Box Hill High School. Traffic
congestion and delays should also be dramatically
improved. As one who often sits there, I am pleased to
hear this.
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While construction will commence later this year, I was
especially impressed to hear that the major construction
will take place in a period of only six weeks from
January to February 2007, and the project will be
completed by May of next year. The reconstruction of
the Laburnum station will be included in the project,
which will result in much improved facilities, especially
for people with disabilities. An added benefit of the
project will be the improved visual and noise amenity
for residents who live close to the railway line. All in all
this is an extremely important project for residents and
commuters alike. I note that trains will continue and
buses will be used while the train tracks are being
rebuilt. The Bracks government will deliver a great
result for surrounding road users and the community.

Water: Colbinabbin pipeline
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — Yesterday
in the budget the government announced the funding of
a pipeline from Colbinabbin to Eppalock to link the
Goulburn and Coliban systems. I want to congratulate
the government on its decision because I have been
advocating for this option for several months. However,
while the decision is a good one the behaviour of the
members for Bendigo East and Bendigo West in
another place on the water crisis facing Bendigo and
Heathcote has been quite bizarre. They did nothing for
12 months while the debate raged around them. Then a
couple of months ago, out of nowhere, they announced
that the government was going to build a pipeline from
Rochester weir to the Waranga channel. After a couple
of days discussion they said they would not build the
pipeline but would do a feasibility study and spend
$100 000.
We then put better options to the government rather
than this small pipeline. The government turned around
and expanded the consultative process. We finally got
the consultants working on the feasibility study, and
$100 000 of taxpayers money was allocated to review
the various pipeline options. We have called for this
review panel to hand down its recommendations. Last
week the Minister for Agriculture in the other place,
Mr Bob Cameron, told us that we would have to wait
until the end of June before the recommendations were
in and the government made a decision, but he said that
when the decision came in at the end of June the
government would be ready to move.
Yesterday the government announced that it is going
ahead and will build the pipeline to Colbinabbin, which
is a different pipeline from that initially proposed. The
government said it had brought forward its proposal
and that two weeks ago the Treasurer was in Bendigo
finalising the finances. So Bob Cameron was either
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telling lies last week or he was telling lies yesterday.
There is another option — maybe he did not know what
was going on!

Red Hill Consolidated School: The Sustainables
performance
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — A few
weeks ago I attended a performance of the Sustainables
at Red Hill Consolidated School. The Sustainables is a
group of four actors who perform a play with a very
strong environmental message. I will not describe the
action of the play, but the messages include recycling,
using compost bins, taking shorter showers and walking
or riding a bicycle rather than driving to school.
The students at Red Hill Consolidated School who saw
the production were in grades 3 to 6. They seemed to
enjoy the performance and were enthusiastic enough to
ask questions at the end. The performance also fitted in
very well with the other work the students are doing to
learn about the environment and its protection and
conservation. I enjoyed the production. I would like to
thank everyone involved, including the Sustainables
and Susie McConachie, the teacher at the school who
coordinated the Sustainables’ visit.

Referendum: abortion and fluoridation
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I call on the Premier,
Steve Bracks, to hold a referendum simultaneously with
the forthcoming state election on 25 November on two
important issues which affect all Victorians: firstly,
whether to decriminalise abortion, and secondly,
whether to fluoridate potable water supplies in rural
Victoria.
The offence of abortion has been decriminalised in
Western Australia, South Australia, the Northern
Territory and the Australian Capital Territory. Victoria
is bound by the 1969 Supreme Court Justice Menhennit
ruling which allows abortion on therapeutic grounds if
it is necessary to protect a woman’s life or physical or
mental health. The Bracks Labor government’s
proposal to decriminalise abortion, which was resolved
at the ALP state conference in May, should be decided
by all voters at a referendum on 25 November and not
left to politicians to vote along party political lines on
the floor of Parliament.
The government is barging ahead with fluoridation of
potable water supplies across country Victoria in the
face of demonstrated community opposition, and
without first undertaking an urgent health impact study
on the known toxic effects of fluoridation, then
releasing it for public scrutiny and letting people make
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an informed decision whether to allow fluoridation. A
recently published Harvard University study has found
a direct link between fluoridation of water supplies and
a rare bone cancer in young boys. The USA National
Research Council’s report shows that many of the
harmful effects of fluoride result from much smaller
doses than the generally believed safe levels and are
particularly linked to bone disease, bone fractures,
nervous system impairment and tooth damage. Clearly
water fluoridation is unethical, unsafe and ineffective.
The government should give Victorians their
democratic right to choose whether to decriminalise
abortion and fluoridate potable water supplies at a
referendum to be held simultaneously with the state
election on 25 November.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: FUNDING
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I move:
That this house condemns the state government for
underfunding local government, which has led to massive
increases in council rates since 1999, and in particular for its
lack of transparency in documenting state government grants
to local government by deceptively distributing
ever-declining funds through various departments.

This is another good example of where, if you try to
follow the money trail to local government, no average
person can do it and most local councils cannot do it
either. Local government is the closest tier of
government to the people. We say it is the third tier of
government, but we should probably call it the first tier.
It provides over 100 services. Every Victorian is the
recipient of a broad range of services provided by local
government every day. Victorian councils are
collectively responsible for about $40 billion of
infrastructure and assets on behalf of their local
communities. On top of the core services such as roads
and rubbish removal, councils today have much
broader responsibilities, including planning, home and
community care services, libraries, sporting facilities,
crime prevention, environment and health, and the list
goes on and on.
We realise local government’s role has changed
dramatically over the last 30 or 40 years. Once it was
known as being responsible for only the three Rs —
roads, rates and rubbish — but there is much more to
local government now. The community also has much
higher expectations of it than it has had in the past.
However, major decisions on the structure and finance
of local government are made by two different levels of
government — that is, the state and federal
governments.
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As all members know, the Bracks government has,
since its election in 1999, made an art form of cost
shifting onto local government but without
remuneration. I think it has been able to get away with
this for quite a while because many Labor councils are
very frightened to criticise the government because
those councils are part of the ALP; also, they have had
very compliant peak bodies. The Municipal Association
of Victoria (MAV) and the Victorian Local Governance
Association (VLGA) up to this stage have not been
very critical of this government. I was pleased to see
that change yesterday. I was expecting a media release
from the MAV like those it has issued over the last six
years stating that yesterday’s budget is not a bad one
and that there are good things in it for local
government. But yesterday the MAV actually came out
and said this budget disappoints councils. Those are
very strong words for the MAV; it said it is
disappointed. The media release states:
The Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV) said today’s
state budget fails local government with no new funding to
take the pressure off community services or infrastructure.
MAV President, Cr Geoff Lake, said early analysis shows
local government has largely been ignored despite mounting
cost pressures and crumbling infrastructure.
‘Every year councils have to go cap in hand to ratepayers as
they struggle —

for funds. We have already seen in the local papers over
the last three weeks that everybody is expecting rates to
increase again by between 7 and 10 per cent. I think
Whitehorse City Council’s increase is close to 11 per
cent, and one in the south-west district is talking about a
20 per cent rate increase.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — The minister would not
even know — it is a Bürgermeister, not a Burgomaster.
I was pleased to see after the release of the budget that
the MAV, the VLGA — although I have not heard
from the VLGA — and many councils have criticised
the state budget, saying there is not enough funding in it
for local councils across Victoria.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — I will get to national
competition policy in a minute, Mr Mitchell. Council
rates have increased by approximately 100 per cent
since the election of the Bracks government in 1999. In
1999 rates revenue for local government was
$1.4 billion; this year it is around $2.6 billion. In six
years rates across Victoria have doubled. Over the same
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period of time the average rate bill has gone from about
$600 to well over $1000.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — Mr Lenders keeps talking
about things that happened in the last century. We are
now in the next century, and a Labor government has
been in office — how long were Cain and Kirner in
for? — for about 17 of the last 25 years. Over the years
one of the things a Labor government has never
addressed is adequate funding for councils.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — President, can you give me
a bit of help here with all the interjections from the
other side? Obviously I am touching some very raw
nerves opposite.
We all agree that funding of local communities is a
three-way street: it should be shared among federal,
state and local governments. All should carry some
responsibility. If you look at the three tiers, you see
there is absolutely no doubt that ratepayers are
contributing their fair share. As I mentioned before,
rates have increased by approximately 100 per cent
since 1999, so ratepayers have put in their fair share.
Let us look at the other two tiers — the federal sphere
and the state sphere. The feds are putting in their fair
share. I would like to mention a few things about how
the federal government funds local government — that
is, basically through grants and transfer payments to
local councils through the states. It also provides
funding for home and community care, and I noticed in
yesterday’s state budget that the federal government has
increased that funding by 7.1 per cent.
Let us look at the Hawker report Rates and Taxes — A
Fair Share for Responsible Local Government. We
need to look a bit into history to see how funding of
local government came to be. I quote from page 99 of
the Hawker report, under the heading ‘Commonwealth
funding of local government’:
The payment of FAGs —

financial assistance grants —
to local government has played a vital role in the local level of
governance in Australia … It is important to recall the
intention of the Local Government Grants Bill when
presented to the federal Parliament in 1974:
The government’s aim is that the grants commission
should play the same role in reducing local governing
authorities’ inequalities as it has between the states since
1933 … However, these funds should in no way be a
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substitute for revenues normally raised by councils by
long-established methods such as rates and charges for
services, nor should they replace assistance normally
provided by state governments.

That is an important point, and that is where the cost
shifting has been happening.
Let us turn to the Fraser government. According to the
report, in 1975 the Liberal-Country party coalition
adopted the provision of assistance to local government
as part of its federalism policy. The Fraser government
started off with the equivalent of 1.52 per cent of net
personal income tax going to local government. It crept
up to 1.75 per cent by 1979–80 and it was up to 2 per
cent of federal revenue in 1980–81. This sharing of
personal income tax receipts with local government
continued through to 1984–85.
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alone will get $8.465 billion from GST funding — and
according to the state budget paper released yesterday,
that is 20 per cent of state revenue.
The Howard government made one mistake when it
brought in the GST. It should have called it a great state
tax — GST could stand for a ‘great state tax’. The
revenue is collected by the federal government — there
is no doubt about that — but the dividends go back to
every state and territory. Every state and territory is
better off because of the GST, and nobody — and
particularly not the Bracks government — is ever going
to say, ‘We don’t want our share of the GST because it
is an inequitable tax and we shouldn’t be having it’.
There is no doubt it will keep getting its share.
According to the forward estimates Victoria is looking
at getting $10 billion worth of GST funding next year.

Then we had the dark years of the Hawke and Keating
governments, to use a well-used phrase in here. The
Hawke government dropped the sharing arrangements
with local government, arguing that the economy could
not afford tax sharing with the states and local
government, so it decided to stick the boot into local
government. In 1986 financial assistance grants
replaced personal income tax sharing. In following
years the level of assistance to local government, it was
said, would be linked to the level of assistance to states.
That happened, but then the GST came in — a new tax
under the Howard government.

The Minister for Local Government goes along to
meetings, and I have a precis of what the minister said
at a meeting not long ago with Victorian local
government mayors:

When the minister gets up here and says, ‘The
commonwealth has decreased its financial assistance
grants to local government as a share of commonwealth
revenue because commonwealth revenue has increased
to’ so-many billions, ‘so instead of 1 per cent, the figure
is now down to 0.7 per cent or something’ she
conveniently forgets that she counts the GST as part of
commonwealth revenue. She conveniently forgets to
remove — —

What the minister mischievously, as I said before, fails
to mention is that this is because she is including GST
as a commonwealth revenue rather than looking at it as
a revenue which is collected by the commonwealth and
handed back to the states for on-passing. Then she goes
on to say:

Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Who collects it?
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — As we all know, and as
Mr Mitchell would know, every GST dollar goes
directly back to the states.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — You get too much, because
you do not know how to spend it properly.
Mr Smith — So Queensland should get a bigger
share of our GST — is that what you are saying?
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — No. I have a pie chart from
the federal budget, and it shows that this year Victoria

Along with the ministers for local government from other
states I’ve also been pushing the commonwealth to review the
funding level to local governments, as I know you have.

In other words, buck-passing.
Over the years, as you will know, the financial assistance
grants from the commonwealth have decreased substantially
as a percentage of commonwealth tax revenue.

Commonwealth revenue has increased by 62 per cent since
the Howard government came to office.

This is approximately the same as the states. Victoria is
actually probably well above that. When the Bracks
government came to power in 1999 state revenue from
all taxes, fees and charges was $19 billion, or about
$55 million a day. From yesterday’s budget we are now
up to $32.5 billion in revenue for the state — getting
close to $90 million a day. The state is collecting about
$90 million a day, so for the minister to say the
commonwealth has increased its revenue by 62 per cent
and is not on-passing to local councils is also not true,
and I will read some figures out of the budget as to that
in a minute.
After all, everybody should recognise that the
responsibility for local government belongs with the
states. Local government is there as a creature of the
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states, and we have the Local Government Act. The
government can hire and fire and sack councils, as the
minister has already done — that is, under the Local
Government Act, not a federal government act.
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There is definitely a wide range of cost shifting
continuing under this government. Let us have a look at
the state budget papers since 2002–03.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — A beautiful set of numbers!

Starting on page 37 the Hawker report talks about state
grants to local government:
The CGC —

Commonwealth Grants Commission —
reported that the level of state SPPs —

specific purpose payments —
has increased over time, but has fallen as a proportion of local
government revenue. Indeed, state SPPs have fallen as a
proportion of local government revenue from about 15 per
cent in 1974–75 to about 7 per cent in 1997–98.

They have nearly halved.
The CGC report demonstrated that although the amount of
state assistance has increased in real terms since 1974–75, its
rate of increase (0.4 per cent per annum in real terms) is about
one-tenth of the rate of increase of local government
own-source revenue —

which stands at about 4 per cent.
Since the introduction of the act in 1974–75, local
government revenue from all sources has grown on average
by 3.6 per cent per annum in real terms. The fastest growing
revenue resource was user charges —

as we all know —
Other local government revenue (4.5 per cent),
commonwealth assistance (4.3 per cent) and municipal rates
(3 per cent) … The slowest growing revenue source was state
assistance (0.4 per cent) —

which is basically minimal or nil, and I will show that
in the budget figures later on as well.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Wake up, John!
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — It’s all right. I’m not going
to be rushed today.
On page 28 we go back to cost shifting:
… the Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV) estimated
the cost shift in Victoria to be $40 million per annum in the
recurrent funding of three major specific purpose
programs — home and community care (HACC) services,
libraries and maternal and child health. A further $20 million
was estimated to be the cost shift on a range of other specific
programs;
… the CEO of the City of Stonnington provided a similar
indicative figure of cost shifting in Victoria at about $10 per
head per annum or $50 million per year …

Hon. J. A. VOGELS — Mr Mitchell says it is a
beautiful set of numbers, but in 2002–03 the federal
government provided in grants and transfers payments
to local government $342 million and the state put in
$206 million, so the total grants were $548 million. In
2003–04 the federal government put in $347 million
and the state $131 million, so there was a $71 million
drop, and councils received $509 million. In 2004–05
federal grants increased once again to $367 million and
the state’s contribution went down to $125.8 million. In
2005–06, which has just passed, the federal government
put in $381 million — another 3 to 4 per cent
increase — and Victoria dropped down to $113 million.
That amounts to about a 50 per cent drop over four
years in state grants and transfer payments to local
government. Every year the commonwealth
government puts in more, as it is supposed to, and the
state whips it out at the bottom. This year — there was
a big fanfare in the budget yesterday — the state has
increased its funding from $113 million of last year to
$154 million, which sounds good and is about a
$40 million increase, but if the two figures are added
together, the figure is $547.9 million, which is exactly
the same as it was four years ago. Councils have not
received one extra dollar over four years to spend on
local roads, infrastructure and so on. As the federal
government keeps increasing the amount, the Labor
government pulls it out at the other end.
I now want to talk about the way state grants are
distributed to local government. The money trail is just
about impossible to follow. If you want to look up
grants and transfer payments received by local
government from the federal government, you go to the
federal government’s web site where you can see what
each council gets because the numbers are not hidden;
by comparison, it is just about impossible to follow the
state government money trail.
I found it impossible to follow where the $113 million
the Victoria Grants Commission gave to local
government last year went. I asked the MAV, the peak
body, if it could find out what that $113 million was
spent on. The answer was that public libraries received
about $28 million in recurrent funding; public libraries
received about $3 million in capital funding; national
competition payments amounted to about $17 million,
and so on. The MAV could find only about
$91 million. The MAV said that the figures were taken
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out of this year’s state budget with great difficulty. It
also said there is a $20 million shortfall. Nobody seems
to know where that $20 million has gone.
The MAV went on to say that the reporting of how
grants are made to local government is so ambiguous
that it is almost impossible to identify the breakdown of
the $20 million in question. This is not me making this
up, this is the MAV — the peak body — that has
experts in the field who cannot chase that money trail.
If they cannot do so, what hope has the average citizen?
For interest sake I asked a number of councils if they
could give me a breakdown of the grants they received.
I got quite a few replies, which I found interesting. I
will not mention this particular council’s name, but
Mr Mitchell talked about national competition policy
payments. This year is the last year — and that’s it!
Councils knew it, as did the state government, because
there was a 10-year agreement. When Paul Keating was
Prime Minister he said national competition payments
would last for 10 years and that at the end of the
10 years, that funding would go into saving our water
resources for the future, which no-one could argue
about.
On my list one interesting fact is a reference to an ALP
educational program grant of $18 470. Why would a
council get an ALP educational program grant? That
beggars belief. There are grants which the state
government did not put money in for, but obviously the
state believes it is something it wants to push for. It has
a tobacco enforcement grant and so on. This council
applied for 89 grants this year and were successful in 8
grants from the commonwealth, for which it got about
$5 million. Most of that funding is untied and can be
spent on whatever services that local council believes to
be important.
It applied for 60 grants from the state and received
approximately $3 million but each one of the grants is
tied into a certain bucket of money that the council has
to spend on a particular service or it will not receive the
grant. We should trust councils much more than that.
The government should say, ‘We will help you with
your funding; spend it wisely because your community
knows better than anybody else where it should be
spent’.
The biggest disappointment in yesterday’s budget for
councils was that there is no funding at all for local
roads, bridges or libraries. Local roads and bridges have
become a catchcry for local government in Victoria
because they cannot survive and keep their
infrastructure up to date, or renew it, unless there is
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some financial input from the state government. It is
interesting that the federal government, under its Roads
to Recovery package, has put in an extra $62 million
for local councils in Victoria, which is extra on top of
the normal $62.5 million a year. The Liberal Party has
said that if it wins government in November, it will
match the federal Roads to Recovery funding for
councils and that they can spend it on the roads as they
wish. They do not have to tell the federal government
where they believe it should be spent. Each council will
make its own decision.
It is interesting to examine how much the Roads to
Recovery funding is worth especially to councils in
rural Victoria. Ararat Rural City Council, for example,
receives $1 million a year, which is equivalent to a
15 per cent rate increase; Campaspe Shire Council
receives $1.8 million, which is equivalent to a 10 per
cent rate increase if it had to raise that money from its
ratepayers; Colac-Otway Shire Council, 10 per cent;
Corangamite Shire Council, 13 per cent; East
Gippsland Shire Council, 10 per cent; Glenelg Shire
Council, 13 per cent; Golden Plains Shire Council,
18 per cent; and Pyrenees Shire Council, 25 per cent —
but it collects only about $4 million in rates. It gets an
extra $1 million in Roads to Recovery funding; and
Yarriambiack Shire Council would have to raise its
rates by 20 per cent. Councils across Victoria are
appreciative of the Roads to Recovery funding.
Councils are also looking for more funding for their
libraries. In 2004 the recurrent funding for libraries in
Victoria was about $5 per head. Councils have been
screaming loud and long that this amount is not enough.
It used to be 50 per cent from state government and
50 per cent from local government, but it is now 80 per
cent from local government and 20 per cent from local
libraries. It is not sustainable. Once again the Liberal
Party has said that if it wins government, it will increase
recurrent library funding to $9 per capita by the end of
its first term, which is about a $40 million injection of
funding for libraries, which, once again, would be an
excellent outcome for councils.
Under the Bracks government ratepayers bear the
largest burden of maintaining the services and
infrastructure in their local communities. The federal
government has continued to increase its funding to
councils across Australia by an average of 4.5 per cent
a year since 1974, but the Bracks Labor government
has withdrawn its support for local government since its
election, and the declining funding that it provides is
deliberately hidden so that the money trail can basically
no longer be properly accessed, which makes it difficult
for councils.
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It is amazing that you can go to a local council and ask,
‘How much funding did you receive from the state
government in grants last year?’ and that they cannot
give an answer. They do not know. Much more of a
bottoms-up approach is needed where councils get
money to fix services and provide the infrastructure
their communities desire, not because someone in
Spring Street says, ‘This is money you can have but
you only get it if you spend it on that certain item’.
A good example would be Warrnambool City Council,
which has drainage as its biggest infrastructure funding
problem. Every time there is more than an inch of rain
in the city of Warrnambool the streets and shops are
flooded. The council needs millions of dollars to
upgrade drainage, but it cannot get any funding from
the state government. It could get some money — I
think it was up to $5 million at one stage — to upgrade
the performing arts centre. That would be nice, but
when councillors say, ‘We wish we could use that
$5 million to help upgrade our drainage’, and the
answer is, ‘No, sorry, it is the wrong bucket of money’,
that is ridiculous. Let us treat local government with
respect and understand that councils should be able to
understand what their own areas want without having
someone in Spring Street saying ‘This is what you can
spend your money on, otherwise you do not get it’.
In conclusion, I hope the Labor Party supports this
motion. I am sure it will not, but it should because it is
quite clear that the Labor Party has failed completely to
finance local government adequately. You have only to
look at the budget figures — they are not my figures —
to see that there have been no increases in grants and
transfer payments to local government in the last four
years. In fact this year’s budget is still $100 000 under
what it was four years ago.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I have not heard for
a long time such an uninteresting and lacklustre speech.
It would seem to me that the opposition is so
demoralised by yesterday’s state budget that it can raise
no enthusiasm whatever for its motion today. I find it
quite extraordinary that Mr Vogels showed such a lack
of interest and made such an uninteresting and
lacklustre presentation on something I do not think he
really believes in.
The main aspects of the relationship the Bracks
government has with local government — other than
funding, which I will go into at some length — are
democracy, respect and partnership. I remember that
the lowest point in state-local government relations was
when the Kennett government used local government
as a tax collection agent and forced residents in every
municipality to pay $100, which went straight into the
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state government coffers. No-one will ever forget that
$100 tax that was collected by the Kennett government
through local government, or the sacking of councillors
and the bringing in of compulsory competitive
tendering.
I remember a demonstration by residents of the
Amaroo Hostel, which wanted to stay under council
jurisdiction but was forced into a compulsory
competitive tendering situation by the Kennett
government. The residents all sat in their chairs along
Burwood Highway, with staff serving scones and cups
of tea, and held their signs up to the passing traffic and
television cameras. It was a wonderful demonstration
by a group of people ranging in age from 75 to 102. It
was an absolute delight to attend, and the scones were
wonderful. It was a very successful demonstration. I
remember it because no other tenders were received
except for the council one, and Amaroo Hostel
continued to be run very successfully by local
government.
The Bracks government has moved to dramatically
increase funding to local government. Appendix D to
budget paper 3 headed ‘Local government financial
relations’ shows a 10.7 per cent increase in transfers to
local government between 2005–06 and 2006–07,
from $494.9 million to $547.9 million. However, the
financial contribution by the state to local government
is understated because those transfers do not include
funds provided for service delivery, such as home and
community care funding and maternal and child health
funding, and do not include funding for all the 2006
budget initiatives that are outlined in appendix D at
page 419 of the budget paper. I suggest that if members
of the opposition read this section they will see massive
increases from the various government departments to
local government, making the total increase, as I said,
from almost $495 million to almost $548 million.
Hon. J. A. Vogels — That is exactly what it was
four years ago!
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — These figures include
commonwealth government funding of local
government, which is passed on to councils through the
state government. The trouble is that commonwealth
government funding will decrease by a net $4 million in
2006–07 due to the cessation of national competition
policy (NCP) payments, which have been hijacked by
the Howard government — removed by the Howard
government without consultation — for its own
policies. The Bracks government has always passed
NCP payments on to local government, and they have
been the equivalent of up to 5 per cent of rate revenue.
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That amount has to be pulled out of local government
because the Howard government has pulled this money
away from the state. That makes it more difficult for
local government to find the money it needs. That
particularly hurts small rural councils, which have
relied heavily on these national competition policy
funds to provide vital services and infrastructure for
their communities.
In 2003, the Bracks government recognised local
government in the Victorian constitution as a distinct
and essential tier of government. This has never
happened before in 150 years of Victorian government.
Local councils are accountable to their own
communities for the services they provide and the level
of rates they raise. The Local Government Act was
amended to incorporate principles of sound financial
management, which councils should follow. A council
may say it has no idea how much funding it gets from
the state and where it gets that funding, but it really
should know where the funding comes from and how
much it gets. It is quite extraordinary. Given that sound
financial management principles should be part of local
government administration councils should know very
clearly how much they have got and where it is coming
from.
The amount each council needs in rates each year is
determined by the amount it considers necessary to
spend to meet the needs of its community. Any other
revenue received, including state and federal grants,
fees and charges, is subtracted. The balance left is the
amount that councils need to collect from property
owners in the form of rates.
I want to refer to a local government issue now
happening in Knox. The newly elected council, which
was elected on a policy of not increasing rates beyond
the consumer price index increase, brought out a draft
budget with a quite low rate revenue, which was to be
supplemented by a new tax it called a bin tax.
An honourable member — That would be rates.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — The bin tax is to be on top of
rates. It starts at $116 for households with an 80 litre
waste bin and is $144 for those with a 120 litre bin —
and it applies to the present green waste and recycling
services. That tax will be tacked onto rates; it used to be
a part of rates, but it will now be tacked onto the rates.
That means the 3.03 per cent rate rise is a furphy. It is
extraordinary and rather horrific that not only has this
bin charge been tacked onto rates but because of
revaluations, the suburbs that will be paying the highest
rates — plus the bin charge — are the lowest-income
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suburbs within the municipality of Knox. In Boronia,
Bayswater and Ferntree Gully — where residents have
low incomes, where there are many older people and
where many families are struggling to send their
children to school and balance their budgets — the
residents will face up to 7 per cent rate increases.
However, in Lysterfield, a suburb in which, as in
Rowville, the residents are generally better off, there
will actually be rate reductions — with far smaller
increases in rates in Rowville.
I congratulate Cr Karen Orpen who suggested that the
new bin charge is a poor tax — that is, a regressive tax
on the poor. I am absolutely horrified by the council’s
action in proposing in a less than transparent way not
only to introduce an under the counter — or inside the
bin — increase in rates but to shift the burden in such a
way that the poorer suburbs will receive big increases
and the better-off suburbs will receive smaller
increases.
I note that most of the councillors who voted for this
redirection of charges live in the areas where there will
be a small rate increase or a rate decrease. Given
Cr Penna’s very upset state after the last time I
mentioned his name, I will say that he voted for this
tax. He represents the area of Boronia, where many
older people are battling on the pension, but he lives in
Rowville, whose residents, as I said, will face a much
smaller rate increase. I point out that fact because I am
rather horrified by this under-the-lap form of rate
increases by that local council.
I have spoken about the national competition policy
payments, but I want to talk a little bit more about this
year’s budget and the details outlined in the budget for
local government. This new section on local
government, which enables councils to quickly find the
sources of funding for particular important programs, is
a great initiative. It is the first time this has happened
and it actually acknowledges generally the funding
initiatives which recognise the role that every council
plays in maintaining a vibrant and engaged community.
Amongst some of the examples of the Bracks
government initiatives which are being undertaken in
partnership with Victoria’s local councils — and I
cannot emphasise enough the partnership that exists
between the Bracks government and local
government — there is a record $28.7 million boost to
neighbourhood houses. We know neighbourhood
houses provide grassroots community involvement.
There are a number in Knox: there is The Basin
community house, Coonara community house, the
Mountain District learning centre and one in Rowville.
These neighbourhood houses are great, and with local
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government they provide a wonderful service to
Victoria’s community, particularly to women. That is
very important, given that women have often found it
hard to involve themselves in the larger institutions but
have discovered that going to a neighbourhood house is
something they can enjoy, learn from and get great
pleasure from.
There is $25 million for a new Growing Communities,
Thriving Children initiative for community-based
child-care and kindergartens services, maternal child
health services and services for children with a
disability in the growth areas of the Wyndham, Melton,
Hume, Whittlesea, Nillumbik, Yarra Ranges — which
is in my electorate — Cardinia, Casey and Mornington
Peninsula municipalities. Those local government areas
are under a great deal of strain. In rapidly growing
communities an enormous portion of the community is
young children and the requirement for services is very
high in those areas.
In particular I would like to congratulate the maternal
and child health services that exist in every local
government area. They do a wonderful job with parents
of newborn babies and young children. Both of my
daughters, who have young children, found the
maternal and child health services very helpful,
particularly on coming out of hospital with the first
baby and not knowing what to do. I think a woman who
has had children remembers thinking, ‘Goodness me,
what am I going to do when I get home?’. The
wonderful work of the maternal and child health
services right through Victoria helps resolve the
difficulties young new parents experience. Those
services do a wonderful job.
The support for kindergartens provided by state and
local government in partnership is absolutely essential.
It has been shown that early childhood education is
very useful and pays off later on in life. If a child is
exposed to a preschool environment, a preschool
program, it certainly has been shown to pay off once
they get into their 20s. The funding mechanism for
these services, which is undertaken in partnership, is a
great program.
There has been $8 million provided for the second stage
of the rural school bus program so that safer and better
bus facilities will be provided for schools in provincial
Victoria. This is another partnership program between
state and local government. There is $16 million for a
new local areas access development program and an
additional $5.5 million TravelSmart program to
encourage Victorians to switch to public transport. This
is again in certain metropolitan and council areas.
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In the transit city area of Ringwood the partnership
between state and local government is also a vibrant
one and a very interesting one; it is very useful. The
other week I attended a function where, as a start to
rebuilding the Ringwood city precinct, the powerlines
in Ringwood Street are being undergrounded by state
government, in partnership with local government. The
work of state and local government in the Ringwood
transit city program is a great example of how
partnerships can work.
The redesigning of Ringwood station, which is
desperately needed, is being done in conjunction with
local government, with very strong input from both
local government and local communities through their
involvement on an advisory group.
I mention particularly a program that is very dear to my
heart, the home and community care program. As
people age it is absolutely important for them to be able
to stay at home for as long as they can. It is
economically sound if people can be supported at home
and certainly socially it is extremely beneficial to
ageing people if they can stay at home and be supported
at home.
The 79 local councils are major providers of home and
community care (HACC) services throughout the state.
They provide home care, personal care and Meals on
Wheels, which we all know about. I am hoping that
after I retire I might be able to engage in delivering
meals on wheels. I think that would be a really
satisfying thing to do.
Mr Smith — Don’t drive.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — Perhaps I should walk from
house to house, as Mr Smith suggested by interjection.
He might be right.
Mr Smith — Ride a bike.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — Or I could ride a bike.
However, I think that undertaking that sort of service
could be very useful. Some of the people who deliver
Meals on Wheels also provide a social contact for the
recipients of that program. Volunteer drivers are also
very much involved in activities at the Maroondah,
Knox and Yarra Ranges municipalities. They provide a
great service, particularly in the Yarra Ranges shire,
where a lot of older people require transport to medical
appointments and so on. The volunteer driving program
is also very beneficial.
Another part of the HACC service is property
maintenance, which again is quite crucial for older
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people who can no longer afford to look after their
property or cannot manage it themselves. There is an
additional $10.6 million next year, and just over
$44 million over four years, for the home and
community care program. The program is highly
valued by the state government, as is demonstrated by
the increase in funding.
HACC is a joint state-commonwealth program. The
agreement between the commonwealth and state
governments is for 60:40 funding, but Victoria exceeds
the 40 per cent requirement. Last year the Bracks
government provided $50.7 million more than the
matching requirement and which brought the total state
contribution to HACC services to $194.6 million or
47.5 per cent of the combined commonwealth-state
funding of $410 million. That demonstrates very clearly
the Bracks government’s commitment to local
government and local government’s direct service
delivery to the people it represents.
In 2006–07 the Bracks government is going to provide
$205 million to home and community care services
from combined commonwealth-state funding of around
$435 million, which is again far more than the 40 per
cent requirement. This funding package is intended to
address growth in the elderly population and growth in
the demand for home and community care services, not
just from older people but from people with a range of
disabilities, who also benefit from these services.
The services provided by local government beyond
what I think Mr Vogels has called roads, rubbish and
rates have in latter years — the last 50 years or so —
become more and more a part of community
infrastructure. It is extremely important that local
government services continue and that both rate
revenue and state and commonwealth money is
provided to ensure that happens. Ratepayers would
prefer to have an increase in rates than a decrease in the
services that local government provides. Everyone uses
some aspect of local government services. Pets are a
pretty important part of some people’s households and
lives. The continued emphasis by local government on
cleaning up after pets, registering them and so on is
great, because for older people and families the
ownership of a pet is certainly of great value and
benefit.
Generally speaking this budget has delivered and
delivered for local government. The $10.7 million
increase in grants and transfers to Victoria’s 79 councils
speaks for itself. If members go through the budget
papers they will see the great commitment of the
Bracks government to partnership, to democracy, to the
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delivery of direct services to the community and to
local government throughout Victoria.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I take great
pleasure in supporting the motion moved by
Mr Vogels. Picking up on the comments of Ms Hirsh,
who was telling the chamber how yesterday’s budget is
very friendly to local government, those sentiments are
certainly not shared by the Victorian Local Governance
Association, and the Municipal Association of Victoria
has left no doubt as to how it views yesterday’s budget
announcement. Effectively the MAV has said that the
Victorian government has ignored local government in
yesterday’s budget and that the time-honoured tradition
of councils going cap in hand to the state government
for a range of essential services will have to continue.
There is no vision associated with the way the budget is
planning to fund local government into the future. The
association has said that residents could rightly have
expected the state government — we all know it is
swimming in GST funding and that the state has never
before known rivers of gold such as those that are
streaming in to the state coffers from the GST — to
take this opportunity to do something.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — This mob opposed it!
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Let us not go back too far,
Mr Davis.
Here is an opportunity the government had to redirect
some of those funds into local councils so that they
could effectively set up some continuity for many of the
services they are expected to offer. What we are going
to find is that the level of assistance they were looking
for simply has not been made available, and the MAV
will have to keep advocating to and aggravating this
government about getting some additional services on
an ongoing basis. Again they are going to be in a
situation where project by project, piece by piece, they
will have to go back to the state government all the
time.
One of the great shames of the current system is the
amount of time that is lost by so many people. These
are people we meet in our everyday pursuit of trying to
engender a more cohesive community who are
effectively bound to their desks in the search for
additional funds. This is the case in nearly all of our
organisations, whether they are locked away in the
Department of Human Services or are part of the
education system or health systems. We have built up a
whole bureaucracy of people whose sole job, especially
at the local government level, is to try to source funding
through specific grants that become available on an
ad hoc basis.
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People are adept at that type of work. They have the
knack of being able to source funding from a range of
state and federal government departments for different
programs, but productive time is lost in having to go
through that process. Then, if funding is secured, there
is also the process of having to monitor and report on
the progress of the respective programs. Because we do
not have a structure for funding local government in a
correct and responsible way so that it can go about
delivering the programs we need delivered, we find that
untold hours of productivity are lost in the various
departments because staff are simply trying to work out
how they are going to fund next month’s programs.
The situation that is outlined in Mr Vogels’s motion is
not a new phenomenon. In fact during my short time in
Parliament, cost shifting by both the state and federal
governments has been spoken about at length, and you
would not hear it more often than you do in relation to
local government. The practice of state governments
initiating programs for local government and then
withdrawing them over time leaves local government
with very nasty options indeed. It was pointed out by
Mr Vogels that at one stage libraries were funded on a
fifty-fifty basis. That funding mix between the states
and local government has now dropped to the vicinity
of 20:80. The state government contributes in the
vicinity of 20 to 30 per cent of the total library spend,
with local government forced to pick up the rest of the
cost.
Meals on Wheels is a program that is certainly right up
there as a priority among the programs that various
local councils deliver. It is one of the most honourable
programs. It delivers nutritious and healthy meals to
people who are unable to cook for themselves. That
facility to deliver meals to the homes of vulnerable
people helps keep those people out of our aged care
facilities and enables them to live somewhat
independent lives. Meals on Wheels funding also
started off with a fifty-fifty mix between the state and
local governments, but over time the state government
contribution has been whittled away, with the state
government now contributing only in the vicinity of
20 per cent of the total cost of the program.
We had a specific program in Bendigo that was
initiated by the state government to deliver Internet
access through regional libraries. Over time it became
an extremely popular program. Many people went to
libraries to get onto the Internet to communicate with
family and friends. The start-up costs and capital
infrastructure for and the ongoing expenses of that
service were funded by the state government. However,
over a two-year period the state government withdrew
that funding, which left regional councils with very
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nasty options. Those options were to simply cut the
service if they could no longer afford to maintain the
Internet access, to create a user-pays system, where
people who went to libraries to spend a little bit of time
on the Internet would be forced to pay for that service,
or simply to do what many councils are forced to do,
which is to take funding away from other programs.
Councils would do that to fund such a program because
they saw it as being worthwhile and because it would
create much angst in the community if the council were
forced to take it away.
The information we receive is that that is the way things
continually happen. Good programs are set up and
funded by the state government, but over time the
funding is taken away and the expectation is that local
councils will continue to fund those programs into the
future. It is also worth noting that regional
municipalities have a far greater reliance on the state
government for their funding grants than do
municipalities based in and around Melbourne.
Properties in city-based municipalities are valued more
highly and therefore attract much higher rates, so the
income of those municipalities is significantly greater
than that of many of our smaller rural and regional
municipalities
In addition, they have the ability to raise substantial
other moneys through parking meters and parking fines.
These funding opportunities, these opportunities to
raise money in their own right, do not exist for many of
our rural and regional councils. I think it is worth noting
that the reliance of many of these councils on state
government grants is far greater than that of their
Melbourne cousins. We can couple that inability to
raise independent funding with the fact that there are
many expenses associated with regional areas — the
main one is the complex road system that many of our
smaller councils are forced to look after.
Councils in my area such as Buloke and Yarriambiack
have road networks which extend over many hundreds
of kilometres and continually need to be upgraded and
maintained. Very few of these councils have national or
state-funded highways going through their areas, so the
funding of their roads is effectively left to them. These
local councils oversee extremely low socioeconomic
areas and have very limited ability, if any, to raise
funding other than through rates. We need to be very
cognisant of the issues and the situation that exists.
When we talk about the need for a better deal, for a
better funding model and for a fairer go, we need to
understand the battles faced by so many local councils
in our areas.
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This is an issue The Nationals have looked at very
carefully. We have already announced a plan to direct
1 per cent of the state’s GST funding to local
government. This has the potential to put many
hundreds of thousands of dollars, and in some cases
even millions of dollars, even at the initial contribution
of 1 per cent, into local government. We are proposing
to send 1 per cent of GST funding directly through to
local government. As happens with the Roads to
Recovery program, we would have the ability to direct
this money straight through to local government. As is
also the case with the Roads to Recovery program, this
would enable local government to decide which
projects had the greater priority. It would give local
councils the autonomy over decision making they need
to get the jobs they consider to have the greater priority
done first, as opposed to money stopping off at state
government on the way through and being directed and
tagged to be spent in certain ways.
The Roads to Recovery money has been hugely popular
with local councils because it enables them to make
decisions about what will best affect the lives of the
ratepayers living in their regions. It is a very positive
program. In The Nationals’ policy we have taken the
lead on how we intend to fix this problem of inadequate
local government funding. By directing 1 per cent of
GST, and we know the Victorian government receives
in the vicinity of $8 billion a year from GST
receipts — —
Mr Smith — Coming out of my taxes — not only
do I have to pay them locally but I have to pay yours
locally as well. Good grief!
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Smith is talking about the
inequality of the GST. I do not think many of his
colleagues share the view that the GST is not returning
buckets of gold to the Victorian people. An amazing
amount of money is coming into the revenue streams of
this government. To direct 1 per cent of that would
effectively — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Are you saying that is on
top of normal funding for local government?
Hon. D. K. DRUM — We are talking about the
state government, Mr Mitchell. Do you know that the
GST is a state tax?
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — It is a commonwealth tax.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Mitchell is now saying
that the goods and services tax — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Is a commonwealth tax.
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Hon. D. K. DRUM — Is Mr Mitchell also saying
that the funds do not come to the states?
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — I said, are these rivers of
gold that you claim on top of normal funding?
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Mitchell — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! Through the
Chair, Mr Drum!
Hon. D. K. DRUM — It is quite amazing that the
Labor backbenchers would like to differentiate who
collects the money and who gets to spend it. We all
know that the greedy states in Australia have worked
out their own formula as to how the GST is distributed.
It has nothing to do with the federal government, it has
only to do with the states. If the Victorian government
cannot work out its own fair share, that is its problem.
To not be prepared to share so much of this funding
with local government, while espousing the view that it
is right behind and supports local government —
calling local government an equal partner — is quite
inane. What it all boils down to is this state government
simply refuses to fund local government in the way it
should and in a way which would give it the respect it
deserves.
Ms Hirsh touched on some of the exceptional steps that
need to be taken by local councils. One she mentioned
was the introduction of a bin tax. Quite frankly these local
councils would not need to take these steps if they were
adequately funded in the first place. Ms Hirsh spoke about
neighbourhood houses being funded by this government
and that that was somehow going to help local
government. She has to understand that the $27 million
that was allocated to neighbourhood houses in the budget
has been very well received but it was nowhere near as
well received as it would have been — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. H. E.
Buckingham) — Order! The chatter across the
chamber will cease.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — The $84 million in the
neighbourhood houses submission was not forthcoming
from the government. We will have to wait and see
exactly how this $27 million is tagged as to how it has
to be spent. It is incredibly poor form for a government
to say to neighbourhood houses that it will fund them
for 50 per cent of the time it expects their doors to be
open and for half of a coordinator’s time — they will
pay a coordinator for 20 hours providing they prove
they will deliver 40 hours of programs. That is a
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funding model that needs to be changed. We will see in
the detail of how this $27 million is delivered to
neighbourhood houses whether the government has
addressed many of the problems associated with
neighbourhood houses.
One of the problems with neighbourhood houses that
was ignored in the allocation of that $27 million was
that 30 neighbourhood houses around the state are not
officially recognised by this government. They are out
there delivering programs for this government and for
their communities but they are not recognised and do
not receive 1 cent of coordination funding at the
moment. This government does not even have a criteria
set down to enable new neighbourhood houses to get up
and prove that they qualify as neighbourhood houses
and should therefore be eligible to receive coordination
funding. That is something this government let slip by
in this announcement in relation to neighbourhood
houses.
I would like to quickly touch on some of the other
municipalities which would be recipients of additional
funding under The Nationals’ policy. We are
continually putting up areas that are struggling to this
government and here we have some solutions which
need to be looked at. We see that for a place like the
shire of Buloke, which is doing it tough and spreads
over an enormously long distance, we would put in
1 per cent for the Fair Go grants, which would see an
additional $372 000 going into that shire each year. We
would also see grants of $442 000 allocated specifically
for the roads in that area.
The Campaspe shire, which also has a very complex
road system, would have $853 000 made available to it
for roads, Gannawarra shire would have $385 000 and
the Macedon Ranges shire an extra $411 000. A small
rural municipality such as Yarriambiack would have an
additional $419 000 made available to it under the
roads grants, as well as the $353 000 that would go to
local government as a result of a 1 per cent increase.
The Nationals believe that to do it properly that 1 per
cent would need to be increased over time to 3 per cent,
which would enable many of the councils to operate
autonomously. It would certainly stop the process that
we have seen over recent years of rate rises effectively
becoming another tax on the people of Victoria.
Mr Vogels clearly showed where the state government
contribution through its grant scheme has dropped by
over $100 million over the last four years. Those
figures are available on the web site for everyone to see.
The state government’s contribution has dropped from
$206 million to $113 million, and while that has been
happening the federal government has been increasing
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its allocation of grants to local government. It is time
the government stopped trying to hide the figures and
acknowledge that they are accurate.
At the start of my contribution I failed to state that The
Nationals will be giving 5 minutes of their speaking
time to Ms Hadden, so that she can speak on this issue.
I will finish by talking a little about the Victorian sport
and recreation grants. Many smaller municipalities in
my region find those grants are imperative if they are to
grow their communities. Four grant categories are
available under the sport and recreation grant scheme.
They are minor facilities funding, major facilities
funding, the Better Pools program and the community
facilities funding program. In the last couple of years
we have seen a reduction in the amount of money made
available, especially in regional Victoria. If you
compare last year to the previous year, you see that
regional Victoria was short-changed by $1 million from
the previous year. In 2003–04 some 93 projects and
programs were funded under a sport and recreation
minor facilities funding grant but last year that number
was reduced to 41. In the last year $1 million has been
taken out of regional Victoria and an extra $1 million
has been put into metropolitan councils.
Historically councils have been able to apply for five
minor facilities funding grants up to $50 000, but in the
last two years that figure has been cut to three. Whereas
a council that put up 4, 5 or 6 proposals might have
expected to get at least three of those proposals granted,
we now find that small municipalities, and even some
of our large municipalities, are limited to putting up
three proposals under minor facilities funding
opportunities and one of those grants might be
successful if the council is lucky. Bendigo council
missed out for two years. It had never before missed out
on major facilities funding, but in the two years prior to
the one just announced it missed out on that funding.
The lack of funding costs the City of Greater Bendigo
$500 000 in each year it misses out. This year it was
successful in getting the Strathfieldsaye sporting facility
funding, and $300 000 will be very well received.
This problem has existed for a number of years. I
congratulate Mr Vogels for bringing it to the attention
of the chamber. It is time the government
acknowledged that it is short-changing local
government. Its actions come back to hurt the people of
Victoria through what is commonly referred to as cost
shifting. People are going to demand that services be
maintained. They do not care who funds them.
Certainly if local government does not have the voice
or the political clout to fight the Bracks government,
then it is left to the opposition parties to push hard to
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ensure that local government is funded adequately so it
can deliver the services that all Victorians desire.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I am pleased
to make a contribution to the debate on this important
motion moved by the Honourable John Vogels. The
motion condemns the state government for its
underfunding of local government and for the massive
rate increases that have occurred at local government
level since 1999. Those rate increases are in significant
measure the responsibility of this state government.
They are not occurring in one council alone or in one or
two mendicant councils; this is a general pattern across
the metropolitan area and the state. Those councils are
strained and facing huge budgetary pressures because
this government has pulled back funding. It is a cruel
and deliberate step that has been taken by this
government. It is cost shifting of the most destructive
and damaging sort. Over a period I have taken a
considerable interest in this matter. Indeed I was
responsible for putting it onto the front page of a
newsletter I put out in the Burwood electorate recently,
calling on people to talk to me about this and making
the point that the cost shifting that is occurring is
beginning to impact very severely.
I notice Mr Smith is laughing. I do not believe it is a
laughing matter when an article that appears in the local
paper this week is headed ‘Centre loses funds fight’. It
states:
Ashburton’s Craig family centre and Ashburton community
centre lost their fight last week against funding cuts of up to
$45 000 a year.

I do not agree with the City of Boroondara’s decision in
this case. I don’t agree at all, but I understand why the
city has been forced to make very difficult choices. This
is a very good example of what is occurring. The state
government has withdrawn significant funding —
$67 500 a year — from the neighbourhood houses and
other centres in Boroondara. It is no wonder the city is
in a difficult position. It is no wonder it has been forced
to make unfair and difficult choices. Those choices
have been forced on it by the state government. I single
out the role of Mr Bob Stensholt, the member for
Burwood in the other place, who is the Parliamentary
Secretary for Treasury and Finance. He has had a role
in crafting the Treasury position of this government. He
has had a role in its funding priorities. He has had a role
in framing this budget and previous budgets. He must
take a measure of responsibility for, firstly, failing to
stand up for his area, and secondly, deliberately crafting
the policies that are causing so much hurt.
I am not just talking about the City of Boroondara. The
problem is broader, and I want to record some of the
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rate hikes that are occurring around metropolitan
Melbourne. In Boroondara it is 5 per cent; Glen Eira,
4 per cent; Manningham, 5.5 per cent; Port Phillip,
8.3 per cent; Stonnington, 6 per cent; and in Whitehorse
it is a whopping 11.5 per cent. Whitehorse is under
huge pressure from the state government. Only a few
years ago we saw an almost 15 per cent — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I know, I am aware of it. I
have the note. The significant increases that occurred,
for example, in the City of Boroondara in 2002, when
there was a 15 per cent increase, were also driven by
state government cost shifting. I want to record some of
the significant impacts on some of my local
municipalities, some of which are general and others of
which are more specific. The state government initially
funded school crossing supervisors but has pulled back.
The walking school bus was initially funded by
VicHealth. It is a very important program, and one I
strongly support. I have had many discussions with
VicHealth about it.
We have a massive problem with childhood obesity in
our community, yet what does the Bracks government
do? It pulls back money for the walking school bus,
leaving the City of Whitehorse and the City of
Boroondara and other municipalities around the state
with a problem as to what they are going to do with
those important programs. They either have to dig deep
into their rate revenue, raising their rates every year, or
they have to cut the program. That is the reality of what
is occurring. The childhood obesity problem will
worsen because this government has not properly
funded obesity programs like the walking school bus.
Mr Vogels has spoken long and loud about the
importance of libraries. We had a very good policy on
the table to assist councils with libraries. Traditionally
libraries have received fifty-fifty funding from the state
and local governments, but this government has
depressed library funding, holding it at constant levels.
In effect because of inflation real funding is decreasing
over time and councils are forced to pick up the
difference. In large measure they have only one source
of revenue — that is, rates. So rates are going up to
fund libraries. Mr Vogels made that point very
eloquently, and I support him strongly on that.
The state government has applied a different standard
to itself than it applies to local government in terms of
planning fees and statutory charges. State government
now has a system where — unseen by this
Parliament — fees and charges are on an escalator
every year. They go up. Breaking with the Westminster

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: FUNDING
1836

COUNCIL

tradition whereby appropriations and other budget
measures go through the Parliament, these fees and
charges are hidden in the corner by the Premier every
year without transparency and accountability. But a
different rule is applied to local government. Local
government is told it cannot increase its charges. I do
not expect every local council would behave properly if
they could increase charges willy-nilly, but the
government is hypocritical in applying a double
standard. Local government has a genuine gripe with
respect to statutory charges, including planning fees.
I want to return to neighbourhood houses. Mr Vogels
spoke at a recent function at my office where more than
20 neighbourhood houses were represented. We
discussed at great length the financial difficulties they
were facing in the new southern region. Those
neighbourhood houses have been essentially screwed
by this government; they have been screwed badly.
They are suffering, and there is a real issue about their
ability to provide the very valuable services that they
provide to the community, often to the most vulnerable
people in the community. The approach of the
neighbourhood house association to the government to
receive $84 million over five years — that is,
$17 million a year — seemed to me to be a very
appropriate one. Certainly it made a very strong case
when it was put to me, Mr Vogels and others. The
government has come back with a miserly $7 million a
year, $28 million over four years — far short of what
neighbourhood houses applied for and far short of what
in reality they need, and the communities of many areas
will be the sufferers because of this.
It is important to put on record today the impact on
rates. I will quote Mr Jack Davis — no relation —
president of Ratepayers Victoria, about the Boroondara
increase. He said:
The state government must also take financial responsibility
for its share of community initiatives and stop piling the
burden on councils.

I think that summarises it very eloquently and very
fairly. It is piling the burden on councils, and those
burdens are quite significant.
I note that my time will be shorter than it would
otherwise be because the opposition has made the
decision to give Ms Hadden 10 minutes to speak. I am
sure she will have important contributions about rural
and regional municipalities and the difficulties they
face.
In conclusion I want to put a couple of other points on
the record. Maternal and child health is a significant
area. The government has to look at this very closely. It
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is unfortunate that it has stopped reporting properly at a
budget level on maternal and child health visits in the
initial short phase. Again, this is a cost shift that has
occurred. The state government cut by $40 000 the
payments to the City of Whitehorse. That leaves the
City of Whitehorse with a very difficult decision as to
what it will do. Will it cut these critical services in those
early childhood years or will it be forced to raise its
rates? What it is doing is raising its rates, and the people
who have to bear responsibility for this are
Mr Stensholt, the member for Burwood in the other
place, the Treasurer and the Premier. They have caused
the cost shifting, they are the root of the problem, and
they are the ones who are hurting local communities
and families with higher rates and lesser services.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am delighted to rise to make a contribution to this
debate. I am opposing this outrageous motion that has
been brought before the chamber by the opposition.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — You know it is true.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Mr Davis
interjected that I know it is true. It is blatantly untrue,
and Mr Davis knows it is untrue. It is so far from the
truth, and in my contribution — I doubt I will be able to
convince him — I will certainly be putting forward the
arguments about the excellent job that the Bracks Labor
government is doing in relation to local government
and the great job that our Minister for Local
Government, Ms Broad, is doing in looking after this
portfolio.
Let us go back to where we started in 1999. I always
have to go back to then because I will not forget what
that lot did to local government when it was in
government. I know the community has not forgotten
what they did. If anybody, particularly among that lot,
tries to forget and rewrite history — —
Hon. J. A. Vogels interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — What did you do,
Mr Vogels? Mr Vogels has a short memory. What did
that lot do when its members were in government? The
Kennett government sacked all the democratically
elected councillors. Members opposite stand here today
espousing what should be happening with local
government councillors, showing support for them and
singing their praises about the ability to make decisions
about what is right for their communities — which they
are able to do. I agree with that, but what did they do
when they were in government? What did they do
when they had some power and authority? They sacked
them and put in their mates as commissioners to run the

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: FUNDING
Wednesday, 31 May 2006

COUNCIL

show. I have not forgotten. Members opposite try to
forget, but the community has not forgotten, and I will
take every opportunity I can to remind them of it.
What else did they do? They talk about how important
local government services are. I agree with them; they
are important, they are vital services, and local
government should be able to have some control over
their services. But what did they do? They contracted
them out. They took them right away from local
government. They sacked them, took away the services
and gave them to contractors. Yet they stand here today
talking to us about being accountable and transparent in
the way we look after local government. They are an
absolute joke. One other thing — —
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — No, they are a joke,
Mr Smith. Not only that, they used local government to
collect tax. That was a novel idea, was it not? They
used them when they were in government to collect
government tax. That is a good job for local
government, is it not? Tax collectors — that is a very
good one! We have not forgotten about that tax, and, I
tell you what, we will not let them forget.
I take up a couple of comments that were made by
members of the opposition in their contributions. The
first was made by Mr Drum. He talked about The
Nationals’ policy for local government, part of which is
that 1 per cent of GST revenue should go to local
government, but Mr Drum failed to say how that 1 per
cent would be used. He did not spend any time spelling
out how it would be used or giving any indication as to
what services would be cut to make that 1 per cent
available.
If you are going to give 1 per cent of GST to local
government, will it come off health, police numbers,
teacher numbers, the number of schools that are built,
disability services, sport or recreation — I know that is
something close to Mr Drum’s heart — or would
Mr Drum and The Nationals like to see the 1 per cent
cut from funding for neighbourhood houses? To his
credit, Mr Drum acknowledged the important role of
neighbourhood houses and, even more importantly, that
the funding provided by yesterday’s budget was
welcomed by neighbourhood houses; yesterday a
record $28.7 million was given to boost neighbourhood
houses. Perhaps Mr Drum wants to take the 1 per cent
for councils off neighbourhood houses.
What has not been recognised in the contributions of
any members opposite is the state neighbourhood
houses were in when the Bracks government came to
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office in 1999. They appeared to be non-existent. The
Bracks Labor government has increased funding to the
tune of around 60 per cent. An examination of the sort
of funding the former government was giving to
neighbourhood houses when it was in government
demonstrates what sort of priority members opposite
thought the houses should be given. We have increased
that funding by around 60 per cent. It has been a record
effort, so it is no wonder the councils have welcomed
the additional funding provided by yesterday’s budget.
Mr David Davis talked in his contribution about rates,
the way rates are determined and the way councils
determine their funding. One can only think he does not
have any idea of what the process is or how it works,
because if he did have some understanding of it he
would know — and I am sure he does know, but just
failed to mention it in his contribution — the financial
contribution made by the commonwealth government,
which will decrease by a net $4 million in 2006–07.
That sum will not be going to local government from
the federal government because there will be a decrease
in funding. I would like to know what the lot opposite
are doing about that and whether Mr Davis is speaking
enthusiastically to his federal mates in Canberra. I think
he is a mate of Mr Costello, the federal Treasurer. He
should have been up there, in his ear and making sure
that funding was not decreased.
The decrease is due to the cessation of the national
competition policy payments. Mr David Davis knows
that, and I am sure The Nationals know that as well. I
do not know whether they have been up in Canberra
talking to their lot about why this is so important. The
withdrawal of the payments will have a significant
impact on many local councils. For some councils the
payments have been equivalent to up to 5 per cent of
their budget — so the decrease will be very significant.
Mr Davis knows that as well as I do, but I do not hear
him talking about that. I would love to know what he
has done to try to convince his mates in Canberra to do
something about that — my guess is: very little.
That commonwealth decision will particularly hurt
small rural councils, which rely very heavily on these
funds to provide vital services and infrastructure for
their communities. I know Mr Drum will be interested
in this, and I am sure he is well aware of it. However, I
heard nothing in the contributions from the Liberals or
The Nationals about the decrease in the contribution of
the federal government and what they have done about
that — that is, attempts they have made to turn this
around or rectify it — or what they are doing now.
Mr Davis comes in here and howls about the situation
in local government in his electorate, but what has he
done? They are asking Mr Davis what he has done to
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ensure that the federal government puts that money
back into local government.

support it, and I urge all members in the chamber to
vote against it.

He has done nothing; we all know he has done nothing,
and I hope that the people out there in local government
know he has done so little.

Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — It is a pleasure
to make a contribution to the debate on the motion
moved by my colleague the Honourable John Vogels.
Prior to making my contribution I would like to
acknowledge that the Liberal Party will be affording
10 minutes of its allocated debate time to allow
Ms Hadden to make a contribution.

For Mr Davis’s information — and Mr Davis should
take note of this as it might inform him a little bit,
because from his contribution it would appear that he is
very ill informed — the amount that each council
requires in rates each year is determined by the amount
it considers necessary to expend each year to meet the
needs of its community less any other revenue that it
receives from state or federal grants and, of course,
from fees and charges. The balance is the amount
councillors need to collect from their property owners
in the form of rates. That is how it works.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — You’re a rocket scientist,
Kaye!
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — You are no rocket
scientist when it comes to this, Mr Davis — certainly
not from what we heard in your contribution. You show
very little understanding at all of how it works and
where the funding comes from.
What I can say is that our government has been
absolutely committed to local government. In
yesterday’s budget we delivered a 10.7 per cent
increase in grants and transfers to Victoria’s 79 local
councils. All of those local councils will benefit
through access to increased funding for initiatives to
assist Victorian children as well as to improve sporting
facilities, transport and small business. The budget will
really help councils deliver vital services to their
communities — to all communities right across
Victoria. We provide, through local government,
absolutely vital services, and the way we do that is in
partnership.
We do it together with the councils so that we can
ensure that as needs change, as communities grow and
as the population ages we are delivering through local
government the best possible services that we can —
services that truly meet the needs of the community,
including increases in home and community care
(HACC) funding. Again the federal counterparts of
those opposite have got a lot to answer for in terms of
home and community care funding.
We in the state government work in a collaborative way
with local government. We believe it is a vital part of
how government is run in this state. The motion before
the house is a dreadful one. I condemn and do not

We should not be surprised that the minister is not in
the house. She is obviously completely out of touch
with her own portfolio. No-one should be surprised that
no government speakers in the debate, as has been
shown from the contributions made so far, have had
absolutely any feel for, knowledge of or involvement in
local government prior to coming to this house.
There is no doubt that councils across the state are
bleeding from this government’s continued cost
shifting, reductions in grants and shifting of
responsibilities as it forces local government to meet
compliance costs. This is certainly reflected in
government funding for capital works programs,
maternal health and child care, kindergartens, libraries,
Meals on Wheels — the list just goes on. I will come
back to some of these a bit later in my contribution.
There is little doubt that the federal government
continues to play a major role. As we are all aware, the
Commonwealth Grants Commission increases made by
the federal government have been maintained, with
increases of 4.5 per cent or better, for the last three
decades. It is an absolute nonsense for any member to
say in this debate that responsibility is not being taken
by the federal government. At the same time, this state
government has only maintained a lousy 0.4 per cent
during the same period.
It is also important to note that during the last seven
years of the Bracks government the state has been
making sure that it skims off about 20 per cent in
administration charges from any federal grants that pass
through the hands of the state government prior to
being delivered to local councils.
I do not think it would be news to anyone in this
chamber, especially to those with a local government
background, that many local government councillors
continue to scratch their heads in disbelief as they try to
make ends meet. Victorian rate increases remain out of
control and, quite obviously, exceed annual consumer
price index increases on a very regular basis.
The average increases over the last seven years have
regularly been over 6 per cent and have been even
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greater in many rural councils that are most affected. I
must say that, incredibly, many of the rate increases
have been nearer to 10 per cent. It is an absolute blight
on the state government that it has allowed increases to
get to that order. In the coming year Whitehorse council
residents will be confronted with rate increases of the
order of 11.5 per cent. Surely the government,
somewhere along the line, must realise that rate bases
are now to the point of exhaustion and just do not have
the capacity to be continually plundered to satisfy
government demands.

An article at page 16 of the Herald Sun of 27 May
headed ‘More pain as city rates soar’ — I can assure
members that it is beyond the city, because it goes right
across Victoria — states:

An example is an expectation that smaller Wimmera
councils will meet the cost of fire tappings along the
proposed Wimmera–Mallee pipeline. Although it is in
the act that those councils should participate and assist
with that funding, the government does not realise that
those municipalities have been hijacked for the last seven
years. They have had troubled years. Historically they
would not have had eight years in a row more serious
than they been confronted with recently. They have had
bad seasons and have experienced a lot of cost shifting
during those years. There have been extra expectations
that services will be delivered, and those councils are no
longer in a position to deliver on those expectations of
fire tappings along the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline.

Residents in the Port Phillip council area will be hit with the
second highest rise of 8.3 per cent …

Many municipalities, especially those in regional
Victoria, have lost a lot of ground since the removal of
local rural road and bridge funding. The state
government contributions have been withdrawn, which
is reflected in the fact that now councils go out and ask
community members to make contributions if they
want to continue to use bridges where upgrades are
required. It is well acknowledged that statewide council
debt is on the increase. Unfortunately we are now
seeing something of the order of over $2 billion in debt
being serviced by ratepayers on behalf of the state
government.
The peak bodies for local government in Victoria, the
Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV) and the
Victorian Local Governance Association, have until
yesterday remained silent. There is no doubt that they
have been sitting on their hands and have been happy to
be onlookers in what is taking place in the way rate
bases across the state have been pillaged. One wonders
why councils would continue to pay their membership
fees to those organisations, because I can assure
members that the yield they get on their investment
must concern them. Having been a member of the
MAV board, I can assure members that the
representation of councils at that level has deteriorated
greatly over the last 10 years.

Melbourne residents will be hit with rate rises of up to
11.5 per cent under draft budgets before councils.
…
… residents in Whitehorse will be slugged 11.5 per cent.
…

Some ratepayers, certainly in Port Phillip, have been
very vocal on radio talkback programs because they are
not comfortable with the situation that confronts them.
The article then goes on to say:
Municipal Association of Victoria president Geoff Lake —

who is an apologist for the state government —
said councils had been forced to push up rates because of a
lack of support from state and federal governments.

What nonsense. How big a contribution does this state
want from the federal government? The
Commonwealth Grants Commission has always
maintained a contribution of 4.5 per cent or more
annually against the state’s paltry 0.4 per cent. Some
$8.5 billion is flowing into the state from the GST, none
of which is being allocated to local government. In its
recent budget the federal government poured another
$300 million back into local government for the Roads
to Recovery program. In going on with this drivel
Geoff Lake is not reflecting the views of the councils he
represents.
As I mentioned earlier, the cost shifting over the last
seven years under the Bracks government has been
unbelievable. I can recite many examples of cost
shifting, some of which have been put on the table this
morning. Neighbourhood houses have certainly been
mentioned by most speakers this morning.
Contributions from members opposite left a few of us
wondering a little, but with the backgrounds most of
them have one would not expect any more. Funding for
maternal and child care had historically always been on
the basis of a 60 per cent state contribution to a 40 per
cent local government contribution. That became 50 per
cent and 50 per cent in 1997–98. After five years of
Bracks government we now see it being totally
reversed, so that the state makes a contribution of
40 per cent and local government’s contribution is
60 per cent. It is the old story — build up the
expectations of the home base then pull the state
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funding out and leave the majority of the funding
regimes to the rate bases.
As has been said this morning, originally municipal
library funding started at 50 per cent and 50 per cent but
has moved down to 60 per cent and 40 per cent over
many years under various governments. Today we see
that has been whittled away and that the Ararat Rural
City Council receives 17 per cent from the state
government and makes a local contribution of 83 per
cent. This leaves us in little doubt that there is
absolutely no fairness. The Minister for Local
Government, when this is put in front of her,
continually suggests that funding has been maintained
in rural municipalities. I can assure members that no
allowances have been made in that funding for annual
consumer price index increases, so obviously there is
far more pressure being put on small rural libraries that
are continuing to deliver their services. We have seen
the continuation of the service provided by the Glenelg
regional library being eroded to the stage where it has
been necessary to look for a further service.
Beyond that, in home and community care and road
funding — the list goes on — this government has done
over local government. Cost shift after cost shift has
seen rate bases exhausted, yet this government demands
more. I say enough is enough. I seek the support of this
house to carry the motion before us this morning.
Debate interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! The Chair recognises in the chamber the
presence of the Honourable Rod McKenzie, a past
President of this house.
LOCALGOVERNMENT:FUNDING

Debate resumed.
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — It is a
pleasure to speak on this substantive motion moved by
Mr Vogels. Opposition members needed to display a
great deal of creativity and ingenuity to spin this motion
as a negative for the Bracks Labor government. As I
predicted, it has not managed to do so. This motion is
very much a dorothy dixer for us. The Bracks
government’s record speaks for itself; the federal
government’s record on the issues canvassed in the
motion also speaks for itself. Our record is satisfactory;
the federal government’s record is poor. The fact that
the opposition has chosen to debate this motion is a
good thing, because implicit in it is agreement that
strong and vibrant local government is important for
our democracy. It is important to the welfare of all
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Australians and Victorians, whether they be ratepayers,
citizens or constituents — whatever description we may
like to choose.
The Bracks government genuinely believes that all
Victorians deserve access to decent council services. It
has worked hard from September 1999, when it came
to government, until the present time to ensure that
council services have been propped up. It has expended
extra resources to ensure there has been focus on
maximising the benefits of the cooperation between
local government and the state government and to
ensure that waste and duplication are removed from this
tier of government.
We have also invested heavily in local government
services by way of grants and direct services.
Consequently the Bracks government has made
significant investments in strengthening local
government. It has deployed resources to ensure that
the environment is ripe for local government to
function efficiently. The amendment of the Local
Government Act in 2003 to incorporate principles of
sound financial management and the inclusion of
objectives to ensure transparency and accountability in
council decision making are also examples of that.
I will discuss more specifically the Bracks
government’s record in terms of funding local
government in a moment, but before I do that I would
very much like to touch on the Howard government’s
record in delivering to local government. It is possible
to get an understanding of the scale of the underfunding
of the local government tier by the Howard government
by quickly examining the destruction by stealth of two
very important sources of local government funding. I
speak of the financial assistance grants (FAGs) and the
national competition policy (NCP) payments.
Commonwealth FAGs as a percentage of
commonwealth taxation revenue have decreased from
1.2 per cent in 1992 — I know that is before the
Howard government took office — to 0.7 per cent in
2006. That is a big decrease, and it represents — —
Hon. J. A. Vogels — Is that before or after GST?
Mr SOMYUREK — The local government
association has expressed a view that the
commonwealth FAGs should be pegged at a minimum
of 1 per cent of commonwealth taxation revenue.
Because we are currently running at 0.7 of taxation
revenue whereas the minimum, according to the local
organisation, should be at 1 per cent, that represents a
shortfall of $640 million. That is $640 million that
could otherwise have been expended.
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Hon. J. A. Vogels — That was expended!
Mr SOMYUREK — That is not our report; that is a
report by Hawker. That is $640 million that could have
otherwise been spent on infrastructure. It could have
been spent on key services such as health, education,
and community safety — key services that Victorian
and Australian ratepayers have no access to.
Furthermore, since the Howard government has come
to power taxes have increased by 94 per cent. I am not
necessarily saying that the Howard government has
artificially raised taxes, therefore tax revenue has gone
up — that is an indication of a booming economy —
but tax revenue has gone up by 94 per cent. When you
look at the increase in FAGS revenue you would expect
that to be comparable to the 94 per cent, but no, instead
it has increased by only 34 per cent. That represents
something like a 33 per cent increase in overall
taxation. That is remarkable, and I am sure had the
Honourable John Vogels seen these figures before he
decided to move this motion he might have had second
thoughts.
The killing off of the national competition policy is also
a major blow to local government and the ratepayers of
Victoria. During the 2004 election campaign the
Howard government decided to engage in policy on the
run and therefore, without any consultation, announced
that it would strip $1.6 billion in NCP payments from
all states and territories. The Bracks government was
the only state or territory to have passed on the NCP
payments to the tune of about $18 million to councils
each year through the local government improvements
incentive.
As I said, these funds were valued at about $18 million,
so that is $18 million that councils in Victoria will no
longer have access to as a result of the Howard
government making policy on the run during the 2004
election campaign and deciding that it wanted to strip
$1.6 billion from this particular scheme. The NCP will
actually run out, will be killed off at the end of this
year, and the result of that for the Victorian government
will be $200 million less revenue, less money to spend
on key services such as health, education, community
safety. So Victorians have certainly had a hard deal
from the federal government’s ill thought-out policies.
I return to talking about the Bracks government’s
record on funding of local government and start with
the magnificent budget handed down by the Treasurer
yesterday. I refer the house to page 419 of budget
paper 3, where appendix D, headed ‘Local government
financial relations’, delineates how the Victorian
government is working with Victorian local
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government — and it has been doing so for the last five
or six years — in making sure that there is good
governance, that there is no duplication of services and
that funding revenue is maximised by councils.
On page 420 members will see that for the first time the
Bracks government has clearly separated out details of
spending on local government. Therefore I cannot
understand why Mr Vogels has moved his motion,
suggesting that we are somehow obfuscating the grants
given to the local government sector.
Hon. J. A. Vogels interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — We have provided a whole
section — appendix D. That has not happened before.
Hon. J. A. Vogels interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — I am a bit bemused. I cannot
understand it. I would not have moved this motion but
would have withdrawn it as soon as I saw the budget.
Nevertheless, Mr Vogels has moved it and,
notwithstanding, I again refer members to table D.1,
headed ‘Grants and transfers to local government’, on
page 420 of budget paper 3. The last line entry of ‘Total
grants’, highlighted in bold print, has $494.9 million as
the 2005–06 revised figure. The next line entry figure
for the 2006–07 budget is clear — it is $547.9 million.
Hon. J. A. Vogels — Which is exactly the same as it
was four years ago.
Mr SOMYUREK — I do not know how
Mr Vogels does his maths, but according to the maths
that I did at school, that is an increase of 10.7 per cent. I
rest my case.
Hon. J. A. Vogels interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — There is no need to continue.
State government funding to local government has
increased by 10.7 per cent, whereas the federal
government has decreased funding to local government
by $18 million in one program and $200 million in
another. Members should compare the two! Compare
the federal government’s treatment of local government
to the state government’s treatment of local
government, with its 10.7 per cent increase in funding. I
will not even go into all the new initiatives, but rest my
case on that fact.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I rise to
support the motion before the house. It has been an
interesting and fairly wide-ranging debate, a debate
which has obviously touched on the budget that was
delivered yesterday. Government members are clearly
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rather cock-a-hoop about the largesse distributed by this
government in an attempt to woo voters while
approaching an election at the end of this year. But the
interesting thing is that the test of the budget, and
indeed of this motion, will not be the response from
cheerleaders from the government back benches, nor
indeed the response from the cheerleaders in
associations like the Municipal Association of
Victoria — where one of Labor’s future bright lights is
firmly ensconced at this point in time — nor indeed the
response from the Victorian Local Governance
Association, which has hardly offered an objective and
independent body of thought in terms of debates in the
community on local government matters.
The real test of this government’s activity — the real
test of the outcomes, the real test of the financial
support that has been directed to local government —
will be determined by the councils themselves. I believe
many members on this side of the house — and, I
know, some members on the government benches who
share the geography of Koonung Province with me —
have been advised by their local councils that they are
not happy with the state government’s position, that
they believe they are going steadily backwards in
funding terms and that they are concerned about cost
shifting on a whole range of services.
Mr Somyurek interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — I am invited by
Mr Somyurek to name one. Perhaps we can start with
the City of Knox; then perhaps we can move on to the
City of Monash; then perhaps onto the City of
Whitehorse; then perhaps, if I look to the future in
terms of the eastern metropolitan region, I could move
on to the cities of Manningham and Maroondah, then to
the shires of Yarra Ranges and Nillumbik.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Indeed, I have talked to
those councils, and the reality is that they are all
concerned about cost shifting.
There has been some real furphies in this debate.
Mr Somyurek and Ms Hirsh both mentioned the
national competition policy funds and said it was
dreadful that the federal government had actually taken
this money away. No such thing has happened. The
reality is that the national competition policy program
was designed to go for a specified period and create a
specified outcome, and it has simply been completed. It
is not as if the money was taken away; the money was
only provided for a particular program and that
program has completed its cycle.
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A number of things that have been said in this debate
are simply not true. As my colleagues have said, there
are issues like school crossing supervisors, libraries, the
walking school bus program, roads funding and
particularly planning costs in new areas.
With my Liberal colleagues I met recently with City of
Knox councillors — and I know some of the Labor
members representing seats in that area were also called
to meet with that city’s councillors. One of the key
issues on their agenda concerned the additional costs
they are facing in meeting strategic planning
obligations under this government’s ever-changing
planning policy. The fact is that they have to prepare
exhaustive programs, planning scheme amendments
and documentation because if they do not they get
crunched at the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal, absolutely crunched at VCAT, and they were
seeking support even in that area.
One of the interesting things about this government is
that it is absolutely flush with funds, as we have said,
because it has actually generated an enormous amount
of money courtesy of the GST and very high taxation in
a whole range of areas like stamp duty, land tax, payroll
tax and so forth.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Yesterday I had Karak
over here. Today I have a Golden Galah!
The fact is that these government members cannot take
the criticism nor will they actually look beyond the
press releases. Even Ms Hirsh today quoted again from
press releases. This is a government that rules by press
release. The press release is king! Local councils do not
accept government press releases because they actually
understand the fine print. They realise that the
government rhetoric in press releases do not come to
fruition when you look at what it actually delivers for
vital services that local councils provide across a whole
range of community services, particularly areas like
home and community care, libraries, school crossing
supervisors and so forth.
It was mentioned that there are some new programs the
government is suggesting for local councils now. I can
tell members that local councils are very wary of new
programs. They are very wary of starting to get
involved with new programs, particularly with this
government, because what they say to us and I am sure
what they said to Ms Hirsh a couple of weeks ago was
that whenever they get involved — —
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — They want us to provide
cultural centres.
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Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Yes, I know about that
and we told them no. But the interesting thing is that
when they talk about those programs they say, ‘We get
involved in these programs the state government sets
down and then the state government backs away with
the funding, or caps the funding at a level, and does not
meet the demands that have been generated in the
community’. The result is that local government’s
funding commitment is considerably greater.
Given the amount of money that this government has
from increased taxation and charges and from GST
revenue, there ought to have been a review of the total
taxation package in this state to establish a fairer and
better position for local government, particularly with
its involvement in the delivery of so many services to
the community. This government has failed local
government. It is certain that the vote on this particular
motion will not simply be determined in this house
today by members of the opposition; it will also be
determined by the votes of local government people as
they assess this government’s continued refusal to
address their needs.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — This has been a
good discussion we have had on an important topic.
Funding for local councils and their financial ability to
deliver services is extremely important. It is a serious
topic and well worth the time of this chamber to have
this discussion this morning. I congratulate the
Honourable John Vogels for bringing on this
discussion. Contrary to — —
Mr Somyurek — Well done, John!
Hon. P. R. HALL — While trying to put aside
some of the politics that have floated throughout the
chamber during the course of this debate, I do not think
any of us would doubt the fact that local government —
and I am talking particularly about country councils
because they are the ones that I know best — are
struggling to make ends meet. What we are seeing
typically in country municipalities are annual rate
increases of significant magnitude. The very smallest
rate increase I can think of in recent years is around
5 per cent, but it has not been uncommon to have a
double-digit-rating increase of 10, 11, 12 or even 13 per
cent in recent years. So local government have a
problem in terms of obtaining the appropriate funds to
deliver these services which country people expect.
This problem, as I have said, is greatest in country
municipalities. For the interest of the chamber and to
support my views I want to quote some comments
made by the Municipal Association of Victoria in its
submission to the Commonwealth Grants Commission
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when it spoke about rural councils and their ability to
provide equitable levels of services. In this submission
it said:
To maintain current levels of service rural councils already
strike higher rates than metropolitan councils, relative to both
valuations and especially household incomes (metropolitan
rates average 2.3 per cent of median household incomes,
while rural rates are 3.9 per cent) …

It also makes this comment:
Rural councils have much larger road networks to look after,
with an average 200 kilometres of roads for every
1000 residents, compared with 6 kilometres of roads for every
1000 metropolitan residents. Road spending therefore takes a
higher proportion of rural councils’ annual budgets (43 per
cent compared with 20 per cent in metropolitan Melbourne) ,
and this is the major reason that rural councils spend more per
resident ($943) than do metropolitan councils ($505) …

Those two points point out the particular difficulties
country municipalities have in terms of providing
services expected of them by their ratepayers. We can
argue until the cows come home about what should or
what should not be an appropriate level of assistance
provided by state and/or federal governments to local
councils. In terms of the revenue they can generate
local councils are restricted to predominantly rate
revenue. They do not collect much in other fines, fees
or charges; it is predominantly rate revenue. The
government’s budget papers suggest that on average
three-quarters of the revenue received by local councils
comes from generated rate revenue. I suggest that is
probably not quite as accurate for country Victoria. I
suggest less than 75 per cent of revenue generated by
country councils actually comes from rate revenue and
therefore they are more reliant on grants coming
through from state and federal governments.
State and federal governments have a far greater ability
to raise revenue than do local councils. Both state and
federal governments collect revenue from taxation and
they also have the ability to collect revenue from fines,
fees and charges. A lot has been said in this debate
about the goods and services tax and it is true that GST
revenues now coming back to state government are at
record levels. I also note in the budget papers — I think
I am correct in saying this — that the GST flowing
back to the state government in this budget has
increased by a massive 8 per cent, and certainly that
gives the current government scope to do a great deal in
introducing initiatives.
The Nationals say that local government should have a
direct share in that GST revenue. We have clearly
enunciated — Mr Drum spoke about it earlier today —
that 1 per cent of GST funding should immediately be
given directly to local government. In its first year of
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application that would be a significant amount, but we
believe it should increase over a period of time to 3 per
cent.
We also say there should be some special provisions to
assist local government with what is probably its
greatest cost component, particularly in country
municipalities — that is, the maintenance of roads and
bridges. There should be a direct fund to assist
municipalities in that regard. For example, a council
like the Shire of East Gippsland, which I think is the
second biggest municipality in the state of Victoria and
three-quarters of which is Crown land, has thousands of
kilometres of local roads and many hundreds of bridges
to maintain and should receive benefits from the
proposals put forward by The Nationals. Shires like the
East Gippsland shire would immediately get a
$2.33 million income increase under the proposals I
outlined — that is, to direct 1 per cent of GST directly
to local government and also to provide a special fund
to assist with local road and bridge maintenance. That
would vary across municipalities depending on their
size, population and the number of kilometres of roads
they are expected to maintain, but it would be a
significant boost for them.
I noted some comments from Ms Darveniza
questioning this policy in response to Mr Drum’s
outlining of it. She asked where the 1 per cent of GST
revenue would come from. She asked whether we
would cut schools, whether we would cut hospitals and
whether we would cut police numbers. The clear
answer to those questions is no, no, no. We would not
make any of those cuts. The capacity to give 1 per cent
of GST directly to local government comes from within
the growth of the GST itself. The budget that was
tabled yesterday provides for an 8 per cent increase in
GST revenue flowing to the state. We say one-eighth of
that can go directly to local government to provide it
with these extra funds it so greatly deserves. We reject
the argument put forward by Ms Darveniza that any
increase in funding to local government would be at the
expense of other services. It simply would not be. There
is plenty of growth capacity in the revenue flowing to
the state to fund this excellent initiative of The
Nationals.
I also hold the view that the state government should
contribute to local councils according to the amount of
land in each municipality. It is my view that when it
comes to national and state parks and state forests, the
state government should make a rate-in-the-dollar
payment to local councils for those areas or at least a
payment in lieu of rates for them. After all, the greater
population of Victoria benefits from the large expanse
of national parks in local government areas like East
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Gippsland and Mildura, and therefore should
contribute. The state government, as the owner of those
national and state parks and state forests, should make a
contribution towards them.
I want to leave time for my colleague Mr Bishop to
talk, particularly about transport issues and the
responsibility of local government in regard to those
things, so I will not go on any longer except to say
again that country councils in particular are struggling
to make ends meet, that country people are paying more
in rates than people in metropolitan Victoria and that
there needs to be a wholesale redistribution of public
funds collected by way of taxation in this state by the
forwarding of a portion of it directly to local
government. The Nationals’ policy provides for that,
and I hope the people of Victoria will embrace it at the
next election. The Nationals will be supporting the
motion moved by Mr Vogels. This is an important
subject. It is such a critical issue that we need urgent
measures to address it.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak in
support of the motion moved by Mr Vogels, and I thank
him for bringing such a very topical and relevant
motion before the house. It impacts very clearly on
local government, especially in rural and regional
Victoria. Again, my thanks to the Liberal Party and The
Nationals for giving up 10 minutes and 5 minutes
respectively of their valuable time to enable me to make
a contribution. This house has heard from me ad
nauseam, and it will continue to do so until the election
is called. As an Independent member I am not
recognised, even though I represent a very large rural
electorate. I am not recognised by the Labor
government in this place, and it is an absolute disgrace.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh interjected.
Ms HADDEN — Ms Hirsh has had her turn, Acting
President. I ask you to ask her to keep quiet and allow
me to make my contribution.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms HADDEN — Thank you, Acting President, for
supporting me!
The Bracks Labor government handed down a budget
on Tuesday that clearly shows the government is awash
with money. It really is a shame that there is no rate
relief for rural councils, there is no increased
appropriate funding to help rural councils survive.
There is certainly no increased funding for rural and
regional councils to repair and maintain bridges and
road infrastructure. There is certainly no increase in
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funding to appropriately accommodate the rural library
scheme.
Of course there is $60 million to spend on a big wheel,
on Mary’s big idea — that is, Mary Delahunty, the
former planning minister and member for Northcote in
the other place. She and the current Minister for
Planning in the other place, Rob Hulls, who is also the
Attorney-General and the Minister for Industrial
Relations, are quite happy to spend $60 million on a big
wheel at Docklands for city people. A sum of
$60 million would go a long way towards repairing
country bridges. Shortly I will discuss the condition of
the 59 bridges in the Hepburn rural shire.
Local government is in desperate straits as far as state
government funding goes, and the allocation in the
budget was certainly very short-sighted. A very poor
deal was given to local government in the budget, and
this will have a huge and detrimental impact on
ordinary Victorians who have to live, work and raise a
family, especially in rural and regional Victoria.
As I said, state government coffers are bulging with
cash, but the majority of the state budget has been given
to the government’s Labor mates in the outer suburbs of
Melbourne to make sure they vote the right way on
25 November. The government will continue this year
to spend in excess of $80 million on self-advertising,
self-aggrandisement and self-promotion on television
and in the newspapers. That $80 million would
certainly have gone a long way towards repairing
bridges and roads in the country and towards
maintaining our libraries.
Cr Geoff Lake, the Municipal Association of Victoria
(MAV) president, who is also a member of the ALP
and a councillor with the Monash council, was scathing
about the state government budget handed down
yesterday. He said it has failed local government. He
said in a press release dated 30 May that no new
funding has been announced in the state budget to take
the pressure off community services or infrastructure
within local councils. He went on to say that:
… early analysis —

of the state budget —
shows local government has largely been ignored despite
mounting cost pressures and crumbling infrastructure.

He also said:
Ratepayers are increasingly bearing the costs of roads, public
libraries, maternal and child health services and infrastructure
as highlighted by the Municipal Association of Victoria in its
budget submission to the state government.
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Clearly that budget submission from the MAV — and
one of its own, ALP member Cr Geoff Lake — was
ignored. Cr Lake also said:
In light of this disappointing budget, the MAV will
vigorously pursue commitments … in the lead-up to the state
election in November.

On 30 May the Ballarat Courier said that this state
budget is a big-spend budget — and clearly it is
evidence of pre-election spending mania. The
newspaper also says:
The government will continue to reap the benefits of payroll
taxes, stamp duties and gaming taxes, all of which will
contribute a combined total of more than $7 billion to the
state’s coffers.

Where in the budget was the money for local
government? There simply was none! I requested a
massive injection of funds to local government for
urgent road and bridge maintenance and upgrades, as
well as for local planning policy reviews. Clearly that
funding has not been forthcoming. The government has
ignored my requests for an allocation in the state budget
for local government, which would have gone towards
providing services and maintaining roads and bridges,
especially across my electorate, Ballarat Province.
In a statement to ABC regional radio and through
newspapers on 29 May, Jack Davis, president of the
Victorian Ratepayers Association — a very large lobby
group — blamed the state government for the statewide
local council rate rises which we are all experiencing at
the moment. He is reported as saying on behalf of the
association:
… the government is cutting funding to local governments, as
well as taking away their revenue sources.

He is also reported as saying:
… local government should not need to raise rates above
5.5 per cent, but many have no options.

Those of us who are ratepayers, especially in rural and
regional Victoria, know that if councils do not raise
their rates above the consumer price index (CPI), they
have to borrow, but mostly they have to do both. That
impacts on the services that are delivered, and it
impacts on the ability of country people to pay their
rates.
The other issue I want to highlight is that rural councils
have slammed the state government’s neglect of
country rail. That fact was highlighted in an article by
Xavier Duff in the Weekly Times of 24 May 2006 in
response to the government’s Meeting our Transport
Challenges — Connecting Victorian Communities
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statement. The article states that rural councils are being
ignored, especially in respect of country rail.
There have been two recent tragic crashes on rural
railways — the Ercildoun Road level crossing at
Trawalla at the end of April and the Lismore train crash
just last week, that resulted in deaths and serious
injuries. They are proof that this government does not
care about country Victoria. It is proof that this
government places a higher monetary value on people
who live in Melbourne and the outer suburbs because
they are Labor Party voters. But when it comes to
country Victorians, our lives are worth less under the
regime of the Minister for Transport in the other place,
Peter Batchelor, and under the regime of the Bracks
Labor government — and they should be ashamed of
themselves.
I also raise the situation with libraries. Country
communities are being done out of the opportunity to
read books and participate in this very important social
service. Libraries are out of sight in the Moorabool
shire, which has three or four Labor Party hacks as
councillors around the Bacchus Marsh wards. What
have they done? Four communities are about to lose
their mobile libraries, courtesy of the Labor-dominated
Moorabool Shire Council which predominates in
Bacchus Marsh.
The towns that will lose their libraries from 1 July are
Lal Lal, Dunnstown and Bungaree. Yendon lost its
mobile library service in 2001, courtesy of the Bracks
Labor government. The Bracks government pays the
Central Highlands Regional Library Corporation
$5.43 per head to provide a library service. The MAV
says it needs triple that amount to provide a service to
the community, so councils stop services to outlying
country communities and only maintain them in the
larger centres such as Ballan, Bacchus Marsh and
Gordon; although Gordon has had its weekly library
service cut back to a fortnightly one.
This isolates students. It isolates the elderly. It isolates
the disabled who either have no transport or cannot
leave their homes without special attendants and special
transport. It is absolutely crucial that country
communities get the same services as the outer
suburban and Melbourne centres.
The Ballarat City Council is looking at raising its rates
to around 7.5 per cent at the moment. It says it will
have to raise the rates that much, which is more than
double the CPI, to be able to make ends meet. I must
say that I could very easily make the council’s ends
meet by getting rid of a few of the hopeless officers at
the top who are Labor Party hacks placed there to
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control the populace. That would be a really good start,
and then perhaps we could have some real work done
in the city of Ballarat. At the moment Ballarat City
Council can only concentrate on Ballarat city — it is
city centric. The outlying areas such as Learmonth,
Invermay, Buninyong and Miners Rest get a very poor
deal because there are not enough rates dollars to go
around.
Ballarat City Council has a budget of, in round figures,
$110 million. It also slugs the businesses a special rate
levy of between 70 per cent and 100 per cent on top of
their commercial rate. That is killing businesses. There
are many empty shops in Bridge Mall and Sturt Street
and other areas around town because businesses cannot
afford to pay the rates and Ballarat City Council’s
special rate levy. All that could be alleviated if the
Minister for Local Government, Ms Broad, could get
the Treasurer to release a few dollars to local
government to enable it to provide the services it needs
to provide to its local communities. This government is
very strong on cost shifting. It has got to the point
where councils, especially rural councils, simply cannot
cope. It is a sad time for local government under the
Bracks Labor government.
Hepburn Shire Council is a rural shire in which I live
and pay rates, as I do in Ballarat. The ratepayers in
Hepburn will be slugged more than three times the CPI
because this poor council cannot even afford to pay its
staff. It has to borrow to redevelop the Hepburn spa
bathhouse, which is on Crown land and is a state
government responsibility. The poor Hepburn Shire
Council has to borrow $1.2 million, which the
ratepayers will have to pay the interest and repayments
on. It also has to borrow up to $500 000 to build a
recreation centre at Daylesford Secondary College,
because this government will not properly fund local
government services. The Hepburn Shire Council is
considering handing back the Hepburn pool, an historic
site which has won many awards. It has been well
known and well used for over 150 years at the Hepburn
Mineral Springs Reserve. The council will have to close
that pool and hand it back to the government because it
cannot afford and cannot get public liability insurance.
The situation in Hepburn shire is dire. It is dire in many
councils across rural and regional Victoria which are
trying to repair bridges, roads and footpaths. The
Hepburn Shire Council’s budget is in the vicinity of
$18 million. Its rates, fees and charges revenue is about
$8 million. It can only afford to spend 19 per cent of its
annual budget on local road maintenance, road
construction, kerb and channel and footpath
maintenance and bridges. That does not go anywhere
near what is required. There are 59 bridges in the
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Hepburn shire alone. There are 53 major culverts, and
90 per cent of them do not comply with the safety
standards set by VicRoads. Five major bridges need
literally reconstruction, at a cost of $4.5 million; that
was the cost estimated in 2004. These are major bridges
which take people in and out of the Hepburn shire, they
are not over little backwater creeks. They are on main
local roads. They require a large injection of funds from
the Bracks Labor government under the Road
Management Act. Hepburn Shire Council is bleeding
from a lack of money from this mean-spirited Labor
government.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
Ms HADDEN — I haven’t finished.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! The member will resume her seat.
Sitting suspended 12.57 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Snowy Hydro Ltd: sale
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
question without notice to the Minister for Energy
Industries. In so doing I refer to the sale of Victoria’s
stake in Snowy Hydro Ltd. What assurance will the
government give to Victorians that this decision will
not adversely impact peak power supplies,
environmental flows and water entitlements for
irrigators?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the member for his question. I
will answer the question but I want to preface my
answer by saying that the arrangement of the sale is
being done by the Treasurer and my involvement
through my department is not in the direct sale process
itself.
However, as Minister for Energy Industries I obviously
have an interest in relation to peaking power, and in
relation to ensuring that Snowy Hydro continues to
perform its duties. I think the best way to describe this
is to say that Snowy Hydro has operated autonomously
for many years since it was corporatised and an
independent board was put in place. The decisions that
have been made over the course of time by the board
were not referred to me as Minister for Energy
Industries in Victoria, or to anyone else.
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Hon. Bill Forwood — They should have been.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — No, I do not
agree with that, Mr Forwood. I do not think that is
correct — for example, a decision was made by the
Snowy Hydro board to build the Laverton power
station, a gas-fired peaking station of 320 megawatts.
That decision was made independently and
autonomously by the board when it was considering its
energy profile and the contractual arrangements that it
had entered into in relation to the provision of energy. It
wanted to mitigate its risk even further and so it set
about making this decision. I think that is the
appropriate way for a corporatised body to operate, and
that is how it does operate.
I expect that when the sale occurs the board of the
newly privatised business will do exactly the same
thing. It will operate in an autonomous way and will
make decisions to ensure that it provides ongoing
service to Victoria and New South Wales. It is a big
part of our energy system, and it is a very important
part. I believe it will release some capacity for further
investment by the newly privatised business, just like
when the Kennett government privatised many of the
businesses involved in generation in the Latrobe Valley
and in other places; that generated some more
investment in later years as well.
However, the member made some comment about the
proceeds. The other part of this that should not be
forgotten is that the Treasurer, on behalf of the
government, has announced that as a result of this sale
the biggest ever injection into our school infrastructure
will take place in Victoria. We are talking about
$600 million injected into our school infrastructure to
fix up the legacy of neglect by the previous
government, which spent virtually nothing on school
infrastructure. It set about closing schools. Here we
have an opportunity and we are going to take that
opportunity with both hands in order to spend
$600 million on Victorian schools.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I thank the
minister for his answer, but I would like him to explain
to the house how Victorians can be confident that their
long-term access to the vital resources of peaking
power, environmental flows and water entitlements for
irrigators can be secured.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — The issues raised by the member were
issues that were vigorously discussed between Victoria
and New South Wales during the decision-making
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process when Victoria agreed to the sale process. I can
tell the member that during that process our Treasurer,
John Brumby, who is the best Treasurer in Australia,
was able to negotiate — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — What about Mr Stockdale?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — He is much better
than Mr Stockdale ever was, that is for sure! He was
able to negotiate in a way that secured all of the things
the member has raised.

Budget: aged care
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — My question is
addressed to the Minister for Aged Care, Mr Jennings.
Can the minister inform the house how the Bracks
government is continuing to deliver quality aged care
services across Victoria?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I thank Mr Pullen not only for his unswerving
commitment to older members of the community but
also his unswerving commitment to members of his
electorate. I have no doubt about Mr Pullen’s
enthusiasm, as he takes every opportunity to stand up
for his electorate and every opportunity to stand up for
the needs of older members of the Victorian
community.
Mr Pullen is not alone, because the Bracks government
recognises its obligation to provide quality services to
older members of our community. I have had the good
fortune to be associated with the irresistible rise in
expenditure in health and ageing which has been applied
throughout the history of the Bracks government. In fact
on coming to office we spent just over $5 billion — the
budget we inherited — on health and ageing. The budget
that was released yesterday contains just over
$9 billion — some $9.062 billion — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — On a point of order,
President, I hate to stop the minister mid-stride, but the
rules of the house are that a speaker should address the
Chair. I am not sure who the minister is talking to —
perhaps it is the wide blue yonder — but I suspect it is
more to the gallery.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member is
partially right. When members are addressing the house
they should address their remarks through the Chair.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I know that members
address the Chair, President, and should not speak
when the Chair is on her feet. I am pretty clear about
the protocols in this place, and I know I will respond to
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you and the chamber and provide respect to this
community.
The interesting thing about the Liberal Party is that it
did not want to hear the message that during the life of
the Bracks government it has increased health and
ageing expenditure from $5 billion to $9 billion. What a
surprise that Mr Atkinson should jump to his feet to
stop us telling that story! But there is no way that we
are going to be stopped from telling that story because
our government is absolutely committed to improving
the quality of services throughout the state. So it is not
only the redevelopment of aged care facilities in
Mr Pullen’s electorate, including the redevelopment of
the Kingston Centre and the development of a new
aged care facility in Doveton to serve the catchment
needs of those communities but it is right across the
state.
About two years ago Mr Koch asked me a question
about when the project in Warracknabeal was going to
be funded and whether it would comply with
2008 accreditation. I can tell Mr Koch that although he
may have forgotten that, I have not. The Bracks
government made a commitment in yesterday’s budget
to ensure it provides for a new 60-bed facility in
Warracknabeal, and $21.8 million was allocated for that
project. But it is not alone. The shadow minister asked
me a question about the ongoing expenditure to support
the Grace McKellar Centre, and in yesterday’s budget
we announced a 108-bed facility in Grovedale to
augment — —
Hon. D. McL. Davis interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — You do not want to
listen to this because you know that the people of
Victoria are having services built right around the state
to respond to the needs of older members of our
community. You do not want to hear — —
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Hadden!
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — We have committed to
redeveloping projects, and time and again I have stood
in this chamber and reported that the Bracks
government is committed to redeveloping residential
aged care facilities throughout the breadth of Victoria,
and we have added to that facilities ranging from
Rochester to Caulfield and in Warracknabeal as I have
indicated.
During the life of the Bracks government we have
redeveloped 42 facilities, 39 of which are in rural and
regional Victoria, which demonstrates our commitment
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to providing for the needs of older members of the
community regardless of where they live. But we are
not alone there because there is a whole range of other
positive ageing programs that we are associated with —
those that are designed to enhance the quality of life for
people who are living at home.
There has been a subsequent rise in demand for the
home and community care program and personal alerts.
Personal alerts play a role in providing security and
support for people who may be vulnerable in their own
homes. We have added to the stock of personal alerts.
There will now be over 20 000 personal alerts. When
we came to office there were about 9000 and we have
added to those cumulatively over the years.
We are supporting people through our investment in
Land Bank, and we are assisting younger people in
nursing homes. We have made a significant
commitment to ensure a better life for members of our
community.

Snowy Hydro Ltd: sale
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
further question without notice to the Minister for
Energy Industries concerning the sale of Victoria’s
stake in Snowy Hydro Ltd. I refer to his extensive
answer to my earlier question during which he
elucidated the government’s commitment to provide
$600 million to education from the proceeds of the sale.
Market analysts anticipate a net yield to Victoria of the
order of $900 million. Therefore I ask: will the minister
advise the house whether the government has
committed the additional proceeds above the
$600 million to education or any other projects?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition has asked the Minister for Energy Industries
whether, in relation to the sale of Snowy Hydro Ltd,
$600 million will go into education, which the minister
alluded to in his last answer — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If there is one more
comment from Mr Forwood, I will use sessional orders
to remove him from the chamber.
Also in his opening statement the minister said that that
was the responsibility of the Treasurer. Now Mr Philip
Davis has asked a question about the balance of the
$900 million above the $600 million going to any other
projects — the balance between the $600 million and
$900 million, which market forces indicate might be the
total amount. The minister, in responding to that

1849

question, can only refer to it if it is within his area of
portfolio responsibility and not outside of it.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — On the invitation you
have given me to elucidate the question, President, I put
the question to the minister in terms that are relevant to
his answering of the earlier question. The issue is that
the minister was asked a question about the security of
the resources in respect of the sale of Snowy Hydro
Ltd. The minister chose to give to the house an
extensive response, which went to the whole policy
principle around the sale of a major energy asset — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The point is that we are
speaking about a point of order which has been raised.
The issue is clearly this: the minister has accepted
responsibility for a policy role in relation to Victoria’s
29 per cent share in the Snowy asset, and I am seeking
advice from the minister about what will occur with the
proceeds on disposal of that asset, which is an energy
asset.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the member for his
supplementary question to the supplementary question.
I am going to take the opportunity offered by the
question from the honourable member to make this
point — it never ceases to amaze me how the
opposition can come in here and seek to make some
kind of political point about our spending $600 million
on schools. When was the last time the opposition put
up even $60 million of spending on school
infrastructure, let alone $600 million of additional
spending — over and above — on school
infrastructure?
This is about our kids; it is about the education of our
kids. It is about their being able to be educated in
proper facilities. Somehow they have suddenly been
converted to not wanting to sell energy infrastructure; I
do not know how that happened. If that is their position
and they do no want to sell energy infrastructure, that is
fine, but you would think they would at least come in
here and say — as the Honourable Damian Drum
did — ‘Whatever disagreements we might have, the
money is going to a good cause.’.
The Honourable Damian Drum has said it is a good
cause; they should at least acknowledge that much. We
can have a debate about whether they think the decision
is right — Mr Drum might think that we should not sell
the infrastructure — but they should at least
acknowledge that where we are putting the money is
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good. We have an historical opportunity which we
might never have had if not for the sale.
It is an important initiative. As to how much the
proceeds from the sale will ultimately be, that will be a
matter for the market. I do not think the Leader of the
Opposition is able to predict it any more than anyone
else can. What we have said is this: irrespective of all of
that, we are putting $600 million from the sale proceeds
into schools.
President, let me tell you, it will not have any
detrimental effect — getting back to my own
portfolio — in relation to the provision of energy in this
state. It will not have a detrimental effect, because the
Snowy will continue to operate. It will continue to
provide the bulk of its power into New South Wales,
and it will continue to provide substantial amounts of
power into Victoria. It is a very good match for the
Victorian system, and as we move to increasing our
production from wind and other sources of renewable
energy, the source from the Snowy will be an important
backup.
Ms Hadden interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — We will even
provide power for your neck of the woods too — —
An honourable member — Wherever that is.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Wherever that is,
yes!
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Hadden!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — We are proud of
this scheme. We are proud of what we are going to
achieve with it.
Ms Hadden interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Hadden will stop
interjecting.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I again thank
the minister for his extraordinarily expansive answer. In
relation to his answer and his acknowledgment that
there may indeed be additional proceeds beyond the
$600 million to which he has referred a number of
times, I ask the minister to advise whether or not those
proceeds — that is, those in excess of $600 million —
will be invested in water projects.
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I have only one thing to say: wait and
see.

Budget: housing
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — My
question is addressed to the Minister for Housing. Can
the minister inform the house how the 2006–07
Victorian budget is investing for low-income families
through better housing?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for his question and for his interest in the
investment for low-income families through better
housing in the Bracks government’s seventh budget.
The 2006–07 Victorian budget delivers for families
who need a hand to get a roof over their heads. The
Bracks government is delivering a $79 million boost to
the housing budget in order to build more homes,
improve ageing public housing infrastructure and
provide more help for homeless people. In total
$314 million will be allocated in 2006–07 to buy and
build new public and community-managed housing and
to improve the quality of existing housing. Of the new
funds $25.5 million will flow to Victoria’s new
not-for-profit housing associations because we know
that by investing funds in this way we can build more
homes for the families who need them. As a result we
will again increase the supply of social housing across
the state.
In total the Bracks government will build, buy or lease
750 new homes across metropolitan and regional
Victoria. That means more social housing properties
than we ever had under a Liberal government — indeed
more social housing properties than we have ever had
before in Victoria. We also want tenants to feel safe and
comfortable in their homes, and that is why $25 million
in additional funding is allocated this year to fund a
blitz on maintenance and upgrade works across the
public housing portfolio.
Because some Victorians do not have homes of their
own, the budget also includes $28.6 million in new
initiatives to help homeless Victorians. In total more
than $130 million will be allocated in 2006–07 to assist
Victorians who are homeless. With winter starting
tomorrow, I ask all Victorians to think about how they
might assist Victorians in need. Over four years
$6.7 million of the new funds will flow to a new Youth
Futures initiative to provide new homes and intensive
support for 200 young Victorians who leave refuges but
are not yet ready to live independently and need
support.
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Over the next four years we will also provide
$4.2 million of the new funds for practical advice and
advocacy to help young people who want to rent in the
private market. Of the new funds, $4.1 million over the
next four years will go to providing housing support for
Victorians who have mental health issues and who are
at risk of homelessness.
In this budget we are also delivering on our promise to
homeless support agencies across Victoria to fund the
$13.8 million gap left by the Howard government as a
result of its disgraceful cuts to the supported
accommodation and assistance program last year. The
Bracks government will continue to advocate that the
federal government meet its responsibilities in this area.
This budget delivers a great investment for housing and
a great investment for families. We make this
investment because we believe every Victorian
deserves a decent place to live.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
question is directed to the Minister for Major Projects.
Today on the front steps of Parliament House — and I
am sure the minister would have had an invitation —
we witnessed a flag handover driven by the words of
the environment effects statement (EES) planning panel
chair, Professor Bill Russell, to the effect that the
proposal by the Bracks government to site a toxic dump
in the Mallee will be assessed in terms of natural
justice. However, I note that in budget paper 3
provision is made for the long-term containment
facility — better known to us as a toxic waste dump —
and also for the appointment of an operator for the
proposed facility at Hattah-Nowingi, and I ask: does the
action during the EES panel hearings demonstrate
natural justice or simply confirm that the government
intends to proceed regardless of the outcome of the
EES?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
will say one thing: if Lawrence Springborg prevails
over Mark Vaille and the New Liberals do form — The
Nationals do join the Liberal Party — at least we will
have someone in that parliamentary party who knows
where Nowingi is and gets their paperwork in on time. I
give Mr Bishop that much credit. That would be an
improvement in the New Liberals. On the other hand, if
Mr Howard prevails over Mr Quinn and wants nothing
to do with the marriage between The Nationals and the
Liberal Party in forming the New Liberals, we will
probably still have the same issue we have at the
moment.
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Mr Bishop asked a serious question about the
relationship between budget paper 3 and the
environment effects statement (EES) process that is
happening at the moment in Mildura, Bendigo,
Melbourne and a range of other places where the
hearings are being held. It is a serious question, because
the Parliament and the community expect an open and
transparent government to say how and when it will do
things if certain circumstances arise: what its
performance targets are, what it is budgeting for and a
range of other things. On the other hand, the executive
government does not control an EES process. The best
it can do is estimate when it will be completed and
make provision for what will happen if the
government’s plan proceeds — which is the location of
a long-term containment facility at Nowingi, subject to
the EES outcome.
Mr Bishop may raise the question of whether putting
the dates in budget paper 3 is being a bit too eager. That
is his premise. Mr Bishop well knows the government
has had a series of dates in the budget papers for when
it expects this project to go ahead.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Yes, we know. They keep
changing it, don’t they.
Mr LENDERS — I take up Mr Atkinson’s point —
that we keep changing it.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — You are not only arrogant,
but you mismanage things.
Mr LENDERS — Mr David Davis calls it
arrogance. I would say, on the contrary, this
government puts in place a series of time lines, and
because of its commitment to the EES process, and
because at various times Mr Bishop, Mr Savage, the
Mildura Rural City Council and others have requested
extensions to this, we have extended the EES process.
If the EES process does not match with the budget
papers, to me it just confirms that the EES is an
independent process — if Mr Bishop had any doubts
whatsoever; otherwise, if it is a creature of the
executive government as he implies, it would have
slavishly followed the predictions in the budget papers
of last year, which it clearly did not.
Mr Bishop has a legitimate issue — that is, how does
an EES process relate to budget paper 3? The answer is
it is the best estimate of the executive government. The
fact that we got it wrong last year just goes to show that
the EES process is independent, controls its own
destiny and makes it more difficult for a government to
make decisions, because it needs to get answers to these
important questions. It needs to deal with the
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24 substantial papers that have been put before it and
with the 6 supplementary papers.
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Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
member for his question — —

Supplementary question
Ms Hadden interjected.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I must
say I have read all the budget papers pertaining to this
particular issue, and it is interesting to note that it is said
that the budget is not contingent on the outcome of the
EES process but rather on the completion of the EES
process. I am sure that sent a bit of a shiver up and
down the spines of people in the area where the
proposed toxic waste dump is to be sited by the
government. Therefore I ask: does the enormous effort
that has been put in by the local communities and the
cost of opposing this project through the EES process
amount to nothing more than an empty gesture by the
government?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
know Mr Bishop’s agenda, and that is, amongst other
things, to stir up the community of Sunraysia, to do
everything he possibly can as a member of The
Nationals to knock off Mr Russell Savage, the member
for Mildura in the other place, and stop the Liberal
Party winning that seat. That is what he is all about. I
do not doubt that he genuinely wants to oppose this, but
he is stirring up fear in the area as part of a political
campaign for Peter Crisp.
I was not born yesterday; I know what Mr Bishop is
doing. But his material point here — and I go back to
my substantive answer — is that the government
reports in the budget papers what it thinks will happen
in a year. If he has any doubts or concerns about how
this government responds to an EES process, under his
scenario this would have happened last year regardless
of the outcome of the EES process. The fact that it has
not means that the government is waiting. The fact that
it has not means that the government will respond to the
EES process — and he can take confidence from the
budget papers rather than be anxious about them.

Budget: information and communications
technology
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — My question is to
the Minister for Information and Communication
Technology, the Honourable Marsha Thomson. Can the
minister provide the house with details of how the
information and communications technology (ICT)
initiatives in this year’s budget will boost Victoria’s
status as Australia’s leading ICT state?

Questions interrupted.

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have warned
Ms Hadden on two previous occasions. Therefore,
pursuant to sessional order 31, I order that the member
remove herself from the chamber for 30 minutes.
Ms Hadden withdrew from chamber.
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Questions resumed.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — At the budget
breakfast that was held this morning it was interesting
to note that the Treasurer was asked how a non-mining
state like Victoria was able to have such a strong
economy, and he pointed out as part of his answer that
in fact it was because of the strength of the key
knowledge-based industries such as information and
communications technology (ICT) and biotechnology.
Under this government Victoria has become Australia’s
leading state for ICT. We are committed to not only
growing the Victorian ICT industry, but we are also
committed to providing better services through
innovative use of advanced ICT. That is what this
budget is delivering on. Over $800 million has been
allocated to a variety of key e-government projects that
will be implemented by agencies, and funding has also
been provided to industry and research initiatives.
As part of the budget $15 million has been provided to
double our commitment to the Victoria Research
Laboratory of Australia as our contribution to National
ICT Australia, the national ICT research centre.
Victoria Research Laboratory is recognised as a global
leader for advanced communication technologies,
including ultra bandwidth fibre, wireless broadband and
sensor networks. This budget will allow it to effectively
double its research efforts, increasing its number of
researchers from 80 to 160 and expanding its major
research programs from 6 to 12.
Half of these new projects will focus on cutting edge
ICT applications for advanced life science research,
further enhancing Victoria’s reputation as a global
leader in this area. The creation of the new Victorian
life sciences program will combine Victoria Research
Laboratory’s ICT expertise with the Melbourne
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biomedical research precinct in the areas of
neuroengineering, biosignal processing, biosensor
networks and analysis of complex biological systems.
To be a global leader in the ICT industry is vital, and it
is vital that we engage in research to enhance that
reputation. With 43 per cent of Australia’s private
sector research and development in ICT already
occurring in Victoria, this commitment absolutely
cements Victoria as Australia’s leader in ICT research.
In addition a further $10 million has been allocated to
create new e-research centres, allowing researchers
across disciplines to connect with other Victorian,
national and international researchers. This puts
Victoria ahead of the rest of Australia when it comes to
e-research infrastructure. This budget brings together
the ICT industry plan. It is a great budget for the ICT
industry and will help to ensure that the Victorian ICT
industry gives a world-class performance.

RMIT University: WorkCover investigation
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I refer my
question to the Minister for WorkCover and the TAC. I
refer to the alarmingly high incidence of brain tumours
and other reported serious illnesses among people
working on the 16th and 17th floors of the Tivoli
building and a current investigation by the RMIT
University, which is a tenant on those floors.
There has been some initial concern about the
possibility that telephone towers and/or associated plant
and equipment on the roof of the Tivoli building may
have been a contributing factor in the reported illnesses.
I also note union concerns about potential risks of
exposure to telephone towers and radiation emission
levels, and RMIT’s actions to vacate the two floors
pending the outcome of the investigation.
I ask the minister if he could provide details to the
house on the progress of the WorkCover investigation
into the RMIT health scare, together with details of any
interim directions given to RMIT and the timetable for
the issue of a final report on the findings of his
investigation?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I thank Mr Atkinson for his question. In
commencing my answer I advise Mr Atkinson that I
will be watching very closely how he pursues his
portfolio in asking questions in this area. There is a long
history in this place of how former ministers such as
Roger Hallam and a number of others dealt with
WorkCover and Transport Accident Commission
matters. We have been very careful in this area to try to
depoliticise where these questions go and how we deal
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with them. In all of these areas we are dealing with
individuals who, in some cases, are terrified of what is
happening. We are also dealing with a range of
government instrumentalities and organisations which
are responding to the issues as rapidly as they can
without adding to the fear in the community at an
uncertain time.
Parliament is an absolutely legitimate place to debate
issues of the day, and I welcome the debate at any time
and at any stage. I advise the house and Mr Atkinson
that I will be watching very closely how this develops,
because a lot will depend on how I respond to this as to
an assessment of where we are going.
The issue of telephone towers that Mr Atkinson has
raised is of considerable interest to the community. I
imagine every person in this place has a mobile phone,
and I do not think there is anybody in the community
who has not at some stage or other reflected on what
the various signals, antennas, broadband, radio, or any
of the frequencies can do to them. It is an area in which
a lot a medical work has been done and which involves
a lot of medical science.
These particular areas are regulated by the
commonwealth through two of its bodies, which
regulate what are and what are not acceptable levels in
these areas. As to this particular episode with RMIT,
and the two floors that Mr Atkinson has referred to,
WorkSafe inspectors have been on the premises
working collaboratively with RMIT University and, I
understand, the commonwealth authorities. I was
interested to hear the other day some media
commentary from RMIT about the status of the
situation and what it thought the health safety of those
areas was. I will certainly inquire of the Victorian
WorkCover Authority as to where it stands on this.
I make a general comment that this government has
gone out of its way to empower the Victorian
WorkCover inspectorate to proactively go into
workplaces. We have actually given powers to union
representatives — the authorised representatives of
registered employee organisations, or ARREOs — and
to health and safety representatives to intervene in
workplaces when we think things are unsafe.
It goes without saying in the public debate on this issue
that we have been pretty alone on this side of the house
in giving these powers to deal with workers safety
issues — not just ‘pretty alone’ but ‘absolutely alone’.
This side of the house has supported these increased
powers, and I will leave my comment at that. I am
happy at any stage in a bipartisan sense to work
forward in improving this.
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Hon. D. McL. Davis interjected.
Mr LENDERS — I did not quite pick up
Mr Davis’s interjection, but I probably should not have
tried to, anyway. I will happily work with Mr Atkinson
to proactively, on a bipartisan basis, try to find answers
to work on this. I advise the house that this is not an
area I want to lightly start playing with or to be having
a debate on when people out there are terrified of this or
there is fear about whether the government is moving or
quickly enough on dealing with these safety issues. We
will continue to give the WorkCover inspectorate the
powers it needs. We will work cooperatively with it and
with the commonwealth government. We want
outcomes and we want workers to be safe. We do not
want a divisive debate on this issue.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I thank the
minister for his answer to the question. I note his
admonishment. I put on record that I do not seek to
politicise these cases, and I certainly share his view on
the legitimate concerns of many people about illness
that might arise in these sorts of circumstances. But at
the same time I will not be stopped, nor will my
colleagues, from pursuing matters of concern simply on
the basis that they might be inconvenient to a minister.
On this occasion I take his answer as a genuine one. I
ask him as a supplementary question when he might
expect that there would be some findings available on
this investigation.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I will take the supplementary question on
notice.

WorkCover: premiums
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
question is to the Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC, Mr Lenders. Can the minister advise the house of
any new developments in the WorkCover portfolio that
will assist businesses in Victoria?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I thank Mr Hilton for his question and
welcome his ongoing interest in occupational health
and safety and WorkCover, and how the scheme
operates and functions. We know Mr Hilton’s
background as a chartered accountant; he knows more
about these things than many others of us in this house
do.
Yesterday in the Treasurer’s budget speech he referred
to a decision of the Victorian WorkCover Authority to
recommend to government, to me as the minister and
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then further to the Governor in Council, an average
10 per cent cut in WorkCover premiums to take effect
as of the next financial year.
That will mean that employers in Victoria will have an
average premium of 1.62 per cent of salary. This will
be the third cut in premiums in three years under the
Bracks government — 10 per cent, 10 per cent and
10 per cent — as well as, under my predecessor, now
the Minister for Agriculture in the other place, Bob
Cameron, the initial freeze we had on small businesses.
We have started to phase out some of the more
ridiculous cross-subsidies that were in the scheme.
This is something I can report with great pride to
Mr Hilton and the house: that the Bracks
government — working closely with the Victorian
WorkCover Authority and its staff, working with
employers, unions and also with various other
stakeholder groups, be they plaintiff lawyers, insurance
agents or others — has achieved a collaborative
response to a scheme that brings down premiums.
We can bring down these premiums, which will assist
manufacturing industry in this state to remain
competitive against some of the pressures our
manufacturers are facing, whether it be because of the
Australian dollar and our competitiveness with Brazil,
Russia, India and China — known as the BRIC
countries — or because of the uncertainty as to where
we go in the manufacturing sense. It adds confidence
and helps businesses make decisions to stay in Victoria.
That is a great fillip for business to stay in this state, to
do business in the state — —
Hon. M. R. Thomson — Investing in this state.
Mr LENDERS — Investing in this state, as the
Minister for Consumer Affairs says. It shows that the
government is focused on their doing that. It will also
attract business to this state. However, the government
can do this — be economically responsible — only
because of the way the WorkCover system has been
managed with good claims management, reduction in
claims and reductions in injuries.
We have managed to make the benefit system more
generous for injured workers. Firstly, there was a
package announced by the Premier and me last year,
and legislation will be introduced in Parliament this
week to carry out that package. Secondly, we have
managed to have efficient claims management. Thirdly,
we have brought down the number of injuries.
There is a simple formula: lower injuries leads to lower
business costs, and lower injuries is better for Victorian
families because when a worker goes to work they
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come home — and come home safe. The lower number
of injuries has come about because of a cultural change
following the Maxwell review. I pay full tribute to my
predecessors in this portfolio, the Minister for
Agriculture and the Attorney-General in the other
place, who commenced this work; and also to the
Victorian WorkCover Authority. The number of
injuries is coming down, and premiums are coming
down. Let us not forget that connection.
The reason for the number of injuries coming down in a
growing economy is the occupational health and safety
laws and the inspectorate put in place by the Bracks
government. They have led to the number of deaths and
injuries coming down, and from the business
perspective workplaces are safer and happier and
premiums are down. The formula is working. It is a pity
that Kevin Andrews, the federal Minister for
Employment and Workplace Relations, and the
commonwealth do not look to Victoria rather than
being Sydney-centric.

Aged care: medication administration
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
question is to the Minister for Aged Care, Mr Jennings.
When the minister recently introduced the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Aged Care
Services) Bill into this chamber we supported the bill
but we had several concerns. The Australian Nursing
Federation has contacted me to say it has huge concerns
over the administration of drugs. Has the minister
published the final guidelines, and do they define
‘manage’, as requested by the ANF?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I have lost a wisdom tooth during the course
of the day, or half thereof.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — That is right, we could
all do with some wisdom, and I am sharing mine,
unfortunately. At this point in time I am
extremely — —
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — Exactly; that is right. I
am pleased to be given the opportunity to provide the
member with the answer, and I am very pleased to say
that she can go and have a look at the Nurses Board of
Victoria web site as we speak — —
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
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Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — No, the Nurses Board
of Victoria, which is charged with the responsibility
under the Nurses Act. As was discussed with us when
we were in the chamber, it has always been very clear
that the Nurses Board of Victoria is charged with the
responsibility of establishing the guidelines.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I am happy to take a
supplementary question. I can go through this for
6 minutes, no problems at all, because the guidelines, as
was foreshadowed at the time, are on the web site as we
speak. We were obliged to have the guidelines in place
by 31 May, which was always the date that they were
going to come into play. That was always the date that
we foreshadowed in this place when the bill was being
discussed, and they are there in place to apply from
today forward.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — The final guidelines
are on the web site as we speak. They are there, and
they deal with the range of responsibilities within the
management of medication and the delegated
responsibilities for administering medication. They are
totally consistent not only with what is in the bill but
with what I have been saying on every public occasion
for the past two years about trying to ensure that we
have increased coverage of the regulations, because we
had a regime that applied to only about
14 000 high-care residents in just over 300 facilities
throughout Victoria.
I am pleased that the spokesman for the opposition
remembers that the Liberal Party and The Nationals
supported this piece of legislation for all the right
reasons, because we are increasing the coverage of the
regulations to a further 9500 residents and a further
300 facilities throughout Victoria. For the first time we
are going to have a comprehensive regime for
administering medication in a way that draws on the
skills of the work force within the aged care sector. For
the first time they will all be within a consistent
regulatory regime. The Nurses Board of Victoria has
done a great job on behalf of all the people in
residential aged care and the Victorian community in
establishing those guidelines under some duress and
intimidation on many occasions — often quite
mischievous — during the public consideration of this
matter.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Who by?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I think it has occurred
in a number of ways — in advertisements that have
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appeared in the paper, through talkback commentary
and through quite mischievous and scurrilous
contributions by a number of people.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I am very pleased that
to date members of the Liberal Party do not seem to
have joined the mischievous chorus — they may be on
the cusp of doing so — that has been misrepresenting
the fact that nurses are protected to ensure that when
delegating responsibilities to do with the administration
of medication the prime responsibility is given to
division 1 nurses. They are protected by the law that
this chamber passed in the last sitting week to ensure
that nurses are not intimidated or encouraged to act in
any way that is inconsistent with their professional
standards. Those standards will be established and
maintained by the guidelines that are the subject of this
question.
Supplementary question
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Does a
division 1 nurse have to be on the premises at the time
of the administration of a drug?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — The member knows that the circumstances
relating to the delegated responsibility of supervision
and the management of the regime to do with
medication administration have always been predicated
on a clear line of responsibility.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — I will answer the
question in any way I like, and the way I want to
answer this question is in a comprehensive way that
deals with the issue. The guidelines which have been
established and which are on the web site today say that
a division 1 nurse is charged with the responsibility of
managing the treatment regime for all high-care
residents regardless of where they live. It is a nurse’s
responsibility to delegate any responsibility within their
supervisory role that complies with the care needs of
the resident and with the skill attributes and training of
the staff to which the delegation takes place. That is the
important question. It is a nurse’s call to determine who
is the appropriate member of staff to manage that
administration within the guidelines.

Budget: electricity prices
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — My
question is to the Minister for Energy Industries. I refer
the minister to the announcement yesterday, as part of
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the excellent and well-received budget, that Victorian
families are set to receive electricity bill savings and
financial help. I ask the minister if he can outline to the
house the details of this initiative and how it will benefit
Victorian families.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the member for her question and
for her interest in this area. The house would be aware
that on previous occasions I have announced real
reductions in electricity prices over a four-year period
of up to 5.6 per cent. I am pleased to be able to
announce to the house that as a result of negotiations
which occurred with the three major electricity retailers
a further reduction in electricity prices of between $33
and $57 can be expected by Victorian households and
small businesses over the remaining two years of the
price path.
We started with a 5.6 per cent reduction, and we are
now able to say that the reduction is up to 12 per cent in
electricity prices for the four years of the price path. It
is a fantastic result for Victoria. If you consider that the
federal government has allowed petrol prices just to go
up and up — well past inflation rates — then for us to
be able not only to hold electricity prices but to reduce
them in real terms by these significant amounts means
that there is a very large saving for Victorian families.
I also want to talk about the initiatives we are taking in
relation to consumer hardship, because I think they are
an important part of the package. We on this side of the
house care about families that are in energy hardship
and cannot afford to pay their bills. Recognising that,
the Bracks government announced in the budget a
further $4.6 million allocation over the next two years
to support Victorian families in financial hardship. This
brings the total allocation under the utility relief grant
program to $11 million over two years and involves
expanding the eligibility criteria to allow more families
to apply for grants to help pay their energy bills when
they are in financial difficulty. We have also allocated
$600 000 to train financial counsellors in energy issues
to help families better manage their budgets.
But we did not want only the government to be
involved in this, we also wanted the retailers to play
their part. As part of negotiating reductions in prices to
all Victorians, we wanted the retailers to give
something else back. What they have agreed to give
back is $9.6 million over the two years. If you think
about it, that is a total of $21.2 million to help Victorian
families that are suffering from energy hardship. This is
a breakthrough program, and it will be backed up by
legislation that will be introduced into the house. It is a
program whereby we want to establish the principle
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that no Victorian family should be disconnected from
power in this state purely because of their incapacity to
pay. It is a principle that we want to embody and have
guiding policy in this area in the future. This shows
once again the difference between us and the
opposition. We care for Victorian families; they do not.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.
QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 5349–59,
5370, 5372, 5807–13, 5819–27, 5858–69, 6524, 6526,
6527, 6538–43, 6545, 7403, 7406, 7407, 7410, 7412,
7413, 7417–20, 7445, 7446, 7480, 7488, 7489, 7547,
7549, 7908, 7909, 7950, 7951, 7955, 7956.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: FUNDING
Debate resumed.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I have
much pleasure in rising to support the motion moved by
the Honourable John Vogels. Over the past few years,
and of course during this budget, we have noticed how
our third tier of government in Victoria has been largely
ignored by the Bracks government. It certainly has not
provided any vision for councils for the future.
I want to concentrate, in the very short time I have, on a
couple of issues. One is roads, which of course are the
bread and butter of local government in the country.
The other issue is libraries. The lack of grant funding is
making substantial inroads into our country libraries,
particularly in their ability to provide a service that is so
important to our country people.
Key to The Nationals’ policy thrust in relation to local
government in the future is that we would allocate 1 per
cent of the GST that comes to Victoria to local
government and would increase that in the years to
come. This is a key move, because it gives local
councils independence so that they can plan
progressively and can utilise those funds to the best
advantage to enable them to be in control of issues such
as roads. Part of that revenue stream would go to roads
and would give local government the capacity and
independence to plan ahead.
It is a real task for local government to be in charge of
road programs. This task has not been made any easier
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by the Road Management Act, which was put in place
some time ago. Some local councils are now allocating
more than one person to do the administrative work that
is required under the Road Management Act.
Roads in country Victoria are extremely important. I
remember debate in the house — it must have been last
year — that was relevant to this issue. I cannot
remember who the speaker was, but they made the very
good point that although in metropolitan areas the
allocation per head on road spending might only be a
handful of dollars, in country areas like the far-flung
council areas in my electorate — such as Buloke and
Yarriambiack — ratepayers might be up for hundreds
and hundreds of dollars per head in road contributions.
The road funding processes are tremendously important
to local government.
I draw to the house’s attention the tremendous
difference in how local government is treated by the
Bracks government as compared to how it is treated by
the commonwealth government. The stark difference in
relation to the Roads to Recovery program is, I think,
an excellent example. Just the other day I noticed that
my local federal member, John Forrest, the member for
Mallee, provided the information that in his electorate
there had been an additional $8.6 million advanced for
the Roads to Recovery program. That has been
welcomed very much by municipalities, and that
creates the difference between the Bracks government
and the federal government in relation to how they treat
those very important issues of roads.
I quickly go on to the library situation where a
longstanding deterioration of funding has occurred over
a number of years. It was highlighted to me in a letter I
received from the Mildura Rural City Council. It was
looking for some funding to redevelop the
A. S. Kenyon Library at Red Cliffs. It would be a great
thing to do for a vibrant community that needs its
library redeveloped. I note in the letter sent to me by the
mayor, who thanked me for my support in their
submission for these grants, that:
We have now been notified that this submission was not
successful even though the project met all the selection
criteria. We were advised that there were not enough funds to
cover all the projects submitted. The community of Red Cliffs
and the surrounding area will be disappointed as it has clearly
indicated over several years that the library requires
renovation.

It then goes on to say:
The Living Libraries grant program, through the Department
for Victorian Communities, has provided an excellent
opportunity for the upgrade of public libraries. There is a
possibility that this program will not continue past this latest
round, therefore Mildura Rural City Council is writing to
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Minister Candy Broad requesting the continuation of this
successful program.

It is a sad state of affairs if our libraries, already
struggling for funds, miss out on this program which
made grants available to particular areas.
With the few seconds I have available I indicate that I
support the motion put forward by the Honourable John
Vogels. It is about time the Bracks government realised
the significance of our third tier of government — local
government — which does an excellent job. In fact the
other day I attended, at Ouyen, the Municipal
Association of Victoria Rural North West Region’s
meeting and it was an excellent meeting. It reflected the
interest those councillors put into their tasks, which
they do particularly well on behalf of their communities
and their constituents.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — Where to start? What
nonsense this motion is, particularly coming from those
opposite. I could not resist taking the opportunity to
rebut some of the things I have heard, particularly the
comments of Mr Koch and his reference to Mr Lake as
being an apologist for the state government.
Hon. David Koch — And he is!
Mr SMITH — That is news to us. The fact of the
matter is that the state Labor government cares a great
deal about local government and has a very strong view
about the democratic processes that currently exist. In
fact the record shows that we have been an
extraordinarily strong supporter of local government.
I might also add that that does not necessarily flow to
my personal view about councillors. There have been
plenty of councils that occasion I have had strong
opinions about, particularly with regard to some of the
decision making they have involved themselves in, but
I will talk particularly about the contributions of
members of The Nationals and their grand plan of
taking 1 per cent of all goods and services taxes and
allocating it to local government. The Nationals would
get a job down the road at Trades Hall in the old days
with that sort of mentality and financial management —
or mismanagement, I might add. I thought to myself,
‘This is a bit strange, I already pay rates as a local
ratepayer for services for government; now I am
expected to pay as a general taxpayer other forms of
revenue from the state’. What nonsense. I just could not
believe it! The Nationals want to set up a whole new
bureaucracy to oversee this — ombudsmen, different
departments et cetera. This is just puerile.
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In addition I will mention examples of some of the
things we are doing to improve the ability of local
councils to function. It was only about six or eight
weeks ago when the Minister for Planning in the other
place decided to remove a number of areas where
permits were required for — —
Hon. J. A. Vogels — Cubby houses?
Mr SMITH — Cubby houses is an example offered
up by the opposition. We are doing away with those;
you no longer need them. It is about efficiency. It is
about improving the system and freeing it up.
In the budget the Treasurer talked about an ongoing
commitment to reduce red tape in government, which
will again dramatically improve the system both at the
state and local level. I will refer first to some of the
hypocrisy we get from those opposite. The other day I
was informed about the impact on local government of
the industrial relations changes being brought in by the
federal government. My wife, who happens to work in
local government, tells me that every worker in local
government who earns $50 000 or more will have every
hour they work or take off for luncheons or whatever
recorded. I would have thought this recording is a bit of
a bureaucratic nonsense which will engage a number of
people in extra work and take them away from work
they currently do. The changes will have a huge impact
on the flexibility in local government workplaces.
Women in local government in particular, who now
have very flexible work arrangements, which is
appropriate, will now come under pressure because it
will become very difficult to record those sorts of
flexibilities. Who knows what the rationale for it is?
We heard the H. R. Nicholls Society’s comments about
the federal government’s industrial relations laws when
it said the best of Marxist Russia could not do better
than this. It has created an administrative nightmare for
local government and other businesses too, not to
mention workers and their families. To have to put up
with the nonsense we have had today in the arguments
put forward by the opposition about our capacity or
lack of will to fund local government is a bit beyond the
pale.
I have some notes from The Nationals’ policy
announcement with regard to local government. They
talk about increasing the minimum number of
councillors from five to seven. Who is going to pay for
that? Joe Blow, I suppose — the poor old ratepayer.
The Nationals think, ‘We will increase the burden
again’, but more of them out there will be making silly
decisions. The council I have to put up with in
Frankston, for instance, is demanding more government
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money to fund a marina for those who are well off, but
it will not support funding for a community pool. I do
not know what these people are on — I do not want to
be on it! Seriously, to talk about increasing the number
of councillors is just hypocrisy of the highest order.
It is my view that the house ought to reject outright the
motion moved by the opposition, and I sincerely hope
all my colleagues get here in time to do just that.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — Basically the
only argument from the Labor Party against this motion
has been to blame the feds for the loss of national
competition payments and for not putting enough into
financial assistance grants. We have already pointed out
that financial assistance grants have been increased by
4.5 per cent every year on average since they came into
force in 1975, whereas the state, according to the
Hawker report, is only putting in an average of 0.4 per
cent, which is 10 per cent of what the feds have been
putting in.
Everybody knew the national competition policy
payment was a 10-year agreement signed by then Prime
Minister Paul Keating, the Labor ministers and the
premiers of the day, saying, ‘This is a 10-year
agreement and it will run out in 2006’. What the federal
government has done to replace national competition
payments is, I believe, the Roads to Recovery initiative.
Funding goes to councils and, yes, it has to be spent on
local roads and bridges, but they can spend it on the
local roads and bridges — —
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — I will talk about that in a
minute.
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majority of this funding — $393 million — actually
comes from the federal government by way of financial
assistance grants and road grants, and the state
government merely passes that on to local councils.
If members look in the budget they will see that four
years ago grants and transfer payments from the state to
local government totalled $206 million. The
government says it has increased it this year by 10 per
cent — or whatever previous speakers were talking
about, as I heard it — and yes, actually it has increased
it because last year it had been reduced from
$206 million in 2002–03 to $113 million. It is smoke
and mirrors! Of course, if you keep reducing grants for
three or four years in a row and then you put them up,
you can say that is an increase on the previous year. But
it is all smoke and mirrors.
If the state government had matched the federal
government grants for the last four years, this year local
councils would be receiving $250 million in grants and
payments, not the $150 million they are getting —
which is a $100 million shortfall.
The national competition policy payments have been
fantastic for local councils, but now they are gone. We
now have Roads to Recovery funding. The Liberal
Party has said that if it wins government, it will match
the federal government again with Roads to Recovery
payments.
I have had a quick look at what some of the councils
are getting — for example, Ararat will receive an extra
$1 million, which is equivalent to a 15 per cent rate rise.
Buloke will receive $900, which is equivalent to a
15 per cent rate rise.
Mr Smith — How much? Nine hundred dollars?

I am actually going to give the house some real figures,
which are figures in this year’s budget. I have also
compared them with the figures in budgets of the Labor
government over the past four years. The output
summary in this year’s budget is in budget paper 3 at
table 3.10. It says, ‘Supporting local government and
strengthening communities’. The funding went from
$106.9 million in 2005–06 to $105.9 million this year,
which is a reduction of $1 million, no matter what sort
of spin you try to put on it.

Hon. J. A. VOGELS — Nine hundred thousand
dollars. Campaspe will receive $1.8 million extra, and
if we win government, it will get another $1.8 million
on top of that. That was a 10 per cent rate increase.
Colac-Otway, $1.1 million — an extra 10 per cent. East
Gippsland, $2.3 million extra.
Hon. David Koch — A huge amount.

The Minister for Local Government, Ms Broad, often
speaks about community strengthening. In the budget
this year that sliding figure has gone from $22.7 million
in 2005–06 to $12.3 million — which is a halving of
that figure.

Hon. J. A. VOGELS — A huge amount, and the
government is talking about a national competition
policy payment which is going to disappear and which
is worth about $100 000. They are actually going to get
an extra $2.3 million, not $110 000 that members
opposite are snivelling about.

Total grants to local government have increased this
year from $494.9 million last year. However, the

The other issue to be mentioned concerns libraries.
They are very important, as all members know, and the

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND TOLERANCE LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
1860

COUNCIL

Liberal Party’s policy is that it will have grants up to
$9 per capita by the end of its first term, which is about
double what they are getting now. I urge the house to
support the motion.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr

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

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

Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr (Teller)
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms
Viney, Mr
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The Nationals have a whole series of amendments
which would substantially change the bill from
considering both religious and racial issues by deleting
many of the references to religious issues, making the
offences outlined in the bill limited to essentially racial
vilification issues. This is something that has been
urged on us all by church groups, and the Liberal party
will certainly be supporting The Nationals’
amendments.
Thirdly, many opposition members have major
misgivings about the whole thrust of the original act,
the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act, which this bill
amends. For example, I, along with several of my
opposition colleagues, voted against the original bill
when the Liberal Party voted to support it. I think there
were three or four of us who voted against the original
bill. Together with, I think, Mr Bowden, Mr Atkinson
and the member for Bass Coast in another place, who at
that time was in this chamber, I voted against that bill.

Debate resumed from 30 May; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).

I believe that is important background to the
opposition’s position on this bill, which essentially is as
follows. The opposition will support The Nationals’
foreshadowed package of amendments. We believe
those amendments will significantly reduce the adverse
effects and objectionable aspects of the bill so we will
be supporting them. I will be moving my own
amendment, which I will expand on during the
committee stage. We believe that amendment would
significantly improve the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act. If those amendments are lost — I and
the Liberal Party most fervently hope they are not
lost — the opposition will support the bill as we believe
the amendments made by it improve the principal act,
flawed though it may be, to a very small extent — to a
marginal extent. That is the opposition’s stand. As I
said, several members of this house voted against the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill, and there may well
be a similar situation this time.

Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Equal Opportunity and Tolerance
Legislation (Amendment) Bill it is worth my saying
briefly by way of introduction that it seeks to clarify the
operation of the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
2001, the principal act that this bill is amending,
regarding the handling of complaints and the lodging of
complaints under the act. It is customary at the
commencement of debate to outline the position of the
opposition on a bill, and in this case I will provide a
little more detail than is normally given.

On a personal level I think I have to explain my
position given that I am the lead speaker for the Liberal
Party and someone who voted against the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill in 2001. I will be supporting
this bill for the reasons I outlined. However, that does
not diminish the fact that I am vehemently and totally
opposed to the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
2001. I think it is an act we do not need. As I said
before, along with several others in this house I voted
against the act’s introduction. I still fervently hold that
view. I am against it.

Firstly, the opposition has one amendment which it
believes will improve the bill. I urge all members to
support that amendment when it is moved. Secondly,

The only thing which brings me to support the
amendments in this bill is that they, in some small way,
lessen the adverse effects of it. That is why at the end of

Motion negatived.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND
TOLERANCE LEGISLATION
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Second reading
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the day the Liberal Party has decided to vote for the
bill — simply because the amendments in it marginally
improve the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001.
This is the only logical thing to do because the bill does
improve, ever so slightly, that principal act. However
much one may disagree with the principal act, and
certainly I do quite strongly, it would make no sense to
oppose something which goes some way, albeit only a
little way, towards reducing the corrosive impact of the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001.
That is probably a more expansive explanation than one
would normally give, but I think it is important to
outline the position the Liberal Party will be taking and
perhaps some of the reasons behind the stand that
various members of the Liberal Party will take.
In essence the Equal Opportunity and Tolerance
Legislation (Amendment) Bill amends the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act 2001. I believe this principal
act is very bad legislation. I believe it is legislation
which should not be on the statute book. I would like to
put on the record why I believe it is bad legislation and
why I believe it should not be on the statute book. I do
not think I can do any more in that regard than to
outline some of the reasons I gave when I spoke against
the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill in 2001. I said
then, and I think it remains so, that:
The bill is extremely difficult because it touches on two of the
principles that I hold to be enormously important.
Intolerance and racism are abhorrent to me, as I am sure they
are to most members of the house. Conversely freedom of
speech is one of the most important things our society
possesses. The bill limits society’s right to free speech in the
name of furthering racial and religious tolerance.
How does an individual evaluate the trade-off between these
two important principles? One can say only with great
difficulty as each individual can on the one hand abhor
intolerance and racism but on the other hand see great dangers
to our society and the democratic principles from limitations
to free speech.

For proof of that we need look no further than at
something which has happened in this house in the last
month. One of our members, Ms Mikakos, made some
statements in this house and she has been vilified and
attacked as a result of making those statements. I do not
want to take sides on that issue but I think we have an
obligation to respect people’s right to free speech. It is
very unfortunate that the honourable member opposite
has been vilified for expressing an opinion. It is a very
sad thing and I feel very sorry for our democracy when
that happens. However, that is free speech, and why
should it not happen? If a member expresses a view and
other members of society think differently, they should
be able to play out that exchange in a robust and free

1861

environment. They should not be hampered by having
some legislation or rules and regulations stamped over
the top of them.
The issues raised by the Racial and Religious Tolerance
Act are some of the most important this house has ever
dealt with, going as they do to both tolerance and free
speech. I said in 2001 that I saw the nub of the dilemma
we face as men and women of goodwill when we seek
to impose our perception of goodwill on others by
restricting the most important freedom of all, the
freedom to speak and express one’s mind. What are the
factors that push one towards outlawing intolerance at
the expense of free speech or vice versa? I asked then,
and I still ask today: are we in Victoria a racist or
religiously intolerant society which needs legislation to
overcome this blight? I think the answer is clearly no.
Therefore, as I said in 2001 and still say today:
The bill is an insult to the tolerant society we have built in
Victoria because by its very existence the bill says that we
have a problem. Otherwise why would we need it? It says that
we are not a tolerant society. By its very existence the bill
takes out of society’s hands the need to work together and
find solutions to problems. It relieves society of the discipline,
of the need to find solutions and simply hands that problem to
the politicians and the lawyers.

That is exactly what has happened today when some of
this problem has been handed back to politicians to try
and solve. I said then and I still say today that:
That is hardly a step forward, because both those
institutions —

that is, the Parliament and the courts —
by their very nature are adversarial. That is not what is needed
to build an inclusive solution to society’s problems.

Those are some of the views I made known to the
Parliament at the time, and they are views that I still
hold. They are the reasons why I think the principal
act — the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 —
is an abhorrent piece of legislation and should not exist.
Those views are held by other people as well.
I would like to turn to some correspondence, and I am
sure it is correspondence we have all received. The first
is the Christian leaders statement which was emailed to
us all. It is a copy of a letter sent to the Premier on
8 February and is headed ‘Christian leaders statement
of concern’. It is signed by a whole series of religious
leaders including Bishop John Wilson of the Anglican
Church in Victoria as well as representatives of many
other churches. Most people have seen this letter so I
will not read into Hansard the names of the
approximately 15 religious leaders who have signed it.
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However, I will read from the second paragraph of the
statement where the leaders say:
However, it is clear from the operation of the act —

that is, the principal act —
that it has caused much more division and enmity between
religions than harmony, and our concern is that this might
intensify. Our state’s experience of the act has become part of
the justification for not introducing similar legislation in
South Australia, New South Wales and Western Australia,
and has been used as a negative example for the operation of
this type of law in the UK.

Again similar views are being expressed by Christian
leaders about the operation of the principal act.
I would like to read from another document that was
addressed to all MPs and which most would have
received via email from the Evangelical Alliance. I will
read from the second paragraph where the writer
addresses a claim by the Premier in his second-reading
speech that all this had been agreed by the churches. It
reads as follows:
The Premier’s claim at the second reading of the act that the
churches have agreed to the proposed revisions to the
legislation is simply not true. Those plans were drawn up by
government officials and were presented to church leaders
who did not sign them.

It then goes on to say:
The list of names at the foot of this letter —

from the Evangelical Alliance —
indicate more accurately the situation as all the people have
subsequently signed a statement of concern about the
inadequacy of the proposed changes.

The list of people who signed this letter is in essence
the same as the list of church leaders in Victoria who
signed the letter to the Premier that I referred to before.
The letter goes on to say, in its third paragraph:
It is clear that the act has actually caused more division and
enmity between religions than harmony. Apart from actual
litigation in the courts many places of worship of different
religions — are fearful that a statement that one religion is
true and that another, in some regard or another is not, will
(not unnaturally) offend a member of that other faith who is
now able to take civil action (whether of merit or not).
Individuals and organisations should not be able to use the
courts in this way.

The paragraph goes on to say:
Generally, an atmosphere of unease and fear is being
generated. The act has done a lot more damage to the
relationship between religions than non-religious people
realise.
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Once again this highlights the failure of the act and the
whole misguided concept of trying to legislate what
people will think and say.
I would also like to quote from a paper which also has
been circulated to all MPs and which highlights the
very points I think are important. It is a paper by Patrick
Parkinson, a professor of law at the University of
Sydney. It is dated November 2004 and titled Enforcing
Tolerance — Vilification Laws and Religious Freedom
in Australia. I will quote briefly from part 4 of the
paper. It is a fairly long paper, but part 4 is headed ‘The
collateral damage from vilification laws’ and states:
Whatever the outcome of this case, the Catch the Fire
Ministries illustrates the way such laws can operate in
practice when they are applied through courts and tribunals
and operationalised in the life of organisations, to cause
collateral damage to religious freedom.

It goes on:
The main danger of religious vilification laws is that they will
have a chilling effect on legitimate religious activity even
where the outcome of a complaint is to declare the religious
expression to have been lawful. The punishment imposed by
religious vilification law does not lie in the penalties imposed
by the court or tribunals for breaches of the law, but in the
necessity to defend oneself from plausible claims that the law
has been breached.
The hearings in the Catch the Fire Ministries case lasted for
weeks. The cost of defending such cases, employing an
appropriately qualified team, can run into hundreds of
thousands of dollars — far beyond the capacity of small
religious communities or organisations.

The final quote is:
One of the significant features of the Catch the Fire Ministries
case is that it demonstrates the potential reach of the Victorian
law to include teaching given at Christian seminars and
conferences.

It goes on:
The fact that a religious leader could be sued for
communicating religious beliefs at a meeting intended for
adherents of his or her faith because what is taught might
cause grave offence to someone of another faith who happens
to be, or indeed chooses to be in the audience, is troubling.
The possibility of a lawsuit may intimidate religious leaders,
of whatever faith, from teaching and expressing what they
believe their faith requires or from expressing a point of view
which might offend others. Because of the costs associated
with litigation, and its stress and unpredictability, the threat of
litigation is a dangerous weapon even if it is unlikely to be
successful.

I guess the point I am trying to make is that it is a quite
widely held view that the original Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act 2001 has simply not achieved its
objectives and in many cases has been
counterproductive. Although the things I have read to
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the house today deal with religious issues, the same
could equally be said about racial issues and racial
tensions, about trying to achieve racial harmony and the
way that is not aided by the ability of somebody to rush
off to a tribunal to try to get a particular judgment. I am
very opposed to the concept of the original act.
I turn now to some of the details of the bill, which
amends the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act. As I
said before, it seeks to streamline and avoid some of the
pitfalls which have emerged as a result of experience
with the act. What is the process by which an action can
be pursued under the Racial and Religious Tolerance
Act? An action is initiated in the Equal Opportunity
Commission Victoria. The Equal Opportunity
Commission can hear or choose not to hear particular
complaints and make whatever rulings it sees fit. If one
disagrees with a ruling of the Equal Opportunity
Commission — whatever its decision was, even if its
decision was not to hear the case — one can take one’s
disagreement with the Equal Opportunity
Commission’s decision to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal and ultimately to the Supreme
Court on appeal.
Most of us would be aware of the case involving the
Catch the Fire Ministries, which is currently the subject
of a Supreme Court appeal of the decision by VCAT.
The nature of that case highlights how the principal act
is misconceived and can lead to outcomes that are
contrary to what the theory behind the act is. The Catch
the Fire Ministries case seems to be the main reason for
the introduction of this bill today. In essence what the
bill seeks to achieve is to overcome some of those
problems. Firstly, it strengthens the investigative
powers of the Equal Opportunity Commission, by
providing for the calling of written evidence et cetera,
to enable it to bring about an early and effective
resolution of a dispute. Secondly, it seeks to clarify the
meaning of ‘religious purposes’ so there is less
ambiguity, although one has to say that there will
probably always be ambiguity there. Thirdly, it
introduces a provision which gives the tribunal the
discretion to hear leave applications on the basis of
documentation rather than on the basis of oral evidence,
the calling of witnesses, legal representation et cetera.
Once again, it is another way of trying to streamline
and simplify the process. As I said, it is aimed at getting
earlier resolutions without the risk of becoming overly
legalistic and running the parties into very significant
extra costs.
It also clarifies the meaning of ‘religious purposes’. The
problem really revolves around a lack of clarity in the
definition of ‘religious purposes’. This was one of the
issues that was raised in the Catch the Fire Ministries
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case. There is, in fact, an exemption from the
vilification provisions of the act on religious grounds,
and the bill proceeds to define what ‘religious grounds’
are — but then one can argue about the definition of
‘religious purposes’. Clause 9 of the bill seeks to clarify
what ‘religious purposes’ are by adding a couple of
extra words to those already in the act. When we come
to the committee stage I will go into a little bit more
detail on that. In essence the amendments seek to
clarify the meaning of ‘religious purposes’ and include
the conveying, teaching and missionary work of a
religion. Clearly the exemptions for religious purposes
will always require a test of good faith, as they do
currently. The opposition takes the view that clarifying
the meaning of ‘religious purposes’ improves the act
and certainly does not make it any harsher.
As I indicated, strengthening the Equal Opportunity
Commission powers allows for the commission to get
to the nub of an issue more quickly. These amendments
extend the power to investigate complaints. They can
require a person to produce documents, and they are all
aimed at a more speedy resolution during the Equal
Opportunity Commission’s hearing or even before an
issue gets to hearing so as to reduce the number of
complaints and hopefully reduce the number that end
up going before VCAT. It will speed up the whole
process.
One of the important provisions that strengthen the
investigative powers is the ability of the Equal
Opportunity Commission to call for documents. The
commission is able to apply a very significant
penalty — 20 penalty points — for a failure to comply
with the requirement to produce documentation. It is
clearly aimed at reducing frivolous and vexatious issues
being brought before the commission, allowing it to get
to the bottom of it. If somebody refuses to produce the
appropriate documentation, penalties can apply.
There are also various provisions that tighten the
procedural process by which unmeritorious complaints
are dealt with. VCAT can hear a complaint about racial
and religious vilification which the Equal Opportunity
Commission has declined to hear — for example, you
might bring a complaint before the Equal Opportunity
Commission, and members might say, ‘It is frivolous,
we are not going on with it, it lacks substance’. One can
then appeal the decision of the Equal Opportunity
Commission at VCAT by saying that the decision was
inappropriate or that the commission was wrong in not
hearing it.
What the bill does is introduce a leave mechanism
whereby a person whose racial and religious vilification
complaint is declined or denied by the commission
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must get leave to pursue it at VCAT. Leave is required
from VCAT to proceed with an appeal, and there is a
discovery process by which VCAT can seek to obtain
documents and information as to the validity and
therefore likely success of an appeal before it is
granted. In other words those three provisions seek to
make what I believe is a flawed piece of legislation
work marginally better.

Nationals on the Equal Opportunity and Tolerance
Legislation (Amendment) Bill and indicate at the outset
that we oppose the bill, as we opposed the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act when it was debated in 2001.
We will oppose this amendment bill. We believe it
merely tinkers at the edges of a bad act and does not
make it substantially better — or better to the extent
that we feel the need to support it.

So that is the situation. That is what the bill does in
summary. What I have just read into Hansard are my
views and certainly those of various religious leaders as
to the failing of the principal act. It will leave us in a
very difficult situation. Quite clearly there is a lot of
disquiet about the principal act, but this particular piece
of legislation will amend it to make it only slightly
better, so what do we do? In talking about the
misgivings people have with the principal act we only
have to look at today’s Legislative Council daily
program. We see there are two petitions on this issue,
one from the Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva and
another one from Ms Romanes. Both are petitioning
this house for the repeal of the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act.

This bill amends the Equal Opportunity Act 1995 and
the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001.
Essentially the amendments to the Equal Opportunity
Act relate to procedures outlined in the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act and how complaints made
under provisions within that act are dealt with. When
the principal legislation was first put up for debate, the
National Party strenuously opposed it. We were the
only party to do so, but we acknowledged and
welcomed the support of a number of individuals in the
chamber when it was debated and voted on. Mr Strong
has indicated that he supported us in our opposition to
the bill, and a number of his colleagues from the
Liberal Party did likewise. We acknowledge that and
thank them for their support. We said at the time that
legislation of this nature was not necessary, that it
would not achieve what it set out to achieve and that it
would be counterproductive. The Nationals have been
vindicated in their views.

Hon. P. R. Hall — More than 30 000 signatures.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — As Mr Hall reminds me,
there are more than 30 000 petitioners. This is not some
lightweight, frivolous, no-consequence beat-up. This is
an issue that many people in our society believe to be
very important. It is certainly one of the issues that all
of us would have had enormous amounts of
correspondence about. As has been said by many of us,
it is a very difficult piece of legislation.
With those comments and a detailed run-down of how
the opposition will deal with this, I will close my
comments. We will move in due course to a committee
stage, where I and the opposition will actively support
The Nationals’ amendments, which church groups have
requested. Although many church groups and
individuals would like to see the whole act abolished,
certainly the removal of some of the difficult provisions
with regard to religious vilification et cetera would
dramatically improve the principal act. I hope the
government sees sense and supports the amendments.
With those comments, I conclude my remarks for the
moment.
Opposition amendment circulated by
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) pursuant to
sessional orders.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I welcome the
chance this afternoon to express the views of The

Almost five years down the track since the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act was debated, you look back
and wonder what it has achieved. If you look at the
purposes and objectives of the act, you reflect on
whether they have been achieved. I quote the first
purpose:
… to promote racial and religious tolerance by prohibiting
certain conduct involving the vilification of persons on the
ground of race or religious belief or activity …

Of course every one of us — and, I am sure, the whole
community — wants to promote racial and religious
tolerance, but the question is whether that can be
achieved by prohibiting certain actions. In my view
tolerance comes about through an expression of
goodwill, and I do not think you can mandate goodwill.
That is why we have a fundamental problem with the
mechanisms of the act but not by any means with the
intentions of the act. We strongly support the promotion
of racial and religious tolerance, and tolerance on a
whole range of other issues as well, but we simply do
not believe we can mandate goodwill by putting in
place legislation.
Turning to the objects, which are in section 4 of the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act, the first object is
subsection 1(a), which states:
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to promote the full and equal participation of every person in
a society that values freedom of expression and is an open
and multicultural democracy …

Through you, Acting President, I ask other members to
explain, tell or demonstrate to me how we have
promoted the full and equal participation of every
person in society simply by enacting this legislation. It
is certainly a principle we should encourage, but I do
not know whether this legislation encourages it at all.
The same goes for other objects of the act.
Subsection 1(c) states:
to promote conciliation and resolve tensions between persons
who (as a result of their ignorance of the attributes of others
and the effect that their conduct may have on others) vilify
others on the ground of race or religious belief or activity and
those who are vilified.

Again I do not know — I do not think there has been
any assessment of this — how the act has promoted
conciliation or resolved tensions. I know it has created
some tensions, for which there is court case evidence,
but I do not know whether it has resolved them.
Through you, Acting President, perhaps during the
course of debate somebody will tell us whether there
has been an evaluation of the impact of this act and
whether it has gone any way towards achieving its
aims, purposes and objectives. Certainly members of
the public have made comments to the effect that the
act has not achieved its objectives. For example,
Charles Francis, AM, QC, RFD, presented a paper on
religious tolerance laws to the Christian Legal Society
of Victoria at a seminar on 3 December last year. He
said:
The act is badly drafted and expressed in broad, vague and
nebulous terms, filled with ambiguities and unclear
terminology. It is entirely contrary to the long established
principle of law that offences need to be clearly defined. The
essence of an offence occurs when a person makes a
statement about a person’s religious belief which that other
person claims has vilified him. That was, in essence, what the
case of the two Dannys was about. The fact that what you say
is true, is reasonable and is said in good faith is not
necessarily a defence. It is the reaction of someone else to
your statement which creates the offence.

That is the difficult part of this bill, particularly when it
comes to religious beliefs. A person can say something
with all the constructive goodwill possible, yet it is the
reaction of someone else, which may be completely out
of the hands of the person who makes the statement,
that creates the offence. That is why we say that
legislation of this nature is extremely difficult — we go
as far as saying it is inappropriate — when it comes to
speaking about religious beliefs.
As I said earlier, the Racial and Religious Tolerance
Act has in many ways been counterproductive and in
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fact could encourage religious intolerance. That is
something we believe strongly. The real danger is that it
could enable intolerant people to bring legal action and
in so doing create disharmony. Again that is completely
counter to the intention of this bill. There have been a
number of cases but not a lot of individual cases, and I
will talk later on about the number of cases. In one case
a person who claimed to be a witch was imprisoned in
Victoria and took offence to the work of the Salvation
Army in the prison. There have been other cases of that
nature. The fact that they were frivolous is somewhat
irrelevant, because the accusers got their 10 minutes of
fame and the issues left a bad taste in the memories of
many others. To my mind, that would promote
intolerance rather than achieve the object of the act,
which was to create greater harmony and greater levels
of tolerance.
Right throughout the course of the public debate on the
principal legislation and these matters in general, The
Nationals have consistently said two things. The first
thing I want to put on the record again today is that we
believe we are blessed to live in a community in
Victoria which shows a remarkable level of tolerance
towards its fellow human beings. I say that without
qualification. That tolerance spreads not only across
race and religion but across a whole range of other
attributes as well — colour, socioeconomic class, even
the footy teams we barrack for. We consistently
demonstrate a great deal of tolerance. We are fortunate
to live in a very peaceful part of the world, particularly
when you look at what is going on in other parts of the
world at this very moment. We are blessed that we live
in such a peaceful and tolerant community.
We witness examples of great tolerance every single
day of the week. Last week I participated in a
citizenship ceremony conducted by Latrobe City
Council, where 17 people from a whole range of
different backgrounds took out Australian citizenship. I
am not sure what countries they came from or what
religions they followed. We did not even bother to ask
that question. They were simply accepted on the oath
they took to become Australians. I do not think I have
ever witnessed the national anthem being sung with
such gusto as it was at the conclusion of that ceremony.
We had about 70 people in the room from different
backgrounds who were all proud to be young Aussies
and who were all united. There was a great deal of
harmony in that room. It was a demonstration of the
typical attitude that Victorians, and indeed Australians,
demonstrate every day of the week in their
preparedness to be tolerant of the differences of others
and to accept that we all have differences and that in
many ways it is a better world because we do have such
differences.
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The second thing I want to put on the record is that
because religion is a discipline based on beliefs, we
believe it is impossible to legislate for tolerance when it
comes to religion. We are not alone in that view. As has
been mentioned in this debate by the Honourable Chris
Strong, other legislatures in Australia that have
considered this issue have felt it was inappropriate. One
of those was New South Wales. I have in my hand a
copy of the New South Wales Parliament Hansard of
21 June last year, when Bob Carr was still Premier of
that state. He answered a question without notice as
follows:
Our society is formed from a great diversity of cultures,
religions and outlooks. Tolerance and respect for other’s
religious, political and other views stand at its very core. We
have a proud tradition as well of separation of church and
state. Recently in New South Wales there have been calls for
legislation to outlaw religious vilification, notably the
Anti-Discrimination Amendment (Religious Tolerance) Bill,
which may be introduced in the Legislative Council. These
calls come from well-motivated people. However, there are
great difficulties with legislating against religious vilification
to enforce religious tolerance. Such laws can be highly
counterproductive.

That is the view of the former Labor Premier of New
South Wales, Bob Carr. As a result — I think wisely —
the New South Wales Parliament did not proceed to
enact any laws to prevent religious vilification because
it felt it was inappropriate. As was noted by Mr Strong,
the issue has also been considered by the South
Australian and Western Australian parliaments and
parliaments in other parts of the world, including the
UK, and rejected for similar reasons to those I have
espoused here today. For those reasons it is the
intention of The Nationals during the committee stage
to move amendments to this legislation that will seek to
remove all references to religious vilification from the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act.
The Nationals amendments circulated by
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) pursuant to sessional
orders.
Hon. P. R. HALL — It seems to me that the law is
predominantly being used against Christian faiths;
therefore I want to have a look at some of the actions
taken by the Premier and members of the Christian
community on their beliefs on this bill.
The Christian leaders statement of concern has been
mentioned by Mr Strong in this place and by others
when the bill was debated in another place. I want to
look at that statement of concern which was sent to the
Premier on 8 February this year. It is a detailed
statement signed by about 20 people representing
different churches in the state, and I shall quote a
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couple of items from that statement of concern. The
statement says in part:
However, it is clear from the operation of the act that it has
caused much more division and enmity between religions
than harmony, and our concern is that this might intensify.
Our state’s experience of the act has become part of the
justification for not introducing similar legislation in South
Australia, New South Wales and Western Australia, and has
been used as a negative example of the operation of this type
of law in debate in the UK.

The statement goes on and mentions what are some of
the deficiencies, and I shall quickly mention those
without fully quoting each of their comments. The first
concern they have is:
The present legislation fails to recognise freedom of religion,
while it does recognise freedom of speech.

They go on to quote Professor Patrick Parkinson, who
is a member of the faculty of law at Sydney University.
He said:
… at issue is the freedom to express views about truth and
falsehood, right and wrong, good and evil, which may offend
others who have a different view on these matters.

The second point raised by the Christian leaders is:
Freedom of religion needs to be written into the act.

The third point they argue is:
Over 30 000 Christians in Victoria have already signed a
petition asking for the removal of the references to religious
vilification in the act.

Many of us as members of Parliament have presented
some of those petitions in this chamber. Again, we saw
evidence this morning where there were two further
petitions presented seeking to remove reference to
religious vilification from the Racial and Religious
Vilification Act. The statement of concern, in support
of that argument, quotes Professor Parkinson as saying:
One of the dangers of vilification legislation is that it may be
seen as a new means of pursuing a long-existing conflict
before a neutral arbitrator. The issue here is not that vexatious
claims are brought, for often the claimant will have a
passionate sense of grievance. Rather, the problem is that the
legal system just becomes another theatre of a conflict which
it cannot possibly resolve, because the conflicts are political
or religious.

The statement goes on to say:
This difficulty with the act can be resolved either by
removing the religious aspect from the legislation, or at the
very least by removing the civil provisions.

As I have already indicated, it is the desire of The
Nationals to take that first option: to remove the
religious aspect from the legislation. They were the
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comments of the Christian leaders in their statement of
concern to the Premier. In an accompanying document
they make the following comment, with which I agree
entirely:
Victoria is one of the world’s most harmonious and cohesive
societies, and we owe this to our belief in the basic principles
of democracy, freedom and respect for human rights.
If that is the case, why do we need such laws …

I should correct what I have quoted. It is in a statement
from the Christian leaders, but they were quoting the
Premier when he first introduced this legislation back in
2000. I not only agree entirely with the Premier’s
comments, but I also agree with the conclusion by the
Christian leaders: if what the Premier is saying is true,
why do we need this legislation? Again, I do not think
anything has changed since the Premier made that
comment.
When this bill was debated in the other place The
Nationals through its leader, Mr Peter Ryan, attempted
to move amendments, the same amendments which I
will seek to move in this chamber. We have had some
feedback and congratulations from a number of people,
one of whom was Reverend David Palmer, who wrote
to the Leader of The Nationals on 5 May 2006, saying:
I am writing to you on behalf of the Presbyterian Church of
Victoria as well as those church leaders who sent their
statement of concern to the Premier earlier this year, and
whose names I list below.
We want to express our very great appreciation to you and the
National Party for recognising long before most of us ever did
that the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 is a deeply
flawed piece of legislation requiring a major overhaul, and
then acting upon that view in the chamber last Wednesday
night.
At no stage has the Premier publicly acknowledged our
concerns and indeed denied our request to meet with him,
relying instead on his statement from the multifaith forum last
September, surely an exercise in manipulation that he would
be ill advised to repeat again. I want to assure you that despite
protestations from the Victorian Council of Churches to the
contrary, the great bulk of churchgoers have been alarmed by
the operation of the act and will note with satisfaction and
approval your party’s determination to act for a major
overhaul of the legislation as opportunity presents itself.

That letter was signed by Reverend David Palmer on
behalf of the same signatories to the Christian leaders’
statement of concern that I have previously mentioned.
I am encouraged in our endeavours to pursue the
foreshadowed amendments which I will move during
the committee stage.
There has been some controversy about the Premier’s
statement following his multifaith leaders forum. I
know the Premier issued a press release on Thursday,
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22 September 2005, indicating that following the
meeting a joint statement was signed by all those
participating. That came out in the media release and
was disputed by others. I know the same Reverend
Palmer was reported in the Age of 1 May of this year as
suggesting that was not the case. He suggested that the
statement was presented in the last 10 minutes of the
multifaith forum meeting but was not signed by
anybody — the general principles were agreed to but it
was not signed. I am aware that others would dispute
that.
In presenting a balanced argument I note that the Age
published a comment on that article, I think on the day
after, by Archbishop Peter Stasiuk, chairman of the
Heads of Churches Committee, suggesting that it was
not entirely true. He suggested there was general
agreement on that joint statement at the multifaith
leaders forum. There was some divided opinion about
that, but I went to the trouble of having a look what that
the joint statement contained. It contained eight
different dot points, and there is absolutely no doubt
that the general intent of every one of those dot points
would be eminently agreeable to all of us.
For example, the first dot point on the multifaith leaders
forum statement dated 22 September 2005 states:
We acknowledge all individuals have a responsibility to work
together to recognise the dignity and worth of every human
being, affirming our similarities and the fundamental
principles that unite us. This group especially acknowledges
the importance of faith for those represented here and the
importance of spirituality for those who are not represented
here.

It goes on with sentiments like that. They are excellent
sentiments that are eminently supportable by all of us.
Perhaps the only one that some of us and those at the
forum may differ on is dot point 5, which says:
We support, in principle, Victoria’s Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act, which, while protecting our rights to
evangelise and proselytise, prohibits serious racial and
religious vilification, which incites hatred. Thus it
acknowledges that the right to practise and debate religion in
a free and democratic society carries with it responsibilities to
respect others.

It says ‘We support, in principle’, and as I have said
many time before, we in The Nationals support the
principles and intentions of the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act. The only area in which we differ is that
we believe the legislation is ineffective in dealing with
those principles. As I said at the very start of my
contribution, you cannot mandate goodwill — and that
is essentially what the Racial and Religious Tolerance
Act attempts to do with respect to racial and religious
vilification.
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When trying to understand the impact of this legislation
I looked at comments made by the chief executive
officer of the Equal Opportunity Commission,
Dr Helen Szoke, in her address to the Christian Legal
Society on Saturday, 3 December 2005. She gave an
account of what the act does and the number of cases
that have been heard under the act. I notice that in
2003–04, eight complaints were made on religious
grounds under the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act;
two of those were conciliated or resolved; one was
withdrawn; five were not able to be conciliated; and
three ended up going to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT).

cohesive society in Victoria. We therefore urge both the
government and the opposition to support us in our
endeavours, which will principally be to remove all
references to ‘religious vilification’ in the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act.

In the following year there were 25 religious
complaints, but I note that 13 of those complaints
related to one matter only. The table does not clearly
explain what happened to the other complaints although
it does say that 15 religious vilification complaints were
referred to VCAT. But if there were only 25 in the first
place and 13 relate to the one matter, then I fail to
understand how the 15 went to VCAT, but nevertheless
the number of complaints brought before the Equal
Opportunity Commission on religious grounds was
interesting.

I agree with a number of the comments Mr Hall made
on behalf of The Nationals. Mr Hall talked about how
we as parliamentarians, and even those who are not
parliamentarians, go around in our everyday life to
various functions, whether it be at schools or sporting
events or on other occasions, and in doing so we see
our very multicultural community here in Victoria. We
are one of the most culturally diverse communities, if
not the most culturally diverse community, in Australia.
I agree with Mr Hall’s comments about looking around
and seeing people singing the national anthem. Often at
many of the events I attend we not only sing the
Australian national anthem first but then, if we are
celebrating a national day or some other national
celebration, we will often have the national anthem
from that particular community played. People join in,
and it is with equal enthusiasm that both are sung.

All that aside, I do not think you can fairly ignore the
wishes of in excess of 30 000 people who have signed
petitions presented to this chamber, suggesting that we
would be far better off if there were no reference to
religious vilification in the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act. I think their reasons are valid. In my
contribution this afternoon I have tried to spell out
some of the reasons why I support their intentions. I do
not think you can ignore the views of other legislatures
around Australia and around the world as well.
The New South Wales, South Australian and Western
Australian governments, after some earnest
consideration, have all decided against introducing any
legislation relating to religious vilification; nor do I
think you can ignore the experience after the law has
been in place for five years. What has it achieved? We
certainly do not believe it has achieved anything
worthwhile, and I would be happy to hear members
stand up in this debate and say exactly what it has
achieved and how effective this legislation has been.
The Nationals’ view is that the government
amendments just tinker at the edges of the process.
They do not address the fundamental issues of concern
that we have had ever since this act was originally
debated before its passage. We believe our amendments
will at least give some degree of credibility to the act by
taking out references to ‘religion’ within the act itself,
and we believe those amendments will make for a more

Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
It is with great pleasure that I rise to make a
contribution to the debate on the Equal Opportunity and
Tolerance Legislation (Amendment) Bill 2006. I
support the bill and oppose the amendments that have
been put forward by both the Liberal Party and The
Nationals.

We in Victoria are a harmonious community — a
community of great tolerance and great understanding,
which goes without saying. The same cannot be said for
some of the other states. We have seen the range of
racial problems that can flare up from time to time in
other states, and I am pleased to say that we have not
had any of that sort of activity in Victoria. Our cultural
diversity is one of the things that we all celebrate, and
we celebrate it all the time — in our social activities, in
the food that we eat, in the places we go to, in the
people we meet, the friends we have and the families
we belong to.
In this state 111 faiths are practised by our very diverse
community, we are made up of around 230 different
nationalities, and about 25 per cent of our population
has one parent who was born overseas. However, it is
true that from time to time acts of vilification are made
against people on religious or racial grounds, and that is
why this legislation was originally enacted in 2001.
I want to refer to the amendments that have been talked
about by members of The Nationals and the Liberal
Party. First of all, I have a number of comments to
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make about the amendment circulated by Mr Strong. It
appears, on behalf of the Liberals, to be pretty
defensive. As Mr Strong pointed out, when the Racial
and Religious Tolerance Bill went through the house in
2001 a handful of Liberals in this chamber opposed it.
Admittedly the Liberals were given a conscience vote
on the bill, but by far and away the majority of Liberals
supported it in 2001 — and they did that for good
reason and with good cause.

occurred from time to time. You only have to go and
talk to members of the Jewish community about some
of the desecration of its graves and synagogues that has
occurred over the years. What The Nationals want to do
is to take away any remedies for that. They think it is
okay to have vilification occurring on grounds of
religion and for there to be no remedies for that. I
cannot agree with them, and I oppose their
amendments.

On Mr Strong’s amendment, the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act already allows for discussion of religion.
This bill further clarifies that ‘conveying or teaching a
religion’ is within ‘a religious purpose’. So Mr Strong’s
amendment is not necessary and, if adopted, could be
confusing, because it does not identify against whom or
what a person would be ‘defending’ religion. If
anything it just adds confusion to the bill, and I
certainly oppose that amendment.

The intent of this bill is to control as well as deter any
unacceptable behaviour. The impact of vilification is
the same whether it is racially or religiously motivated.
It does not matter what the motivating force is; the
results are the same. Therefore we need the remedies;
we need the protections that are allowed for and
provided for in our Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
and in this amending bill.

I also turn to the proposed amendment that has been
circulated by The Nationals. The Nationals have no
credibility at all, as far as I am concerned. They say
they want some credibility, and that is part of the reason
they are pursuing these amendments. As I said, they
have no credibility on this at all.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Why? Why don’t we have any
credibility?
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — If you sit there and
listen for a while, you might learn something. You
might pick up something if you stop interjecting and
listen to what I have to say.
With their amendments The Nationals propose to
remove reference to ‘religious vilification’ and any
remedies for it from this amending bill, and to alter the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act very fundamentally
by removing the civil and criminal provisions that deal
with racial and religious vilification. The government
strongly opposes these amendments. The Victorian
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001, unlike the
New South Wales bill — which Mr Hall went on about
at some length — provides protection to Victorians
from all religious backgrounds, whether they be Jewish,
Christian, Muslim, Sikh or Hindu. It does not matter
what religious background you have or what religion
you practise; you have protection under that act.
The consequences of these amendments would be that
there would no longer be any civil or criminal offences
or remedies when people were subjected to racial or
religious vilification. People could be vilified because
of the religion they practise — and you cannot say that
we have not all been aware of vilification that has

The act provides the means of opposing hate speech,
which is often in this day and age directed at people
practising different religions. The members on The
Nationals’ benches know as well as I do that people are
vilified and have hate speeches made against them
based on the fact that they practise a particular religion.
The act certainly supports people’s rights to
encourage — and we encourage — vigorous debate, as
long as individuals do not vilify or incite hatred of
others on racial or religious grounds.
We have no problem with people engaging in an active
debate and active discussion. In my role as
parliamentary secretary to the Premier — I assist him
on multicultural affairs — I am involved in a whole
range of interfaith discussions that take place at
different levels, whether it be with small church groups
or within councils. Very active debate and discussion
takes place not only amongst the various religious
groups but also within particular religious groups. It
does not follow, just because people practise a
particular religion, that everyone who follows that
religion and has that faith agrees on every aspect of that
religion or every interpretation that can be made.
So, like churches and religious groups which actively
encourage that sort of discussion within their
congregations, we as a government support those sorts
of debates happening widely within the community.
The amending legislation we have before us today
strengthens that, while what The Nationals want to do
certainly does not. The amendments to clarify the
meaning of ‘a religious purpose’ — so that it includes
‘conveying or teaching a religion or proselytising’ — is
to provide certainty to the faith community about the
freedom to proselytise.
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Mr Hall talked about the joint statement and read out
some of the early dot points within that joint statement.
His view was, ‘Really, this is all pretty much
motherhood stuff. There is nothing here that we would
not all agree on’. But Mr Hall did not go on and talk
about the actions that the interfaith group which met
with the Premier wanted to see.
The actions they wanted included a consideration of
amendments to clarify the operation of the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act in consultation with multifaith
leaders. That is what we have done as a government.
We have listened to what those multifaith leaders said
to the Premier, and we have consulted widely around
the sorts of changes they wanted made that they thought
would strengthen and clarify the act. Certainly the issue
of being able to go out and proselytise was one of the
things they were very keen to have clarified within the
act. That is what the bill before us today does.
The consultation with the multifaith leaders, who all
supported the outcome of that meeting, did not stop just
there but went a lot further. A series of consultations
with them about possible amendments began on
21 November 2005. The Department of Justice and the
Department for Victorian Communities also consulted
with key stakeholders on the proposed amendments.
The Equal Opportunity Commission of Victoria and the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal were also
consulted on the changes which were wanted and
which we were proposing to make. The changes made
in this bill are strongly supported by religious leaders.
Mr Strong read from a letter from the Evangelical
Alliance. If I am not mistaken Mr Strong portrayed the
alliance as being made up of church leaders. It was not
made up of church leaders or those who attended the
forum with the Premier. They were members of a
church, but as I said earlier, members of a church do
not always agree just simply because they follow the
same faith, so there can be differences of opinion.
However, the Premier has met and consulted with the
church leaders.
This bill has the strong support of the Christian, Jewish
and Islamic communities, who recognise it is an
important way of ensuring that Victoria remains a place
where racial, religious and cultural differences are
respected and valued. This is a very good bill. It
deserves the support of all members of this chamber. I
commend the bill to the house. I oppose the
amendments, and I wish the bill a speedy passage.
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — I rise to
make my contribution in the debate on the Equal
Opportunity and Tolerance Legislation (Amendment)
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Bill. I begin by suggesting to honourable members that
anytime they really want to know why the principal act
introduced by the Bracks government is a reprehensible
piece of legislation they might care to look at page 1497
onwards of Hansard of 14 June 2001, which records
my contribution at that time. In that contribution I set
out at length why, as a matter of conscience and
deliberate decision, I believe the principal act that was
passed in that year is absolutely unacceptable to the
Australian community and its values, which tens of
thousands of our forebears died to establish and protect.
I think this is an awful bill, and I will explain why. It is
true that the bill makes some minor changes, and it
could be said improvements, to the principal act. That is
helpful, but it is tinkering around the edges of the
principal act, which is completely unacceptable
legislation to this community.
This Racial and Religious Act was passed in 2001. The
experience in the community since then is that the act
has proven to be divisive, it has proven to be stressful
for many genuine and honest citizens and it has proven
to be expensive, both for the state and for the
individuals concerned. I happen to firmly believe that
governments cannot legislate morality and they cannot
legislate conscience. In its attempt here to legislate on
those matters the Bracks government runs a dangerous
risk of combining the church and the state and defining
what is acceptable religious debate and what is
acceptable religious content. The examples of the Catch
the Fire Ministries case and other matters that have
been reported to the community since the passing of the
principal act in 2001 have absolutely shown that to be
true.
As a matter of conscience — I said it in 2001, and I still
have not changed my view — I consider clause 19 to be
one of the most objectionable and unAustralian aspects
of the principal act. Clause 19 concerns who can
complain, and among those defined as those who can
complain are children. For the first time children can go
and make a complaint, and the Equal Opportunity
Commission must process that complaint. Without
safeguards that legislation is very dangerous, and that
one clause alone should set the alarm bells ringing for a
lot of people.
Another issue that causes us great concern is the
principle of the reverse onus of proof. The principal act
passed in 2001 defines the responsibilities under the
mechanism of reverse onus of proof. Once a complaint
is made and someone is alleged to have committed an
act of racial or religious intolerance, under the
provisions of the reverse onus of proof criteria they are
not considered to be innocent but are considered to be
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automatically guilty. This is of very deep concern
because it cuts across a fundamental principle of the
criminal processes we have had in place for a long, long
time. As we saw during the Catch the Fire Ministries
case, there was constant reporting, which was divisive
and expensive. I do not believe that at the end of the
day the community was better off for the prosecution of
the Catch the Fire Ministries.
This Bracks government has failed the people of
Victoria in many ways through the application of the
2001 principal act. The bill before us today makes some
minor improvements to that unacceptable and
absolutely reprehensible piece of legislation, but it does
not deserve support. In my opinion the principal act
should be repealed. As a matter of conscience I cannot
support it. There are some very small improvements in
this bill, but because it does not change the inherent
unacceptable characteristics of the 2001 act, as a matter
of conscience I will be voting against it. It is indelibly
linked to the principal act.
I will be supporting the amendments proposed by the
Liberal Party and The Nationals. I will support both of
those sets of amendments, but I will not support this
unacceptable, unAustralian and totally reprehensible
bill because it is so closely linked to the act passed in
June 2001.
The powers given to the Equal Opportunity
Commission and the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal are starting to get murkier.
Under the this bill we will see more and more
prescriptive procedures relating to the definitions of
religion and racial intolerance and all sorts of ways in
which those procedures can take place. I think the
government is starting to go further down a very
slippery slope. I say again that this bill cannot be
supported because of its very close alignment with the
unacceptable 2001 legislation.
We in the state of Victoria have been very fortunate to
be recognised around the world as a successful,
harmonious and totally successful multicultural
community in which for decades people have worked
and enjoyed democracy under the Australian and state
constitutions. One of the reasons Victoria is outstanding
in multicultural experience is that the entire community
has over many, many years successfully exhibited a
tolerance of others and a willingness to listen to and
accept each other’s views. We have all been the richer
for it as the beneficiaries of those multicultural talents,
experiences and qualities that are pooled to give us the
great and enjoyable community we have today.

1871

We live in a parliamentary democracy in a nation that is
respected around the world for its rule of law and the
separation of powers, which work well for our nation
and for our state. In 2006 the Bracks government is
changing many aspects of the 2001 act, which is
starting to become prescriptive. Salaried state
employees are defining what is debate and what is
comment and what is or is not acceptable. We have a
free press, a vigorous democracy, a strong Parliament
and the separation of powers, and we do not need the
legislative prescription in the principal act. It is
unAustralian. That is one of the strongest
condemnatory views I could possibly express. I call the
principal act unAustralian because it is, and I cannot
support it. The amendments in this bill are tiny and the
improvements they make are barely visible. That is as
unfortunate as was the passage of the principal act on
that dreadful day in June 2001.
In conclusion, I will be supporting the Liberal Party
amendments; I will be supporting The Nationals’
amendments; but I will certainly not be supporting —
and I will oppose — the bill because of its close linkage
to the awful act that was passed in June 2001.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — As I
follow the Honourable Ron Bowden, I would like to
make some comment on what he has just said. I find it
absolutely amazing that he could claim that any law
that enshrines tolerance is reprehensible. Governments
do legislate on morality, Mr Bowden. Thou shalt not
kill — we have laws against murder. Governments also
legislate to look after children, and I think it is
admirable that children can now go to the Equal
Opportunity Commission. Their rights should be
enshrined as a first principle.
I love my job. I love the part of it that makes me
accountable to the people who voted for me, and I like
being part of the democratic process. Over 30 years
ago, early in my teaching career, I came across a quote.
I know that people sometimes question where this
quote comes from, but I have been to the library and to
the best of my knowledge it was Voltaire who said:
I disapprove of what you say, but I will defend to the death
your right to say it.

This is a quote that I have held high among my
principles. Freedom of speech is one of the most
important and basic tenets of democracy. Actually it is
more than that; it is about respect for fellow human
beings and their rights. Whilst I believe individuals
must respect each other’s rights, it is also the primary
responsibility of governments of all political ilk to
protect the rights of everyone they represent. This is not
an easy task, but laws are made for the greatest good of
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the greatest number, and while people’s religious, racial
and privacy rights and freedom of speech are always
acknowledged, inevitably some laws impinge on some
rights at the expense of the greatest good for the
greatest number. Freedom of speech is limited, for
example, by defamation laws. Any legislation that has
an impact on either religious or racial matters by its
nature is probably going to be contentious. These types
of issues are. We only have to look at the recent
unfortunate unrest in Cronulla in New South Wales or
the banning of the hijab in France to see examples of
this. It is one of the better facts of life that people hold
different religious beliefs. This adds to the diversity of
life here in Victoria and indeed everywhere, but it is
important to note that this legislation is about
behaviour, not about beliefs.
I have recently had discussions with and received
emails from constituents about this legislation. I would
particularly like to acknowledge Mark Sneddon, Ken
Langdon and Peter MacPherson from St Alfred’s
Anglican Church, and Murray Baird from New Hope
Church, amongst others. I thank them for their
informed and measured contribution to this legislation,
and I acknowledge that although most of them
endorsed these amendments they would like to see
further changes to this legislation. I note also that
Archbishop Peter Stasiuk, chairman of the Heads of
Churches Committee, does not share these views, nor
does the Victorian Council of Churches. This is
healthy; this is what happens in a healthy democracy.
The amendments before us today strengthen the Racial
and Religious Tolerance Act 2001. They clarify the fact
that the meaning of religious purpose is to support the
right to engage in robust discussion, as long as it does
not vilify others. It strengthens the investigative powers
of the Equal Opportunity Commission to encourage the
early and effective resolution of disputes prior to a
complaint being referred to conciliation. By facilitating
the resolution of complaints at the investigative stage,
both the number of frivolous complaints lodged for
conciliation and complaints referred to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal will be reduced; that
is what this amendment is about. It allows VCAT to
conduct racial and religious vilification proceedings on
written submissions alone. This will facilitate the earlier
resolution of complaints.
As of February 2006, four years after the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act came into operation, a total of
only 129 complaints have been lodged with the Equal
Opportunity Commission. Of these complaints,
40.2 per cent, or 47, went to conciliation. Of those, 24
were successfully conciliated and 23 were not. The
number declined by the commission for being frivolous
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or lacking substance was 40.3 per cent, or 52. Of the 52
complaints declined by the commission, 20 were
referred to VCAT by the complainant. The proposed
amendment that requires the complainant to seek leave
from VCAT to hear the complaint will apply to such
complaints.
I do not believe this legislation prohibits freedom of
speech, proselytising, or religious instruction in any
way. I acknowledge that some would like to see further
amendments and refinements to the current legislation
in respect of definition issues and the burden of proof.
Like the member for Mitcham in the other place, Tony
Robinson, I do not believe these requests are
unreasonable, and I am pleased that the Premier has
acknowledged that dialogue with church leaders and
members will be ongoing.
The Nationals will be proposing an amendment which
basically says that it is okay to vilify a person on the
basis of religion, but it is not okay to vilify a person on
the basis of race. I find it extraordinary that members of
the Liberal Party are also supporting this amendment.
Vilification is abhorrent. It is designed to degrade and
diminish others, and it is equally abhorrent when used
in either a racial or a religious sense. The act and the
amendments support people’s rights to engage in
vigorous debate and proselytising, as long as
individuals do not vilify or incite hatred towards others
on racial or religious grounds.
I would like to finish with another quote, this time from
Albert Einstein:
Laws alone cannot secure freedom of expression; in order that
every man present his views without penalty there must be a
spirit of tolerance in the entire population.

Yes, in a perfect world we should not need laws. We do
need laws. These laws protect people’s rights. I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have a
great deal of concern in a sense in speaking on this bill.
This bill, and indeed one of the acts it amends — the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act — challenge the
very core of what we as parliamentarians believe. For
me personally it poses a dilemma given my very
deep-seated conviction about the right to freedom of
speech and my abhorrence of vilification of anyone at
all on racial or religious grounds. For me these values
form the very basis on which we as a society operate. I
believe that we have managed it very well in Victoria.
No matter how they are ultimately going to vote on this
bill, all the previous speakers have acknowledged that
here in Victoria we get it right, that we do a very good
job of amalgamating a range of issues and concerns. I

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND TOLERANCE LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Wednesday, 31 May 2006

COUNCIL

think we live in a very harmonious and thankfully
peaceful place.
The Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill caused a
number of people to reflect on their consciences and
look at what they truly believe. It was pleasing in many
ways to see the calibre of the debate and the depth to
which we as legislators looked at what was a complex
and complicated issue. The bill before the house today
seeks to amend that act in an attempt to make it better.
In speaking about the original bill I think it is mindful
to understand its progress. When it was first put up as a
model I do not believe it was something many of us
could have supported. There would not have been an
opportunity to have a mainly bipartisan or individual
approach to the bill if not for the enormous amount of
work done in a bipartisan manner by the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs in another
place, Mr Pandazopoulos, and the member for
Caulfield in another place, Mrs Shardey. The two of
them and a former colleague of ours in this house Carlo
Furletti did a great deal of work in looking at what the
various religious groups wanted and needed. They did a
very good job.
At that time Mrs Shardey put up a very powerful,
positive and persuasive argument for the Liberal Party
supporting the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill.
Members of the chamber would understand that I share
the Caulfield electorate with Mrs Shardey. There are
many Jewish people in my electorate but 40 per cent of
Mrs Shardey’s community are of the Jewish faith. She
spoke long and hard with them to find out what they
felt they needed and wanted from that bill and what
their concerns were. She did an excellent job. She
knows her electorate well and she was prepared to stand
up in our party room at the time the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill was before the Parliament and
put their point of view very powerfully. We were
allowed to have a conscience vote at the time, and we
have been given a conscience vote on this bill and the
amendments it makes to that principal act. I think you
could say that once again the members of the Liberal
Party have searched their consciences and looked at
how this bill will affect them and their constituents —
the people they represent and know. The Liberal Party
recognises the sensitivity of this issue. As I said, it has
made a free vote available to us all. I think that goes to
show the nature of politics in this country and indeed in
this state. It is important that our legislators are given
the benefit of freedom of speech.
I think the Liberal Party got it right on the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Bill and I believe we as a party are
going to get it right again today. We have individuals

1873

who have some major concerns, and we have heard
some of them today. I think we fully understand and
accept that they have a right to their beliefs. However, it
is not until a bill is actually passed into law, becomes an
act and is tested in a court of law that we truly begin to
understand the intricate details of it and its implications.
It is not until it is tested, teased out, looked at by the
lawyers and examined in a range of technical ways that
we really start to see the implications of it. That is what
happened with the principal act we are dealing with
today. Many other speakers have spoken about the
Catch the Fire Ministries and the process they had to
endure as they went to the law. Some of the
amendments we are dealing with today reflect the
concern many of us have with the way the Racial and
Religious Tolerance Act, inadvertently in many
instances, has been allowed to be implemented.
As others have said, this bill amends a number of parts
of the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act. The main
functions of the bill are to strengthen the investigative
powers of the Equal Opportunity Commission to enable
it to direct a person to attend or produce documents
with a view to reducing the number of complaints and
facilitating early resolution of complaints, and to clarify
the meaning of religious purpose. Currently conduct
engaged in for a religious purpose does not contravene
the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act. Religious
purpose is clarified in the bill to now include but not be
limited to conveying, teaching or proselytising — that
means converting — a religion. The bill also tightens
procedural provisions to enable unmeritorious
complaints to be ruled an abuse of process earlier in the
proceedings. Where the Equal Opportunity
Commission has declined to hear a complaint, leave of
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal must
first be obtained and VCAT can determine leave on the
papers without submissions or hearing evidence.
My colleague the Honourable Chris Strong went into
some detail about the mechanics of this bill. I believe
more aspects of the bill will be looked at and put on the
record during the committee stage. I think it is
appropriate that that happens with this bill because, as I
said, it is a particularly important bill for all of us and
indeed for Victoria.
Other speakers have spoken about what some of the
lobbyists have said. Just to reiterate, the Evangelical
Alliance has called for a referendum. It has called for
the public to be asked what we as legislators and
lawmakers should do and how the laws we are making
should reflect what the public wants to know. A
referendum has appeal. It would clarify once and for all
what the public in this state wants and believes and that
is what the Evangelical Alliance has been calling for.
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On the other hand the Salt Shakers have a totally
different opinion. They have some very different ideas
about this bill and the original act. They have suggested
we take this to the Legislation Committee. We have
seen the Legislation Committee deal recently with the
Education and Training Bill and the Disability Bill and
the Salt Shakers are calling for the Legislation
Committee to have a detailed look at the aspects of this
bill. The Honourable Chris Strong read a letter from the
Christian Leaders. They would like to see the word
‘religion’ removed from all aspects of the bill, as per
The Nationals’ foreshadowed amendments. In addition,
many individuals have contacted me and no doubt
everybody else in the chamber.
However, the Jewish constituents in Monash Province
have a slightly different view on much of this. I would
like to clarify this. This is a racial and religious
tolerance bill. Members of the Jewish community come
from different parts of the world. They come from
Russia, Israel, Ethiopia and a range of other places.
There are some Russian Jewish people in Monash
Province who knew they were Jewish when they came
to this country but they did not really know what being
Jewish meant. They had ‘Jew’ stamped in their
passports but they had come from Russia and were
quite elderly and because of the Russian regime they
had not been able to practise their religion. They knew
they were Jewish but they did not really know what the
customs, traditions and food meant.
I am happy to say they have integrated exceedingly
well, and it is very good to see that they have. But they
see race and religion as being different. Their religion is
quite different to their race, and in this country their
religion is very important to them, but it does not
necessarily concur with their race as it does in other
religions. They are therefore very concerned about
anti-Semitism, and would have some major concerns if
‘religion’ were taken out of this bill. When we debated
the original bill in 2001 I explained to the house a
number of very distressing and disturbing cases of
racial and religious vilification within Monash
Province — in fact they were happening not so very far
away from here at the Toorak synagogue, and at places
in St Kilda and Caulfield as well. I do not want to go on
with those again, but it was unacceptable for us as a
community and very disturbing to see. I hope the racial
and religious aspects of this bill are protected.
In this place we pride ourselves on being legislators and
on reflecting the ideals, aspirations, concerns and hopes
of our constituents. But we are making laws here that
affect people’s lives and the shape of the community in
which we all live. Fundamentally we all want harmony
and peace in Victoria, and as legislators we must
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always visit, and if necessary revisit, the acts we make
in order to get this precious balance right. Although by
no means perfect, this bill attempts to address some of
the extreme elements in the original bill, and as such I
support it.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I am very
pleased to make a contribution on the Equal
Opportunity and Tolerance Legislation (Amendment)
Bill. As has been mentioned by a number of other
speakers, the main purpose of this bill is to finetune the
operation of the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
which was passed in 2001. The purpose of that
legislation was to provide protection for Victorians
against racial and religious vilification. It is important
that we have an understanding of what the word ‘vilify’
means. According to the Macquarie Dictionary, it
means ‘to speak evil of; defame; traduce’. So it is not
mild language in the context of a debate; it is extreme
language, which I am sure we would find very hurtful if
it was addressed to us.
The main amendment in this bill will clarify that
proselytising is allowable within the principal act. As I
am sure most of us know, proselytising means to
promote one’s own religion and to try to persuade
someone to change his or her religious beliefs and, of
course, that is entirely acceptable. This approach was
promoted in the very early days of the Christian
religion with the instruction, ‘Go ye and teach all
nations, baptising them in the name of the Father, the
Son and the Holy Spirit’. Given we accept proselytising
is allowable, in these debates we are asked to consider
the effects of this legislation and legislation similar to
this on the principles of free speech.
Free speech is obviously something we all hold very
dear; it is a symbol of our democracy. Other members
have referred to attending citizenship ceremonies, and I
certainly attend as many as I can in Western Port
Province. The freedom of speech, the freedom of being
able to associate with other people and the freedom to
worship in whatever ways one feels is appropriate are
certainly freedoms which are regularly mentioned as
one of the privileges of living in an Australian
democracy. Many people who attend the citizenship
ceremonies that I go to have not previously had those
privileges. However, with all freedoms come
responsibilities. One does not have an absolute freedom
to say whatever one likes in whatever circumstances
one chooses. The example I always think is quite
powerful is that one does not have the freedom to shout
‘fire’ in a crowded theatre.
I believe the fundamentals of speech, association and
worship should only be limited in very specific
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circumstances. As I said, freedom of speech is
absolutely essential to the functioning of a truly
democratic society. This freedom of speech and its
importance is very well stated in a quotation which was
previously referred to by my friend Mrs Buckingham
and which the Oxford Dictionary of Quotations says is
wrongly attributed to Voltaire:
I disapprove of what you say, but I will defend to the death
your right to say it.

However, these rights of freedom of speech are not
absolute. In an egalitarian society we cannot allow a
statement to be made which vilifies other people,
incites hatred and possible violence against people
because they are black, Muslim, or any other ethnic and
racial group. The case of the Catch the Fire Ministries
has been quoted in this debate, and I have in front of me
a transcript from the decision made by Judge Higgins,
vice-president of VCAT. He said:
Pastor Scot, throughout the seminar, made fun of Muslim
beliefs and conduct. It was done, not in the context of a
serious discussion of Muslims’ religious beliefs; it was
presented in a way which is essentially hostile, demeaning
and derogatory of all Muslim people, their god, Allah, the
prophet Mohammed and in general Muslim religious beliefs
and practices.

He went on to say:
Pastor Scot, during the course of the seminar, made
statements —
… that the Qur’an promotes violence, killing and looting;
… that it treats women badly; they are to be treated like a
field to plough, ‘use her as you wish’ …
… that domestic violence in general is encouraged;
… that Muslims are liars;
… that Allah is not merciful …
… that Muslims are demons —

and I could go on. That is not proselytisation; it is
vilification, and that is what this bill is all about. It
outlaws vilification.
The Honourable Peter Hall said that one cannot
mandate for goodwill, and that is absolutely true. But
we are not mandating for goodwill; we are mandating
against ill will. If we substituted for the word ‘Muslim’
the word ‘Christian’, ‘Catholic’, ‘Protestant’, ‘Jewish’
or any other faith and put it in the context of what was
said, we would say that those comments were totally
unacceptable, and it was those comments that were
deemed to be against the legislation contained in the
principal act.
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We do not have a totally clean record in this regard in
Australia. Most of us would remember the soccer
matches in the early 1980s when various ethnic groups
tended to resort to violence during the game, and
certainly that held back the development of soccer in
Victoria for many years.
So, as they say, words are bullets, and we have to be
very careful what words we use. We cannot allow
words to be used in a way that can incite hatred and
possibly lead to violence. Through history there have
been many examples of religious conflicts. We can
look at the Hindu-Muslim conflicts on the partition of
India, and in more recent times, I suppose, in Northern
Ireland between the Catholics and Protestants, although
that tended to be a political conflict under the guise of a
religious conflict.
I would like to discuss briefly the amendment that has
been proposed by The Nationals. As Mrs Buckingham
has rightly said, the essential effect of this amendment,
if passed, would be that a person would be able to be
vilified on the basis of their religion but not on the basis
of their race. What happens if the person is, say, a
Turkish Muslim? He or she could be vilified because
they are a Muslim but not because they are Turkish.
Surely that cannot be the intention of that amendment,
but that would be the result. I see absolutely no logic in
that amendment.
In Australia we have one of the most wonderful
examples of a society which has incorporated people of
many different nations. Certainly as a migrant I am
very pleased to be part of that society. At some of the
citizenship ceremonies I go to there are people from
over 40 countries — different faiths and different
nationalities. This is part of our culture. We are a
welcoming society, but we must ensure that everyone is
able to feel welcome and that they cannot be vilified
because they happen to be of a particular minority
grouping, whether that is by religion or race.
This is excellent legislation. It finetunes an act which is
a very valuable piece of legislation in our society. I
have great pleasure in commending the bill to the
house.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Let me
start by commending Mr Hilton on his contribution. I
agree with absolutely everything he said. It was a very
measured and considered contribution. I supported the
original legislation in 2001, and I continue to support
the legislation in 2006. It is sensible that the
government has brought its amendments to this place
today, particularly the part 3 amendments to the Racial
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and Religious Tolerance Act 2001, including the
addition of the clarifying words:
(2) For the purpose of sub-section (1)(b)(i), a religious
purpose includes, but is not limited to, conveying or
teaching a religion or proselytising.

This is a sensible addition. I recollect that at the time
there was an understanding — I presume that is not too
strong a word — that there would not be much
prosecution under the act. There has been only one
high-profile case, which was mentioned earlier. I accept
what Mr Hilton said — that is, that it seems very
difficult to separate racial vilification from religious
vilification. His example of Turkish Muslims was
entirely appropriate. So there is some need for some
clarity, and I am sorry the government did not accept
the addition of the word ‘defending’ as proposed by the
Liberal Party’s amendment so that the insertion under
clause 9 of part 3 would read:
(2) For the purpose of sub-section (1)(b)(i), a religious
purpose includes, but is not limited to, conveying,
defending or teaching a religion or proselytising.

It seems to me that that is a sensible amendment and
should have been accepted by the government, and I do
not know why it did not accept it. I indicate that I will
be supporting the government, I will be supporting the
Liberal Party’s amendment, and I will be opposing The
Nationals’ amendment.
I understand that some people feel it is difficult for
them to convey their religion in a way that will not be
seen as vilifying someone else’s religion, but, again, I
accept the words of Mr Hilton — I will paraphrase —
that you need to be able to do these things in a way that
does not cause harm to others.
It is sad to think that we need this sort of legislation. I
accept that there are some people who believe the
criminal remedies that existed prior to the passing of the
2001 act were sufficient, but I believed the legislation
was appropriate at the time. I believe it is still
appropriate. It is incumbent on all of us to ensure that
people in our community do not vilify each other or
find reasons to undertake that sort of behaviour. It was
not all that long ago that we had to deal with the spectre
of Hansonism. There were many of us in this place who
stood up and spoke vigorously against that particular
brand of what I do not want to deign to be, but I
suppose I could say is, xenophobia. We need to
recognise that in our society there are some people who
hold such views and who are prepared to go around and
spout attitudes which cause great harm to other people.
It is incumbent on the legislature to ensure in the best
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way possible that there are protections for people in
those circumstances.
As I said, I fully supported the original bill then, and I
still do. I support the government’s amendment. I think
our amendment to that amendment would improve it,
but I do not think that it is appropriate for me, given my
views, to accept The Nationals’ decision to move an
amendment to remove the word ‘religious’. I am sorry
that I was not here at the time to hear the reasons they
gave, because I was in a meeting of the Standing Orders
Committee. As honourable members know, the only
speech I have heard so far has been Mr Hilton’s speech,
so I am not in a position to comment in detail on the
debate that has gone before. However, I think that if
you are going to do something different from the way
your party in general will behave, you ought to explain
it. I hope I have done that.
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — The purpose of the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act, the original act,
was to protect Victorians from extreme cases of
vilification — that is, from public behaviour that incites
hatred against individuals or groups because of their
race or religion. The act dates from 2001, and now,
after five years of operation and in the light of
experience, it is timely to make some improvements
and clarifications to it.
The amendments involve spelling out the meaning of
‘religious purpose’ to include teaching, conveying and
proselytising of a religion. As we know, in August
2005 Justice Stuart Morris dismissed a lawsuit
launched by convicted sex offender and self-proclaimed
witch, Robin Fletcher, who claimed that the Salvation
Army’s Alpha Christianity course that was offered in
prisons discriminated against him because of his
religion, which was Wiccan witchcraft.
Justice Morris dismissed the claim because the issue
had nothing to do with religious vilification and
recommended that the Racial and Religious Vilification
Act should be amended to limit people’s right to launch
a lawsuit. Extending the meaning of ‘religious purpose’
to include teaching, conveying or proselytising of a
religion legitimises these practices as part of genuine
religion that should be conducted within the bounds of
what is reasonable.
The bill also strengthens the investigatory powers of the
Equal Opportunity Commission Victoria. The effect of
this will be that frivolous complaints can be identified
early in the process — at the investigation stage — so
that they do not unnecessarily take up time at the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. Under the
current act VCAT can decide to hear a complaint even
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if the Equal Opportunity Commission Victoria decides
not to conciliate the complaint because for one reason
or another it lacks merit or substance.
Justice Morris recommended that when the commission
has decided not to refer a complaint to VCAT, the
person making the complaint should be required to first
seek leave from VCAT prior to any consideration of the
complaint. He recommended that VCAT should decide
whether to hear a complaint on the basis of
documentary evidence alone except in circumstances
where the tribunal decides that it needs to listen to and
question the complainant directly.
The amendments made to the act are in response to
Justice Morris’s recommendations, and they apply only
to complaints in relation to racial or religious
vilification or to sexual harassment cases that have
already been considered by the Equal Opportunity
Commission Victoria.
In the debate that has surrounded the application of the
Racial and Religious Tolerance Act since 2001 there
has been some confusion as to what the purpose of the
legislation really is. The act deals with behaviour that
incites hatred, serious contempt, revulsion and severe
ridicule of others because of their race and religion.
There is a difference between causing offence and
vilification. We are not talking about behaviour that
challenges people’s beliefs or even causes them to feel
offended or upset because of what someone has said to
them or about them. People can hold and responsibly
express whatever opinions they wish.
The provisions of the legislation are concerned with the
shift where the expression of an opinion turns into
actively encouraging or promoting people to hate others
because of their religion or race. The equal opportunity
commissioner, Dr Helen Szoke, was quoted in the
Adelaide Advertiser in February this year in relation to
the controversy over the Danish newspaper cartoons as
saying that in general racially stereotyped remarks,
blasphemy and racist and religious jokes are not likely
to be considered vilification, even though they may be
offensive to some people.
I have received correspondence and emails from a
small number of residents of Monash Province and
from one local religious leader expressing their concern
over the act and the amendments before the house. I am
grateful for their having written to me, and their words
have made me think more carefully about this
legislation. They are concerned that the act places the
onus on the person who represents their religious
beliefs in public to prove that they are acting reasonably
and in good faith if they say anything critical about
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other religions. The concern is that concepts such as
‘reasonableness’ and ‘in good faith’ are fairly well
tested when considered in the context of freedom of
speech as applied to journalists and academics but are
untested and nebulous when extended to religious
expression. In particular I thank Dr Mark Durie of
St Mary’s Anglican Church, whose genuinely held
views on this matter I considered very carefully.
I have looked at the criticisms, including those
contained in the statement from church leaders to the
Premier that I think was sent to all MPs, but I am not
persuaded that the act and the amendments are about
freedom of religion. The act is concerned with freedom
of expression, not freedom of religion. I do not see that
the test for hate speech should be different if the content
is religious in nature. The community should have
some control over unacceptable behaviour whether or
not it is motivated by racial and religious concerns.
I was impressed with the opinion piece by Daniel
Aghion, a member of the Jewish Community Council
of Victoria, which appeared in the Age at the time the
principal legislation was introduced into the Legislative
Assembly. I know that Mr Aghion’s views are
consistent with the views of many members of the
Jewish, Christian and other faith communities in
Monash Province. I think the legislation has general
support because people understand that in a democracy
certain constraints must be placed on expression and
that there should be no exemption for statements
motivated by religion. I quote from the article. It states:
The amendments follow a multifaith forum convened in
September 2005, attended by many religious groups.
Representatives of the Jewish community attended that
forum …
The legislation and the amendments have the support of the
Victorian Council of Churches. They have the support of the
Islamic Council of Victoria. They also have the support of the
Jewish Community Council of Victoria.

The act and the amendments cannot get better
endorsement than that. The article continues:
Those who attack the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
would like to see the notion of incitement restricted to
physical harm. Words alone, no matter how evil, should be
protected from action, they say.
We in the Jewish community know only too well the dangers
that words can do. Words are powerful tools of incitement
that can be used as the precursors to action.
The Nazi party started with rallies, marches and propaganda.
These swept up a nation in their hateful rhetoric with
disastrous results for the Jewish people, and for all of
humanity.
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…
The legislation is an important step in promoting tolerance of
others, and cross-cultural understanding. It deserves the
support of the major political parties, and of the entire
Victorian community.

There is a long history of states legislating in matters of
religion and standing between opposing forces in the
interests of public order, and the present legislation has
become necessary because of the very great changes
that are under way in Australian society. The religious
landscape has changed to such an extent that every
Australian city now boasts mosques, Buddhist, Hindu
and Baha’i temples, as well as synagogues and
Christian churches of all denominations. I think there
are seven Hindu temples in Melbourne, including one
in South Melbourne, which is in Monash Province, and
I have counted about 50 mosques, two of which are in
Monash Province. There are about 100 Buddhist
temples and meditation centres that I could find. Seven
of them are in Monash Province, but they are all over
Victoria. There are about 40 synagogues in Melbourne,
many of which are in Monash Province and in nearby
areas where the Jewish community is concentrated. I
did not have time to check all the varieties of Christian
churches, but there are very many of them.
The point I am making is that Victoria and Melbourne
are very different places from what they were even
30 years ago. The members of all these faith
communities encounter each other in the streets and
neighbourhoods of our cities, towns and regions every
day in workplaces, schools, libraries, sporting clubs and
health centres — in the whole gamut of groups and
institutions in the community. They are all Australian
citizens or residents, and all have a right to expect the
security and respect which members of a civilised
community must provide to each other and which
governments have a big responsibility to coordinate and
support.
A fundamental general issue of our times is negotiating
difference, and the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
and the amendments we are debating today are
concerned with how religious and racial difference is
both contested and respected. Not everything that
people do under the guise of religion or culture is good,
and as citizens of a democracy it is our duty to contest
and place under scrutiny our own beliefs and practices
as well as the beliefs and practices of our fellow
citizens. The Racial and Religious Tolerance Act seeks
to set some limits to the kinds of statements that people
can reasonably make and also to establish structures
that can adjudicate the contest over where those limits
should be set and why. The Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act and the amendments we are considering
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today are both a response to the kind of world we find
ourselves in and a device that will assist us to negotiate
that world more justly. The contemporary world is
characterised by the interpenetration of different
religions within the spaces of our cities and
neighbourhoods. Communities such as mine in Monash
Province are patterned with the strands and textures of a
variety of different religious traditions and cultures, and
we actively negotiate the environment in which we live
together.
It was not always so. Like many other nations,
Australia has a history of exclusion as well as inclusion.
We need only think of this country’s treatment of the
Aboriginal people, the Solomon and Torres Strait
Islanders and people from New Guinea who were
pressed into labour, the Chinese, Jews, Muslims and
Sikhs, not to mention the Catholics, who until the 1960s
were not fully included in hegemonic or so-called
legitimate Australian society. Religious freedom and
the multiculturalism that followed are the products of
the vision, legislative reform and conscious cultural
change that has been repeatedly proposed and contested
in Australian society.
I believe that the Equal Opportunity and Tolerance
Legislation (Amendment) Bill will advance our
capacity to better and more actively engage with each
other, because it is bold enough to set some rules for the
terms of that engagement. We have to move beyond
mere tolerance to better understand each other’s
religions. This legislation will facilitate that
understanding through requiring a stronger sense of the
viewpoint and sensitivities of other religious
persuasions. I commend this bill to the house.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I will be
opposing this legislation and will join The Nationals in
their position. I will, however, be supporting the
amendments of The Nationals and the Liberal Party,
believing that the adoption of those amendments would
improve the legislation. In the prospect that my
substantive position were not to prevail, those
amendments would certainly provide some comfort to
people who have expressed concerns about the
operation of the legislation. My position now is
consistent with the position I took when the legislation
came before the house previously, when I opposed it
and voted against it. I have a view that this type of
legislation becomes the refuge of villains. People
sometimes use this type of legislation for vexatious
purposes and sometimes for vindictive purposes, but
very often people use it for purposes that are not
consistent with the goodwill displayed by the many
members of Parliament and the community who have
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supported it and attempted to present a logical case in
support of it.
The contribution of the Honourable Chris Strong was a
remarkably good speech. I note that he may well vote
differently from me in the treatment of this legislation.
There will no doubt be a very complex set of votes on
this legislation, but the reality is that he expressed many
of the concerns that I would have expressed about the
fact that this legislation is on the statute book at all. I
recall that when the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
last came before Parliament I mentioned that I saw
there would be problems with proceedings brought
under this legislation. The Honourable Peter Hall has
referred to some of the comments The Nationals made
at the time, and the position of The Nationals has been
vindicated by matters that have been brought before the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal under the
legislation. I too can claim that I foresaw that those
sorts of issues would arise with the legislation. The very
people who perhaps saw this legislation as an
opportunity to address what they perceived as
harassment and vilification may not have gained what
they sought.
I understand some of the definitions that have been
applied by members in this debate and the seriousness
with which they believe some of these matters are being
pursued by certain individuals in the community. I
recognise that they are genuine concerns, but I have the
view that this bill does not advance the position at all.
In fact it is retrograde legislation. A point was made by
one of the speakers earlier in the debate — I cannot
recall whom — that the very fact this legislation is on
the statute books suggests we have a major problem.
I personally do not believe we have a major problem. I
do not believe there is that level of division within the
community. In fact I believe this legislation is a tool to
create greater division in the community. I have
consulted with many people with regard to this
legislation, and many people have made representations
to me. I have not accepted all of the comments they
have put to me. I have had a number of people from
Christian lobby groups who have been fierce about
what the Koran contains. They have suggested all kinds
of literal interpretations of what the Koran says as a
foundation of the Islamic religion.
I have been quick to point out to them that if you took
some literal translations of the Bible, which is the
fundamental basis of the Christian belief, you would be
in similar strife, because there is exactly the same sort
of inciting of behaviour that we would not tolerate in a
civilisation today. One of the interesting things is that
the religions have moved on. Their interpretation of
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historical texts is clearly very different today from the
views of those who lived thousands of years ago. We
need to bring some sort of sense to the debate.
I have had the opportunity of meeting, working and
socialising with people of many different faiths. I have
been inspired and encouraged by those people and the
contribution they make to this state. I do not believe
they need to resort to this legislation. I do not believe
this legislation really tackles the issues. As I said, in my
view this sort of legislation becomes the refuge of
villains.
I am also particularly concerned about the prospect that
the Equal Opportunity Commission’s powers will be
substantially increased by this legislation, and note that
those powers will allow it to investigate complaints in
business and industry as much as to investigate the sorts
of complaints that are the subject of this debate today in
terms of religious and racial vilification issues. The
powers that the legislation seeks to confer on the Equal
Opportunity Commission to pursue inquiries and
investigations, and to require evidence in regard to
racial and religious vilification matters, are unfettered
powers when it comes to its existing charter or
workload. Therefore I see a potential for the Equal
Opportunity Commission to use this legislation as a
Trojan Horse to tackle a lot of issues and to expand its
purview in terms of business disputes and matters that it
might want to pursue for its own agenda rather than
issues that have merit. In that sense its ability, conferred
under these legislative amendments before the house
today, to increase its investigative and discovery
powers are matters of considerable concern to me.
One of the things that characterised the last debate, and
also this debate, is the lack of personal attacks in this
house and the other house. Basically people on all sides
of this debate are genuine in their approach to this
debate. I do not think there is a single person in this
chamber or the other chamber, and certainly amongst
most of those people who presented to me and
discussed these issues, who support people who vilify,
harass and unfairly seek to bully other people in the
community, to disparage their beliefs or to make it
difficult for them to pursue their rights within the
community.
Everybody realises this society needs to have a mature
view of people’s rights and responsibilities. All of us
need to recognise that religious freedom is a very
important freedom, because religious freedom goes to
the core of what we are as human beings; it relates to
both our belief and value systems. It has always
impressed me that when you break them down each of
the major religions of the world have very similar value
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and belief systems. Many of their values in terms of
how societies ought to be structured are similar. We
need to understand that there is a lot more to the
common position than there is to the difference
position. Many of the major churches understand that,
and I know that there are many interfaith organisations
that are active in the communities. I have attended a
number of functions and believe they are very
important.
I note in the context of this debate that a number of
people have contacted two of my parliamentary
colleagues representing the eastern suburbs,
Mrs Buckingham from this place and the member for
Mitcham in the other place, Tony Robinson. I note that
the issues raised with them, which have been covered
particularly by Mr Strong, Mr Hall and Mr Bowden in
this debate, were significant matters. They are probably
summed up by saying there is a major concern in the
Christian community about this legislation. Certainly I
have had that from, if you like, the traditional churches
as well as the evangelical churches and many Christians
who are not necessarily regular churchgoers but who
are simply concerned about the impact of this
legislation on their faith and on other people. I have
also had discussions with some people from the Islamic
faith who have some concerns about the legislation and
believe it could be used to pursue them as well. There is
not necessarily a position in this particular debate where
whole churches are saying, ‘Look, we need the
protection of this legislation’.
There is concern in a number of churches that if they go
about their business and their teachings — and
reasonably go about their teachings — they may well
end up having to justify their comments, their views,
the meetings they conduct and the discussions they
have before a secular tribunal that is perhaps not
prepared to take into account the importance of the
fundamental beliefs of those people. I am concerned
about some of the issues that have been raised in the
community. One concerning the witch who sought to
take advantage of current legislation to prosecute their
cause was outrageous. This legislation goes to that very
matter, and to that extent it is an improvement on what
we have now. Without a doubt this legislation
continues to cause me concern, and it is legislation that
I do not believe we need on the statute book.
I believe we have a vigorous, robust and fair
democracy. I believe the importance of free speech
needs to be maintained. Too often this type of
legislation is used by certain elements in the
community to try and fetter that free speech and the
other rights that people have. While they might not
succeed, while organisations like the Victorian Civil
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and Administrative Tribunal might well find against
those individuals or those organisations, the reality is
that defending the legitimate position of people who are
brought into those cases is a very serious matter. It can
cost them a great deal of money, but more importantly
it can drag their reputations, their families, their friends
and their beliefs through a court of public opinion,
public ridicule and public humiliation despite the fact
that at the end of the day they might well be vindicated.
We do not need that sort of process pursued here under
the governance of this legislation.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
also rise to make a very brief contribution on the
amendment before the house. Like the former speaker,
the Honourable Bruce Atkinson, I will be taking the
same path: I will be supporting The Nationals’
amendment and the Liberal Party’s amendment but I
will not be supporting the government’s amendment as
it stands.
I am doing that for a number of reasons. I was not
around in 2001 to make my contribution in this
chamber. The Liberal Party, being a party of choice and
opportunity, allows us a free vote on this particular
matter, and I am taking that opportunity tonight to
express my views on this matter.
I am perplexed by the fact that the bill actually cuts
across some of the federal constitution, which in my
view is the foundation and the cornerstone of this
country. Without doubt large numbers of languages and
nationalities have operated effectively in this state for
well over 150 years without the need for any legislative
framework. It is interesting that the legislative
framework continues to be imposed on the lives of
everyday ordinary Victorians. It is interesting also that
section 116 of the federal constitution is specific in
ensuring that there was no law. Section 116 of the
Australian Constitution states:
The commonwealth shall not make any law for establishing
any religion or for imposing any religious observance, or for
prohibiting the free exercise of any religion, and no religious
test shall be required as a qualification for any office or public
trust under the commonwealth.

The section prohibits the commonwealth from doing a
range of things. A couple I noted were that it may not
make a law for establishing a religion, make a law for
imposing a religious observance or make a law for
prohibiting the free exercise of any religion.
In my view, as I said, the Australian constitution is the
foundation and cornerstone of a democratic and right
society. I think the error we are heading towards is to
impose laws that allow opportunities not for the
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ordinary person in Victoria but for some of those
groups that I would class as nutters in the broadest
sense to apply that legislation. To be honest, I think
some of those groups would be dismissed by the
community as being irrelevant.

the group complained about a child psychologist who
was the founder of the Child Sexual Abuse Prevention
Program:

It is interesting to note the derogatory, unfair words that
were raised in relation to the Catch the Fire Ministries
group. I quote from an editorial in the Age of
Wednesday, 22 June 2005: Essentially it said that
event:

Does this law allow for that to occur? It is just total
madness at the outset that the legislation would include
this occult group, whose:

… transformed an unknown organisation into martyrs with an
international platform.

That is essentially what happened. That would not have
been an issue for anyone else because as far as people
in the broader community were concerned, it would
have been perceived as a break-away group that made
irrelevant and nonsensical comments. But what ended
up happening was that it became a significant issue and
a real test for the bill we are debating.
It should not have got a mention anywhere, but the
history of that particular case is that it went far and
wide right across all newspapers, media and the like,
and gained notoriety for an issue which in the true
world would have been a non-event, given the
comments that were made. What happened, as was
rightly pointed out in the Age, was that they became
martyrs to a broader issue. I do not think that was the
intention of the bill, and I do not think the amendment
before the house goes any way towards correcting the
overarching concerns that I have.
There can be no doubt if you examine some of the
events, and I refer once more to the Age of 22 June
2005, which mentions some of the people who had
made applications in relation to religious complaints,
and those applications then went to VCAT. There were
only five, and I will read out the details of some of
them.
Robin Fletcher is that sick paedophile who is locked up
at Ararat. He claims he is a witch and says he believes
he has the right to practise the Alpha religious course in
jail, which amounts to witchcraft. He has been denied
that right and therefore under this piece of legislation he
has taken the matter to VCAT. It is total madness. I
know the legislation goes towards it, but it is interesting
that the legislation allows vilification and religious
issues to be brought to VCAT — yet the only people
who have brought issues to VCAT have been the
nutters.
Another case in the Age of 22 June 2005 involved the
Ordo Templi Orientis group. Aaccording to the report

… because an article on the Internet connected their
organisation with satanic ritual abuse …

… beliefs … include eating flesh, child sacrifice, murder,
torture and ‘uninhibited “love” without restraint’ …

This is just cuckoo land stuff. This legislation would
allow for these types of practices, the subject of
complaints, to occur.
A further case was that of Rob Wilson and Olivia
Watts. A transgender witch, Olivia Watts, complained
that:
Casey councillor Rob Wilson vilified her in a 2003 press
release.

If Olivia was a witch, she should have got on her
broomstick and flown away. I do not see any
justification for wasting taxpayers money at VCAT on
a case like that. It is plain stupidity. The examples go on
and on, and I think they show where the legislation has
brought us.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — I do not think
we need to hold back on witches, as things are.
It is quite clear that the principal act needs to have a lot
of work done on it. In the overall scheme of things, I
support the amendments circulated by The Nationals
and the Liberal Party, but I will not support the
government’s amendments to the legislation.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I join the
debate this evening to support the proposed legislation.
I very strongly supported the original legislation in
2001, and I was extremely pleased to see its advent at
that time. I can remember the debate that took place
then — which, I might say, was probably of a much
higher standard than the one we are hearing in the
chamber tonight.
At the time I was a member of the parliamentary
Liberal Party, and at that time some people within that
party strongly opposed the original legislation; it seems
that their opposition extends to this day. I will have
more to say about that opposition a little later in my
contribution.
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I will not be supporting The Nationals’ amendments,
because I believe they unacceptably water down the
intention of the legislation. For the life of me I cannot
understand why The Nationals believe there should be
sanctions against racial vilification in particular but not
against religious vilification in this context. So, as I
said, I will not be supporting The Nationals’
amendments because I believe vilification of either a
religious or racial nature is abhorrent and should be
opposed in a civilised and democratic society — one
which, I hope, Victoria continues to be.
At the outset I say that this type of legislation does not
have as its intention, outcome or effect the harming or
quashing of the right to freedom of speech or freedom
of religion. In fact I see this type of legislation as
strengthening the right to freedom of speech and
freedom of religion. However, there are certain
behaviours that, in a democratic society, should not be
tolerated. The incitement of hatred, the defaming of
groups based on their religion or race, the incitement of
violence and the incitement to ridicule have no place in
a modern and civilised democratic discourse.
Those members who rise in this place and oppose this
and similar legislation, using the cloak of freedom of
speech, do themselves and their position a great
disservice. They also do this community a great
disservice if they believe for a second that freedom of
speech should allow that type of incitement — the
incitement to hate, to ridicule, to defame, or otherwise
denigrate — to be a legitimate part of our democratic
discourse in this state and in this country. That is clearly
not the case. That type of vilification and incitement is
harmful. It is harmful to individuals, to groups and to
the harmony that opponents of this legislation say they
seek to protect and defend. I think they do themselves a
great disservice in their opposition to this legislation.
I wonder how many members of the parliamentary
Liberal Party will exercise their conscience vote and
support this legislation at the end of this debate. I am
hoping that a large majority of them do, and that they
do not hold issues of electoral consequence as the most
important issues when they vote on this legislation.
This legislation upholds a very important principle —
that in a democracy and in a civilised discourse there is
no place for certain types of hatred, incitement and
defamation.
I note that the bill strengthens the investigative powers
of the Equal Opportunity Commission to encourage the
early and effective resolution of disputes, which is a
very positive step in the operation of the Equal
Opportunity Commission and the legislation. The bill
clarifies the meaning of ‘a religious purpose’ so that it
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supports the right to engage in robust discussion as long
as that does not vilify others — and robust discussion,
if it is intelligent and measured, should never vilify
others.
The bill introduces a leave requirement and allows the
tribunal the discretion to hear the leave application on
the basis of documents, or in other words without oral
submissions, witnesses and legal representatives. That
in itself will help to facilitate the earlier resolution of
racial and religious vilification complaints. And it also
reduces the risk of costly and unnecessary hearings.
The house has heard tonight from some members of the
opposition who oppose this legislation and use, as one
of their arguments, that frivolous complaints are
brought. I am not exactly sure what members of the
opposition are trying to do in raising that particular
argument. Are they arguing that people should not have
recourse to raise a complaint at all, or are they arguing
that they are opposing this legislation on the basis that
there would still be in some cases frivolous complaints?
This legislation actually goes to the reduction and
works to reduce frivolous complaints. I would have
thought that if that was their argument, then the logical
thing to do would be to support this legislation.
Unfortunately they have chosen not to do so, and that in
itself is of enormous concern.
I would like to turn to the case which really has sparked
much of this discussion and much of the opposition to
the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act per se. At least
one of the cases revolves around the Catch the Fire
Ministries and the Islamic community in Victoria. I
think it is important for members to reflect on what
exactly was said and what was promoted by the Catch
the Fire Ministries, which can reasonably be described
as a fundamentalist group or a group with some very
extremist views and values. I think it is important for
members to reflect on what it actually said which led to
the ruling against it, using this legislation.
The group did say, as Mr Hilton referred to earlier in
this debate, that the Koran promotes violence, killing
and looting; that it treats women badly — that ‘they are
there to be treated like a field to plough, “use her as you
wish”‘. Further, that in Hadith Bukhari, woman, dog
and donkey are of equal value; that domestic violence
in general is encouraged; that Muslim people are liars;
that Allah is not merciful; that a thief’s hand is cut off
for stealing; and that Muslims are demons. These
statements, in my view, are incredibly offensive to any
reasonable observer. I am not a Muslim Australian, but
I am offended that a group could vilify another group of
Australians and preach such hatred against them.
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It seems that this group of people does not even accept
that Muslims are legitimate members of the Australian
community. It said that Muslims operate a silent six
jihad, which is the use of business connections, using
money to induce people to convert to Islam and the
training of Muslims in madrassahs. It stated that there
are millions of people right now under training in these
schools, implying a threat to Australia. That is what
these people were saying and teaching. They said that
Muslims have plans to overrun Western democracies
by the use of violence and terror and to replace those
democracies with oppressive regimes; that people study
for six to seven years and become true Muslims — we
call them terrorists but they are true Muslims; that they
have read and understood the Koran and they are now
practising it; and that is the connection between the
Koran and terrorism.
These statements are not reasonable in the discourse of
religious free speech. These are defamatory statements.
They are false statements. They incite hatred and they
incite fear. This legislation seeks to prevent exactly
that — the behaviour of inciting this type of hatred and
fear — and it should be supported by every member of
this chamber.
Catch the Fire Ministries also said that Muslims intend
to take over Australia and declare it an Islamic nation,
and that Muslim people have to fight Christians and
Jews — humiliate them and fight them until they accept
the Muslim religion. It also said that the number of
Muslims in Australia is increasing at a substantial rate,
and that they have influence or control over the
migration of people to Australia. Figures quoted are
wrong. It was said that the figures were produced by the
bureau — implying the Australian Bureau of Statistics,
whereas the figures came from a different source. It
was also said that numbers were increasing at a
substantial rate. That was also incorrect.
In short, Catch the Fire Ministries should have been
prosecuted under this legislation because the incitement
to hate, to ridicule and to create fear was manifest in
what it was saying — in its claims, statements and
falsehoods — and that may have had, and probably did
have in many cases, very bad consequences for many
Muslim Australians. Muslim Australians are a valuable
part of this community and do not deserve to be
defamed and vilified in the way that they were.
But you do not have to be a Muslim Australian to hold
that view. If these statements were made about any
religious group in Australia or Victoria, the argument
would be the same — that is, they would be
unacceptable because they incite to hate, they incite in a
very unacceptable way and they are not about freedom
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of speech. If the same things were said about people
who do not have a religion and who are committed
atheists, the argument would be exactly the same —
they would be vilified as a group and as a class, and this
should not be allowed to occur without sanction in our
society.
We have laws which govern defamation issues for
individuals. We should also have laws which govern
the same defamation issues and vilification issues for
groups of people, whether they be religious, racial or
otherwise. I am concerned that the cloak of freedom of
speech is used by some members of the Victorian
Liberal Party to perpetuate opposition to what is a very
sensible and very valuable piece of legislation. I am
concerned that the number of those people within the
Victorian Liberal Party does not grow, because if it
does I fear for the future of these sorts of legislative
protections if it ever achieves government.
I wonder how long it would take those people to use
their significant influence within their political party to
bring about a change and a watering down or even a
repeal of legislation like this. I hope we never see that; I
hope that liberal values reassert themselves. Those
members who are opposing this legislation should think
very carefully about the importance of standing up for a
principle as opposed to the importance of pandering to
extremist and fundamentalist elements in their
electorates.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 35
Argondizzo, Ms
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Mrs
Carbines, Ms
Coote, Mrs
Darveniza, Ms
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Eren, Mr
Forwood, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McQuilten, Mr (Teller)

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

Noes, 8
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr (Teller)
Bowden, Mr (Teller)

Motion agreed to.

Dalla-Riva, Mr
Drum, Mr
Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr
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Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1 agreed to.
Clause 2
The CHAIR — Order! I ask the Honourable Peter
Hall to move his amendment 1 as a test for his
amendments 2 to 8, which are all related to references
to religion in the legislation. As such, Mr Hall is able to
speak to all his amendments, including proposed new
clauses.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I move:
1.

Clause 2, line 2, omit “7, 10(3)” and insert “6(3), 7, 9,
10(3), 12”.

I have eight amendments standing in my name. They
all relate to one particular area, and that is the principle
I am testing here: the removal of all references to
religious vilification in the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act 2001. I intend to quickly point out to
members what each of these amendments actually does
and then briefly recap on a couple of the comments that
were made during the second-reading debate. I want to
respond to some of the points made by other members
and again put forward the arguments for accepting
these amendments.
Amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4 amend the bill before us
tonight. Amendment 1 is simply a consequence of later
amendments which require renumbering of some of the
provisions in clause 2. Amendment 2 to clause 5 omits
the words ‘and Religious’. Amendment 3 changes the
heading to clause 6 because we need a heading of a
more general nature to describe more accurately the
amendments I am proposing. Amendment 4 deletes a
term in clause 6 of this amending bill. Amendment 5 to
clause 6 deletes references to religious vilification from
sections of the Equal Opportunity Act 1995.
Amendment 6 omits clause 9, which lists exceptions;
that clause is no longer necessary because of our earlier
amendment to delete the reference to religious
tolerance. Amendments 7 and 8 substitute new clauses
into the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act to delete all
terms relating to religious vilification. That is a quick
explanation of my amendments, but if any member has
a question I am happy to explain exactly what any of
those eight amendments means.
I want to respond to a couple of comments made by
other members during the course of the debate. One of
the members suggested that we were being illogical or
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inconsistent in dropping references to religious
vilification, and some members suggested that The
Nationals were saying it is okay to vilify someone on
religious grounds. Let me say very clearly that nothing
could be further from the truth. Had those members
listened to the comments made during my contribution
to the second-reading debate, they would have heard
me say that I abhor vilification in all of its forms. The
point of difference I have is how we best respond to
that and whether legislation is the right, most
appropriate and most effective way of dealing with
religious vilification. For some of the arguments I
outlined we have come to the view that it is not.
I also made the comment that our views are shared by
other legislatures in Australia and around the world,
and for the purposes of presenting that view again I
want to quickly run through what sort of legislation
other states of Australia have in respect of these
matters.
New South Wales prohibits vilification on the grounds
of race, transgender, homosexual and HIV/AIDS status
in its Antidiscrimination Act 1977. I pointed that out in
my contribution to the second-reading debate and
quoted the former New South Wales Premier, Bob
Carr, who felt that it was not appropriate to include
religious vilification in legislation. Queensland
prohibits vilification on the grounds of race and religion
in its Antidiscrimination Act 1991. The Australian
Capital Territory prohibits vilification on the grounds of
race only in its Discrimination Act 1991.
Tasmania prohibits the incitement of hatred on the
grounds of race, disability, sexual orientation, lawful
sexual activity, religious belief or affiliation in its
Antidiscrimination Act 1998. South Australia provides
for the criminal offence of racial vilification only in its
Racial Vilification Act 1996. Western Australia
provides criminal offences for vilification on the
grounds of race under its Criminal Code Amendment
(Racist Harassment and Incitement to Racial Hatred)
Act 1990.
The federal government has a prohibition of racial
hatred under its Racial Discrimination Act 1975.
Victoria is one of only three legislatures that have an
act of Parliament that prohibits vilification on the
grounds of religion. In respect of arguments that it is
nonsensical to have an act which prohibits vilification
on the basis of race but not on the basis of religion, I
note that is not a view shared by all state legislatures:
only three of the seven states — Victoria, Tasmania and
Queensland — prohibit vilification on both grounds.
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People have suggested that this amendment is simply
saying that it is all right to engage in religious
vilification, but, as I said, that could not be any further
from the truth. What we are talking about here is
exactly what we believe to be the best way to deal with
religious vilification. As I said in my contribution to the
second-reading debate, legislating does not necessarily
promote tolerance. I made the comment — but I think I
need to repeat it — that tolerance is all about an
expression of goodwill and patience. The word
‘patience’ is used extensively in the dictionary
definition of vilification.
I have said quite clearly that it is the view of The
Nationals that you cannot mandate goodwill. Indeed,
trying to is more likely to be counterproductive — if
you tell somebody they cannot do something, an
intolerant person is more likely to do the opposite and
do what you say they cannot do. That is why we say
legislation is an ineffective tool to deal with religious
vilification.
The Honourable Helen Buckingham disagreed with my
point of view, and that is great because we have open
debate here. She said laws alone cannot secure freedom
of rights, and they cannot. I agree entirely with that.
Laws in themselves, like the ones we have before us, do
not guarantee that people will not vilify others on the
grounds of race. I appreciate the comments made by the
Honourable Andrew Olexander in respect of the issues
in the Catch the Fire Ministries case. He quoted why
that case proceeded. Whether you agree or not, and I
am not going to get into the argument of whether it was
right or wrong — it is not necessary for me to say at
this point in time — one thing that has been guaranteed
by that case is that what was said has now been
repeated 100 times over simply because we have this
legislation. I do not believe having what was said in
that case repeated over and over has created greater
harmony and tolerance. That is why we say legislation
is not an appropriate tool to deal with what we all want
to see in our society — that is, greater levels of
harmony and tolerance.
It is not because we are saying it is all right to engage in
religious vilification. We are not saying that and we
would never, ever suggest anything of that ilk. The
important thing is how we deal with it, and we do not
believe legislation is the appropriate instrument in this
case to try to create greater levels of harmony and
tolerance. We believe it is counterproductive, as we
said in 2001 and as we say again today.
I put forward amendment 1 standing in my name as a
test for the other amendments and urge all members of
the chamber to support what I think are sensible
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amendments, supported by four of the seven
legislatures throughout Australia and supported by the
many tens of thousands of Victorians who
demonstrated their support for this by putting their
names to petitions tabled in this house and the other
place.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — The
essence of Mr Hall’s amendments is to take the issue of
religious vilification out of the bill. Without going into
any great argument on it, the government does not
accept the amendments, primarily because the purpose
of the original legislation was to deal with both racial
and religious vilification. Just to use an example, my
mother, who is one of Mr Hall’s constituents, is a
Dutch Catholic. If these amendments succeed, you
could vilify her on the basis on her ethnicity — the fact
that she is Dutch — but you could not vilify her on the
basis on her Catholicism. Some of it is splitting hairs,
but the government’s view is that we have amendments
here for a specific purpose: to improve the existing
legislation. Mr Hall’s amendments would effectively
overturn a key part of that legislation. For those reasons
the government will not support Mr Hall’s
amendments.
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I question
the logic of what the minister has just said if the intent
of the original legislation was to create tolerance and
harmony, particularly in the religious community. If the
government was really listening — I think the key point
is whether the government is listening or is just
hell-bent on doing what it wants to do — you could not
get a clearer expression of view than the Christian
Leaders statement. It says:
However it is clear from the operation of the act that it has
caused much more division and enmity between religions
than harmony …

Here you have the leaders of the Christian community
saying this has not worked, that it has caused more
enmity than harmony and that it will continue to do so.
I simply ask the minister: is the government listening,
or is it just hell-bent on doing what it wants to do?
Surely it should pause for a moment, listen to this
community and think whether there is a better way
rather than just bulldozing its way through. I urge the
minister to listen. It could not get a more succinct
statement from the leaders of the Christian community
saying that this is not working.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — It is
Mr Hall’s amendment so I will speak only very briefly,
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I guess at the invitation of Mr Strong. Mr Hall’s
amendment seeks to change the status quo — that is,
the legislation which was passed by this Parliament to
deal with both religious and racial vilification after a
long community debate. The consultation was initiated
by the Premier and the minister in the other place
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs,
Mr Pandazopoulos, and over time there has been
extensive consultation.
I know in my case, and certainly in the case of my
colleagues, it is not that government members have not
been listening. It is not that government members have
not been speaking or having a courteous and respectful
discussion with the faith communities on these
issues — the Premier has led the way on this. There is a
particular issue before the house. The government has
proposed amendments to improve the purposes and
intent of the original act and to iron out some areas that
have been drawn to its attention where that act can be
improved.
In response to Mr Strong, the government has been out
there, it has been listening and it has had ongoing
dialogue. It is proposing some amendments which
improve the act without in any way undermining its
original purposes. For the reasons I outlined in my
response to Mr Hall, the government will not be
supporting Mr Hall’s amendment.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I am disappointed
that the government is not prepared to accept the
amendments. However, I accept that. I have heard from
every government member who has spoken that they do
not accept them, that they have a different view of
things. I am disappointed in that regard but I am not
going to pursue that argument further except on one
point, and I would like a response from the minister on
it. Many of the members who have participated in the
debate have accused The Nationals of saying that it is
all right to engage in religious vilification. I went to
some lengths to try to correct the record in my
contribution to the committee debate before we broke
for dinner.
It does not sit comfortably with us to have people
suggest that we are doing that. I have tried to explain
very carefully that what we are trying to do with this
amendment and the arguments we have put forward is
seek a better way to respond to that. I now want to hear
from the minister whether he accepts that members of
The Nationals are not suggesting that it is all right to
engage in religious vilification. I want some
clarification of the government’s view on our attitude in
respect of this matter: that we are seeking to address
rather than to promote religious vilification.
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Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I am
trying to be respectful of the processes of the house, but
what Mr Hall seeks is for the government to respond to
why it is not supporting The Nationals’ amendments.
When government legislation comes here, in the
committee stage — —
Hon. B. W. Bishop interjected.
Mr LENDERS — I take up Mr Bishop’s
interjection. I have twice responded to why the
government does not support Mr Hall’s amendments. I
think I have respectfully responded to him. There has
been a debate in which members on this side of the
house — on all sides of the house — have had a
detailed discussion. I am not sure what can be clearer
than why the government does not support the
amendments. I have not in any way reflected on the
intentions of The Nationals or the motivation of
individual members of The Nationals in this place. I
have made a measured comment on it. The government
has a firm view. We can all state whatever we like
about how we oppose intolerance — I am not accusing
anyone in this place of being intolerant — but from the
government’s perspective I guess the foundation behind
our actions is that we have legislation in place to
address intolerance and discrimination. We have a view
that by removing that we would be removing an
important plank that protects our community in these
areas.
From the government’s perspective we are not
supporting The Nationals’ amendments because we
believe our original legislation and its purposes are
correct. We think the areas that can be improved are
being improved by the amendments. I think that is as
clear as we can be. We put our actions behind our
words. We believe we need to do this, and we will not
support the amendments because we think it would be a
bad move and a bad signal to give. Taking away the
sanctions against religious vilification could be read in
the community as a statement that the Parliament of
Victoria supports religious vilification. For all those
reasons the government does not support Mr Hall’s
amendment and respectfully I suggest it is the
obligation of The Nationals to convince the house and
the community why the amendment should be
supported, not the obligation of the government to for a
fourth or fifth time say why it cannot support the
amendment.
The CHAIR — Order! Mr Hall’s amendment 1 is a
test for his amendments 2 to 8.
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Committee divided on omission (members in favour
vote no):
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Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — Thank
you, Chair, for so brilliantly restoring order in the
chamber. I move:

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

Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Viney, Mr

Noes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 3 to 8 agreed to.
Clause 9

Clause 9, line 8, after “conveying” insert “, defending”.

Perhaps it is worth briefly explaining what such a fairly
cryptic amendment is all about. If we look at the
original act, sections 7 and 8 provide that racial
vilification and religious vilification are unlawful. They
set out the various conditions for unlawful vilification.
Section 11 of the principal act — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIR — Order! I am having trouble hearing
Mr Strong. If members wish to have conversations, I
ask them to please have them outside. Otherwise I ask
that we all give some attention to Mr Strong. If I am
having trouble hearing, the minister must be having
trouble as well.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — I must admit it is nice that
other people are causing the problem after dinner! I was
explaining that section 8 of the original act defines
‘religious vilification’ and makes it unlawful.
Section 11 of the original act creates a series of
exceptions. The one under section 11(b) essentially
creates an exemption if a person’s conduct is engaged
in reasonable and good faith and:

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIR — Order! Before Mr Strong moves his
amendment, I point out that it is very difficult to hear
members speaking when there is a lot of constant noise
coming from both sides of the chamber.
Ms Hadden interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! I am talking generally,
Ms Hadden.
Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIR — Order! I remind Ms Hadden that I
have been sitting in this place a lot longer than she has,
and that for the last 20 minutes interjections have been
coming from both sides. I am suggesting to everyone
that it would be very helpful to the Chair, Hansard and
whoever is speaking if those who want to have
conversations have them outside.
Ms Hadden interjected.
The CHAIR — Order! Ms Hadden! The committee
is waiting to resume. Mr Strong will speak to his
amendment.

(b) in the course of any statement, publication, discussion or
debate made or held, or any other conduct engaged in,
for —
(i)

any genuine academic, artistic, religious or
scientific purpose;

Essentially what it is saying is that there is an exception
to conduct being unlawful if it is engaged in a genuine
religious purpose carried out in good faith. The bill
elucidates what ‘religious’ means. In other words, it
amends that exception condition — that is, there is an
exception to conduct being vilification if you are
engaged in religious purposes. Clause 9 of the bill
further elaborates what ‘religious’ is, to make it quite
clear. It says:
(2) For the purposes of sub-section (1)(b)(i), a religious
purpose includes, but is not limited to, conveying or
teaching a religion or proselytising.

I prefer to use the term ‘fairly aggressive missionary
zeal’.
Hon. A. P. Olexander interjected.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — Preaching and missionary
zeal. It further defines what ‘religious purposes’ are.
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The amendment of the Liberal Party is quite simple.
When I look at the bill I am not quite sure what
‘conveying’ means in terms of a legitimate religious
purpose. We all know what teaching is — teaching a
religion is a legitimate purpose. We all know what
‘preaching’ is and what ‘carrying out missionary
endeavours’ means.
To make the legislation quite clear we are suggesting
we also include ‘defending’. ‘Defending’ should be
included with ‘teaching’ and ‘preaching’ as legitimate
religious purposes. The exemption should apply when
somebody is teaching religion, when somebody is
preaching as a missionary and when somebody is
defending their faith. It is a very simple amendment,
but we believe it will make it quite clear what a
religious purpose is. As this is a key part of the bill,
defining what a ‘religious purpose’ is better will
overcome what has been a problem with that fairly
vague term in section 11(b)(i) of the original act.
I urge the house to support this very simple
amendment. The amendment has the support of many
religious groups as it makes it quite clear what their
position is. I say to the minister that it does not in any
way detract from what the bill is trying to achieve. In
no way does it reduce the effect of the amendments —
in other words, the arguments that the minister put
forward for rejecting The Nationals’ amendments do
not apply in this case. It is really a small amendment
that seeks to make the legislation even clearer. The
amendment aligns perfectly with what the government
is trying to achieve, and I urge the minister in good
faith to seriously consider its acceptance.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I indicate that
The Nationals are more than happy to support this
amendment. Mr Strong did a good job in trying to
explain the concept, given that it can be convoluted.
Simply my interpretation is this: this bill is all about
freedom of speech and freedom to be able to debate a
whole range of topics, including religion. With such a
debate you need to be proactive, and at times you need
to be reactive as well. Being proactive means going out
and talking positively about a position, putting forward
all its strengths and the positive arguments for it. But at
times you have to defend your position — that is, you
have to rebut arguments that are thrown up against you
in the course of debate.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — No, in freedom of speech.
You talk, as I said, proactively and reactively. Under
my interpretation, inserting the word ‘defending’ allows
somebody to respond to matters put to them by others.
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It is a sensible amendment, and The Nationals are
prepared to support it.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I agree
with Mr Strong to the extent that this is not a complete
reversal, which the adoption of The Nationals’
amendment would have been. However, there are two
reasons why the government will not support the
amendment, the material one being that the
documentation has been out in the community and faith
leaders have been consulted as to how we could
improve the act. To my knowledge — and I am happy
to stand corrected — nowhere in any of the discussions
have the faith leaders sought the insertion of this term.
In fact it is something quite late to the debate. As I
understand it, it was a Liberal Party amendment
circulated in the Legislative Assembly that was never
pursued to a division or a vote — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Only because you took it to
the guillotine on the Thursday night — don’t try to
pretend it was something else!
Mr LENDERS — I take on board what
Mr Forwood says. I am explaining it as I understand it.
Going back to my key point, we are talking here of the
discussions with faith leaders. The insertion of the word
‘proselytising’ was requested as something the faith
leaders felt strongly about. The government has taken it
on board and included it in its amendments, which were
adopted by the Legislative Assembly.
In all these areas we want to add confidence, certainty
and a range of things, and I accept we should make our
best endeavours to do that. You can run an argument
that this is negative and the others are positive; and, as
Mr Hall says, we should put as many weapons in the
armoury as we can — or add shields or whatever to
this.
However, to my knowledge faith communities have not
sought to have the word ‘defending’ included. With the
best endeavours and best will of the Liberal Party to
improve and extend the legislation, and with no
disrespect to members opposite, we have primarily
been consulting with the faith communities that feel the
strongest about this. The prime purpose was to include
the last word in the subclause — that is,
‘proselytising’ — which is what we were requested to
include.
These are all positive, not negative, attributes. The
consultation primarily brought forward one word; to
my knowledge the word ‘defending’ has not been on
the agenda anywhere other than with the parliamentary
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Liberal Party. For those reasons the government will
not support Mr Strong’s amendment.
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I thank the
minister for his response. I say to the minister: this is
not an amendment that we just dragged out of thin air;
this is an amendment that was put to us by many faith
leaders. I accept what the minister says — that perhaps
because this came late onto the scene it was not put to
the government. I ask the minister for an assurance that
if faith leaders come to the government and ask it to
include the word ‘defending’ in that particular clause,
the government would be prepared to consider that as a
further amendment.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — The one
thing I can assure Mr Strong and the committee of is
that the reason the government has come up with these
amendments to the legislation is that we have been
discussing with faith leaders specifically, and with the
community in general terms, how this act is working.
Through the second-reading debate we have heard a
long discussion about how many times complaints have
been made and where they have gone in the legislative
process — we have all heard of Justice Morris’s
judgment and all the things that are in here — but this is
a measured response to where the community comes
from regarding legislation that is now four or five years
old.
In reflecting on Mr Hall’s previous amendments, there
is an effort in a sense to almost relitigate the original
legislation — that is, to delete a core section. That is a
legitimate part of the parliamentary process; that is not
a criticism. However, my main point is that the Premier
and the Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural
Affairs, Mr Pandazopoulos, in the other place have
always had their doors open to ongoing discussion.
There is not to my knowledge a formalised review of
this, because these amendments to improve the act are
still before the Parliament, but the government’s door is
always open to faith leaders coming forward to say how
we can improve our legislation. Our goal is to put in
place whatever we can to stamp out or stop religious
and racial vilification.
The Premier’s door and the minister’s door are always
open to those communities, as it has been — and this
bill is evidence that the government does respond. But
we are not about to gut our act — and this is strong
language, because it is a single word Mr Strong and the
government disagree on. Without giving any
commitment to a specific referral of the legislation back
to government, all I can say is: judge us by our actions.
We have here an amending bill that maintains the basic
principles of the principal act. We look to amend it
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when there is good cause — when there is a question in
the community as to whether the basic principles are
working.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I am
very tempted to ask the minister how the addition of the
word ‘ defending’ would gut the act; however, let me
phrase it a different way: does the minister believe that
the word ‘proselytising’ includes ‘defending’?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have just
closed the Macquarie Dictionary. I did check the word,
and I do not recall seeing the word ‘defending’ in there,
but I am happy to check it again.
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I thank the
minister for his response. Our amendment is in no way
an attempt to gut the act; it is an attempt to reflect the
views that have been legitimately put to us by various
faith leaders. I read his response — be it a little fuzzy
around the edges — as saying that if faith leaders were
to come back to the government with this proposed
amendment to make it quite clear what ‘religious
purposes’ means, the government would actively listen
to them. Obviously the effectiveness of the act will be
very much dependent on the definition of ‘religious
purposes’ and how the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal and the courts interpret that.
It is very necessary, and the faith leaders that we have
had discussions with understand it is very necessary, to
get that definition right. I would be happy to report back
to them that the minister has indicated a willingness to
have an open door approach and, if they believe it is
still necessary, to have them approach him directly.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I want to
say three things very briefly. Firstly, I will make my
words absolutely clear: the government always has an
open door, and Mr Strong should not read into that a
particular meaning of that word other than the general
open door that the government has with the faith
communities. Secondly, regarding the definition of
what is a faith leader, I was for many years on the
finance committee of St Paul Apostle Catholic parish in
Endeavour Hills but I do not regard myself as a faith
community leader, despite having held a position in that
church.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — I am just making it clear. A lot of
people claim to be faith leaders, and I am not one of
them, although I did hold an official church position.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr LENDERS — Thirdly, for the benefit of
Mr Forwood, the Macquarie Dictionary, third edition,
at page 1713, defines ‘proselyte’ as:
one who has come over or changed from one opinion,
religious belief, sect, or the like to another; a convert.

I will disappoint Mr Forwood by saying that the word
‘defending’ is not mentioned in the Macquarie
Dictionary, third edition. I thought I should put that on
the record.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Drum, Mr

Forwood, Mr
Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr
Koch, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr
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The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and that the bill do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 35
Argondizzo, Ms
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Mrs
Carbines, Ms
Coote, Mrs
Darveniza, Ms
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Eren, Mr
Forwood, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McQuilten, Mr

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

Noes, 8

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

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

Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr

Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Drum, Mr
Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr

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

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 10 to 12 agreed to.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
(GROWTH AREAS AUTHORITY) BILL

Reported to house without amendment.
Introduction and first reading
Report adopted.
Received from Assembly.
Third reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank all members of the house for their
contributions to a wide-ranging debate, one that many
members felt very passionate about and one in which
there was a lot of community interest. I thank the house
for its consideration.

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

ADJOURNMENT
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.
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Coroner: mortuary identification procedures
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
raise a most serious and disturbing issue for the
Attorney-General in the other place to investigate. Last
week I interviewed the still-grieving parents of an
18-year-old lad who was killed in a car accident on
13 July last year. A fellow passenger and friend was
also killed in the accident. The parents have requested
anonymity. I will pass a copy of all correspondence and
relevant documents to the minister at the table.
Twelve hours after the accident the father was informed
of the tragedy by local police and was asked to attend
the State Coroner’s Office of Victoria for an
identification procedure on a body which I will call
body numbered ‘A’. Upon arriving at the office, and
after naming his son and reason for attendance, my
constituent was informed by staff that ‘A’ was the
incorrect identification number and that the correct
number was in fact ‘B’. My constituent also completed
and signed a form directing that there not be an
autopsy. He was then directed to a viewing window and
observed a deceased body behind the windows, some
metres away. He remained there for approximately
10 minutes.
I am advised by the father, who was accompanied by a
family friend, that he was not interviewed by any staff
member after the viewing at the coroners office, nor
was his family offered counselling services. I am
further advised that my constituent had some doubts as
to whether the body was in fact his son, but in his
traumatised, grief-stricken state it did not enter his
thoughts that the coroner could be wrong.
Papers from the coroners office indicate two different
case numbers for the body. On the day after
identification, my constituent was informed that his son
had in fact undergone an autopsy against the wishes of
the family, despite the fact that the coroners office had
communicated that an autopsy would not be carried
out — a further indication of misidentification. Five
days later, at the funeral, a family friend commented
that the body in the coffin was not the correct one; it
was the body of the friend who was killed in the same
accident and whose funeral was to take place the
following day.
Something is terribly wrong at the coroners office, and
the Attorney-General needs to find out what it is. This
is Victoria’s version of the Private Kovco case. The
Victorian community needs assurances that the body
identification procedures are faultless. I request that the
Attorney-General conduct an open, independent inquiry
into the entire process of body identification so that the
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situation which I have alluded to does not occur again.
More specifically, I request that he investigate to the
satisfaction of the grieving family the breakdown of
procedures which occurred in this instance and that he
meet with the parents concerned in this case.
I think it would also be admirable if the
Attorney-General could organise that counselling and
other support services from the coroners office be
offered to the family to assist them to overcome this
ludicrous situation.

Rail: Horsham station
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Transport in
another place and relates to the disgraceful condition of
the Horsham railway station. The Horsham Rural City
Council has expressed to me its deep concern about the
current state of facilities at the station. These facilities
are failing to keep pace with the requirements of the
Overland service between Melbourne and Adelaide,
which received a $2.6 million upgrade earlier this year.
However, no assistance to upgrade the station was
provided in that funding.
There is no ticket office, no city map, no toilet, no
telephone to call a taxi and nowhere for passengers to
wait in comfort on cold winter days. The lack of these
basic amenities is compounded by the deplorable state
of the cracked and broken platform which poses a
serious risk to the passengers, who could trip and fall
onto the railway tracks. Horsham prides itself as a tidy
town and a gateway to the Grampians and the
Wimmera, but visitors and tourists coming to Horsham
by train are welcomed with a substandard, unsafe,
poorly lit and poorly maintained station that certainly
does not encourage rail passengers to stop at Horsham.
While the government is prepared to spend $1 billion
on the former Spencer Street station it is neglecting the
urgent need to upgrade important country stations such
as Horsham’s. This matter has been brought to the
minister’s attention on several occasions and still rail
passengers are deprived of basic facilities and forced to
use a platform that is substandard and dangerous.
Country Victorians are not unfamiliar with making
sacrifices for the betterment of the community, but
when basic expectations of rail passengers are not met,
the community suffers. Rail passengers who stop at
Horsham are greeted with an impression that Horsham
does not welcome rail visitors, which is far from the
truth. Surely rail passengers are entitled to expect a
reasonable level of amenity and personal safety.
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It is vitally important that, to make the most f a reliable
rail service, timetables are scheduled to meet the needs
of passengers. Currently the Overland service takes up
to 2 hours to get from Melbourne to Geelong. This
unfortunately sees a good service underutilised. Surely
a more consistent and user-friendly timetable could be
implemented.
Since the Overland train service is now a daily service,
it is paramount that the minister addresses the serious
shortfalls in maintenance of the Horsham station. My
request is that the minister commit to upgrading the
Horsham railway station so that it meets a better level
of amenity, providing adequate public user safety.

Volunteers: strategy funding
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I raise an issue
for the Minister for Victorian Communities in the other
place. It concerns the Bracks government’s $21 million
volunteering and community enterprise strategy
announcement approximately two years ago. According
to the budget papers only a tiny amount of this money
has been allocated. It is disappointing to see that the
community strengthening outputs were slashed from
$22.7 million in 2005–06 to a target of only
$12.3 million for 2006–07. I am reliably informed that
very little is happening on this initiative, which is
supposed to recognise the vital role that community
groups and local government play in encouraging and
supporting volunteering in Victoria.
There would be absolutely no doubt that community
groups and their volunteers would welcome with open
arms any funding that has been set aside for this very
worthwhile initiative. One of the regular complaints
that has come to my attention is that when
recommendations for funding are sent to the
department they are forwarded to former Labor Premier
Joan Kirner for final approval. Why is that so?
The action I seek from the minister is to check with the
executive director for community strengthening and
volunteering to find out what is really going on in these
portfolio responsibilities. Local government volunteer
organisations have been working hard shaping
initiatives to help their local communities access some
of this money. It is not good enough for the Department
for Victorian Communities to be requiring an enormous
amount of paperwork from groups applying for a grant
and for those groups then to find that they are not on the
final list when there seems to be ample money available
that is not being expended.
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Numurkah Occupational and Vocational Adult
Service: board
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I wish to
raise an adjournment matter for the Minister for
Community Services in the other place regarding the
Numurkah Occupational and Vocational Adult Service,
which is called NOVAS. On 19 April NOVAS received
a letter from the minister advising of her intention to
recommend the appointment of an administrator at
NOVAS. The letter reads:
I am writing to advise you that I have considered the findings
of an independent report conducted by Heather Michaels and
Associates in late 2005.
The regional director, Hume region, commissioned this report
to investigate allegations made to the Victorian Advocacy
League for Individuals with Disability Inc. (VALID) about
the behaviour of board members at NOVAS.

The letter further states:
Having considered the findings of the report and
recommendation of the regional director, Hume region, I am
of the opinion that NOVAS has been inefficiently and
incompetently managed. As a result, I intend to recommend
to the Governor in Council that an administrator be appointed
to take over the functions of NOVAS under the service
agreement with the Department of Human Services.

The letter goes on to outline the grounds for the
minister making that recommendation and advises the
board that it has only 14 days in which to object in
writing to the minister’s recommendation. I have
several concerns with the way the report was initiated
and the way NOVAS was advised of the minister’s
intention to appoint an administrator.
Firstly, prior to the report being conducted into
NOVAS, I had only ever heard parents and staff speak
extremely highly of the quality of service provided by
it. I have only ever once heard a complaint against
NOVAS. That was after this report was initiated very
late in 2005. I had a visit from two carers and one staff
member, who raised some concerns with me regarding
one client at NOVAS. The parent of that particular
client is now a board member of VALID, the
organisation that has made the accusations against
NOVAS.
Secondly, despite lodging a freedom of information
application, the board and management of NOVAS
have been denied access to a full copy of the report on
which the minister has based her decision.
Thirdly, I am concerned that this is a witch-hunt
targeted particularly at a couple of members of the
board. To me the decision of the minister not to give
NOVAS access to a full copy of the report is
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completely unfair. The board’s ability to defend its
position is hindered when it does not have access to the
document that details the allegations against it.
Since parents and community members have become
aware of this situation there has been an enormous
groundswell of support for the board and management
of NOVAS. My office has received numerous phone
calls and many constituents have dropped in to register
both their support for NOVAS and their concern about
the minister’s actions. I ask the minister to reconsider
her intention to appoint an administrator and instead to
first appoint a mediator to work with the board to
address the issues raised and to try to resolve those
issues without the need to appoint an administrator.
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state to have an outreach worker who would be able to
communicate with the families and carer groups and
help pass on that information and up-to-date methods to
the sufferers and their carers.
Parkinson’s is an incurable, debilitating disease that
strikes down people of all ages. While it is common in
elderly people and is sometimes thought of as a disease
of the elderly, it is not linked to age. The government
should be striving to support sufferers of Parkinson’s
disease as much as possible and hopefully keep those
people in the work force as long as possible. I call on
the minister again to review the funding that is currently
available to Parkinson’s Victoria with the view of
increasing it to enable the support services all sufferers
deserve.

Parkinson’s Victoria: funding
Road safety: eyesight tests
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — My
adjournment matter this evening for the Minister for
Community Services in the other place concerns
support for Parkinson’s Victoria. Last week I was
invited to attend the 20th anniversary of the Bendigo
Parkinson’s Carers Group. I was pleased to share the
carers’ stories of care and support for many of the
Parkinson’s sufferers in the Bendigo region. The
Parkinson’s support group oversees a support network
for 20 000 Victorians who have contracted that
debilitating and incurable disease. Its chief executive
officer, Glenn Mahoney, does a wonderful job, as do
two outreach workers who effectively are constantly on
the road attending carers meetings of the 40-odd carer
support groups around Victoria.
Parkinson’s Victoria receives a paltry $9 per head. The
peak organisation is attempting to service over
20 000 Victorians with an incurable disease but
receives less than $180 000. The ability of Parkinson’s
Victoria to deliver the latest information on the disease
is effectively left to the skeleton staff of three.
Techniques for the treatment of Parkinson’s developed
overseas, findings from conferences held around the
world and advancements made by leading
neuroscientists are not reaching Victoria’s sufferers.
There is much information to be collated from
specialists around the world that could be passed on to
sufferers and their carers here in Victoria, but that work
is being hamstrung because the peak body is
inadequately funded.
I call on the minister to look at the funding schemes for
Parkinson’s disease and at ways to fund Parkinson’s
Victoria to a level that would enable it to have an
outreach worker for each regional area associated with
government services right across Victoria. It would not
be unreasonable for each government region across the

Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — My adjournment
question tonight is for the Minister for Transport in the
other place. The issue is pertinent to road safety and
follows on from the various amendments to the Road
Safety Act that have been made in recent times
regarding driving whilst under the influence of either
alcohol or drugs or both.
We know from the various statistics that have been spoken
about in this place that as the technology for detecting
drugs such as methylenedioxymethamphetamine, or
ecstasy, and delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol, or THC, in the
blood of drivers has improved, random tests have detected
four times the number of people using drugs while driving
as were detected for drink-driving. For every 100 riders or
drivers detected for alcohol content, 46 riders or drivers
have tested positive for drugs. This imposes a high cost on
the community and is of course a high risk for other road
users and pedestrian users of roads and footpaths
respectively.
The fatal V/Locity train crash on the Ercildoun Road,
Trawalla, level crossing on 28 April last was tragic in
the extreme, but could have been avoided with
appropriate safety upgrades including the provision of
boom gates, flashing warning lights and bells. Detective
Senior Constable Barry Hills from the transit crime
investigation unit in Melbourne is quoted in the Ballarat
Courier as saying:
It was a combination of vision, time and distance and having
the train was useful for the purpose of distance and time to the
prime mover.

That was on a reconstruction episode.
However, there is the equally important driving
capacity and road safety issue of eyesight — that is, can
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the driver actually see the road when they are behind
the wheel? All you need to pass to get your licence is a
6/12 eyesight test on a letter chart. In this state there is
no colour testing or visual field testing of learner permit
drivers, and there is no testing on the renewal of a
driver licence. VicRoads says the onus is on the driver
to meet the regulation provision requirement, but there
is no requirement for an eyesight test.
We know of the heavy campaigning, media
announcements and education programs run by the
Transport Accident Commission about road safety and
about not using your mobile phone while you are
driving because it takes your eyes off the road, but it
does not seem to matter if you cannot see the road
properly or at all. We get other important road safety
messages from the Transport Accident Commission
such as ‘If you drink and drive, you’re a bloody idiot’,
‘Do not take drugs while you are driving or behind the
wheel’, ‘Wipe off 5’, ‘Wear your seatbelts’ — as well
as, of course, ‘Do not use your mobile phone while
driving’. However, there is no eyesight testing.
The action I seek from the minister is that he promote
eyesight testing as a road safety issue and that the
Transport Accident Commission immediately
undertake education through advertising and its normal
education programs to ensure that everyone who holds
a licence has the onus and responsibility on them of
having an eyesight test.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Responses
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
The Honourable Andrew Brideson raised a matter for
the Attorney-General in the other place, requesting him
to conduct an investigation into a matter concerning the
State Coroner’s Office and the death of the son of a
constituent. I will refer that matter to the
Attorney-General.
The Honourable David Koch raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport in the other place
concerning Horsham railway station and public safety. I
will refer that matter to the minister.
The Honourable John Vogels raised a matter for the
Minister for Victorian Communities in the other house
concerning expenditure of community grant moneys by
the Department for Victorian Communities. I will refer
that matter to the minister.
The Honourable Wendy Lovell raised a matter for the
Minister for Community Services in the other place
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expressing concerns about the appointment of an
administrator to an organisation called NOVAS and
asking for alternative actions to be considered by the
minister. I will refer that matter to the minister.
The Honourable Damian Drum raised a matter for the
Minister for Community Services in the other place
concerning the very important work by Parkinson’s
Victoria, requesting the minister to consider an increase
in funding for that organisation. I will refer that request
to the minister.
Ms Hadden raised a matter for the Minister for
Transport in the other house, calling for eyesight testing
in the interests of road safety. I will refer that request to
the minister.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 9.09 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE
Airconditioning
The PRESIDENT — Order! I want to draw to the
attention of members of the house that there have been
all sorts of rumours and media reports about a member
of Parliament who it is suspected has legionnaire’s
disease. I advise members that the airconditioning
systems within Parliament House are run on electricity
and there are no cooling towers, so there is no issue.

PETITION
Liquor: Bendigo licence
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the Victorian government recognise that Happy
Jack’s store, Lockwood South, is located in the
tourist area of the central goldfields of Victoria and
should therefore be granted a liquor licence
(98 signatures).
Laid on table.

PAPERS
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with evidence to enable closure of cases back to 1960.
This resurrected interest in the disappearance of the
Liberal Prime Minister, Harold Holt, at Portsea in
December 1967, but the coroner’s initiative extended to
the lives of 82 families of suspected drowning victims
between 1960 and 1985. Obviously there were
suspected drownings from before 1960 and I intend to
touch on one of those.
On the morning of 5 November 1922 Arthur Jackson
and Reg Hill left Albert Park on the Lady Betty. A
significantly strong north-easterly sprang up, and the
next afternoon the men’s dinghy with their fishing gear
was found washed up at Brighton. Despite searches by
the police and the RAAF, the bodies of Jackson and
Hill were never found.
One of those men was my great-grandfather. Late last
year, unbeknownst to me, my mother’s cousin provided
the coroner with details from family archives, even
though the case was well outside the time frame. I am
pleased to say that the coroner investigated the death
without holding an inquest and found it:
… reasonable to conclude that Arthur Gordon Jackson
drowned when his dinghy was caught in changing weather
and capsized.

On behalf of the deceased’s living and future
descendants I extend my sincere gratitude to the state
coroner and his staff, especially Principal Registrar
Rick Roberts and Acting Senior Sergeant David
Dimsey, for what I understand was the professional
way in which the case was managed.

Prime Minister: Washington visit

Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on access to specialist medical
outpatient care, June 2006.
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management
Board — Report for the year ended 31 October 2005 (two
papers).
Ombudsman — Review of the Freedom of Information Act,
June 2006.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Coroner: inquiry initiative
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) —
Only since 1985 has the Coroner’s Act allowed
suspected deaths to be reported to the Victorian
coroner, even when no body has been found. In
November 2004 the state coroner gave families of
suspected drowning victims a chance to come forward

Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — Recently
we saw footage of the Prime Minister being feted in
Washington by the President of the United States. I am
sure the Prime Minister felt greatly honoured by the
attention which was lavished on him. However, when
you have so few friends as does the President, it is
obviously in your interest to cultivate the ones you
have.
Behind the pomp and ceremony, I wonder if anything
of real substance was achieved. For instance, did the
Prime Minister forcefully advocate for the repatriation
of David Hicks? I suspect not. Did the Prime Minister
enter into detailed discussions with the President on the
timing of the withdrawal of allied forces from Iraq?
Again I suspect not. Did the Prime Minister forcefully
argue the success of the Doha Round which is so
fundamental to the long-term viability of our
agricultural industries in Australia? Again I suspect not.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
1896

COUNCIL

Earlier this week the British Prime Minister, Tony
Blair, visited Washington with the intention of
discussing with the President the conduct of the war in
Iraq. Our Prime Minister will have no part in those
negotiations. That is the true value of our worth to the
President of the United States.

Member for Keilor: conduct
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Twenty years ago in May the then Minister for Health,
David White, sacked the St Albans community health
and resource centre. He did so 20 years ago after
considerable pressure from a former member of this
place, the Honourable Mark Birrell.
The president of the St Albans centre at that time was
that well-known Labor branch stacker, the member for
Keilor in the other place, George Seitz. The then
Minister for Health sacked the community health centre
of which George Seitz was the president. At the time
Mr Birrell said as reported in Hansard:
The failure of the Cain government to react decisively on the
St Albans issue is based entirely on its reluctance to pursue
the reprehensible abuses and wrongdoings of senior Labor
Party personalities.

Twenty years on, what is different? Nothing at all!
George Seitz is still continuing to undertake his
reprehensible abuses and wrongdoings.
Mr Smith — He is a good bloke.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you. Mr Smith
has put on the record that he is a good bloke. What we
know is that he had his hands up to his armpits in the
St Albans community health centre. He then moved on
to rorting the bingo games and the Star of Malta, and
then he moved on to the rorting of the house down at
Portarlington — and not one senior member of the
Labor Party will act against him.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood will sit
down!

Thursday, 1 June 2006

then went on to use his own words and made
allegations about someone being up to his armpits in
rorts. That is an allegation against a member of the
other place, and it is not appropriate. Those are the
remarks the member is asking Mr Forwood to
withdraw.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No way!
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — They are factual
statements.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not have a
problem with what Mr Forwood was quoting when he
was quoting from reports of 20 years ago. Then he
made allegations beyond that, which the member has
asked him to withdraw. I am asking Mr Forwood to
withdraw his comments.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — What particular words
do you wish me to withdraw, President?
Mr Smith — You know.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I do not.
Hon. Andrea Coote — On the point of order,
President, I been listening to this debate and a lot of
words have been spoken. I would also like to have it
clarified what the member is being asked to
withdraw — which words is the member being asked to
withdraw?
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — On the point of order,
President — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — You are making accusations
about a bloke — unsubstantiated. You do it up there
because you are too gutless to do it outside.

Hon. R. G. Mitchell — On a point of order,
President, I take offence at Mr Forwood’s words and
the implications he is making about Mr Seitz. I think he
should be asked to withdraw them.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — He did not sue the
Australian, did he? He did not sue the Age.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Which words? I would
be interested to know what you object to.

The PRESIDENT — Order! As I stated when I
asked the member to withdraw, it is the allegations the
member made against the member in the other place. I
think the words were to the effect of ‘up to his armpits
in rorts’. That is an allegation. As I understand it they
are the words the member took offence to and they are

The PRESIDENT — Order! The member is well
aware that members cannot use 90-second statements to
make allegations against another member. The member
referred to and quoted certain comments early on but he

Honourable members interjecting.
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the words I am asking Mr Forwood to withdraw so he
can continue with the 5 seconds remaining.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Okay, he was up to his
knees.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Forwood to
withdraw.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood is aware
of withdrawing without qualification.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Just withdraw, please, you
silly creodont.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Mitchell!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I absolutely object to
that.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Mitchell to
withdraw the comment he made to Mr Forwood.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — I withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood, for the
5 seconds remaining of his 90-second statement.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I look forward to
action from the Bracks government against the
snivelling grub.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
President, I did not really want to get involved in this
debate; however, I am a bit concerned about the
difference in standards between the federal Parliament
and the state Parliament. I wonder whether you,
President, could clarify whether the term ‘snivelling
grub’, as used by the honourable member opposite, is
appropriate; and if not, ask him to withdraw the
comment.
The PRESIDENT — Order! With respect to the
comments made by the member, they are unacceptable
if he is referring to a member of this place or the other
place, and I ask him to withdraw.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I certainly withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Forwood.
The member’s time has expired.
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Western Region Indigenous Art Show
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — In the spirit of
reconciliation an enthusiastic group in the western
suburbs has been working hard to encourage
indigenous artists in the area. Three key members of the
group are Colleen Marion, Trevor Sinclair and Ken
Matthews. For a third year they have organised the
Western Region Indigenous Art Show at the Incinerator
Arts Complex in the city of Moonee Valley.
The art exhibition is the culmination of the work they
do raising funds to purchase art materials and give art
lessons to indigenous prisoners in Port Phillip and
Dame Phyllis Frost prisons, supporting storytelling by
Aboriginal storytellers in schools, encouraging students
to reflect those stories in paintings and generally
encouraging indigenous artists in the region to develop
their creative talents.
I would like to congratulate Trevor Torrens and
Vivienne Huston, the award winners at the Premier’s
indigenous art award night last Friday at the Incinerator
Arts Complex as part of the Western Region
Indigenous Art Show, and alert members to the fact that
the exhibition is open until 18 June.

Murray Valley Highway, Rutherglen:
VicRoads report
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
express concern with the delay in presenting a
VicRoads study into the road system around Rutherglen
in north-eastern Victoria. There is a lot of concern with
heavy transport going through Main Street, Rutherglen,
which as its name implies is the principal commercial
hub of Rutherglen. It is a very narrow street. It is also
part of the Murray Valley Highway, and there is
increasing use of that highway by B-double transports,
particularly now there is a new bridge across the
Murray River at Wahgunyah and because of the Logic
development at Barnawartha North. There is a lot of
concern amongst locals and visitors that heavy transport
rumbling through this narrow street is a road hazard,
and it certainly is.
In the last 12 months or so at least two motorists parked
on the side of the street have had their driver’s doors
ripped off by transports passing along the street.
Fortunately, there have been no physical injuries, but
that is only a matter of time. The report by VicRoads
into this road network and the possibility of a bypass of
the road was due, I think, some 12 months ago. It is still
to come to light and understandably this is causing a lot
of concern among the citizens of Rutherglen. I urge the
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government and VicRoads to produce that report as a
matter of urgency.

MPs in Business program
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — On Friday, 5 May, I
had the pleasure of participating in the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry’s MPs
in Business program hosted by the Reservoir District
Secondary College and its principal, Mr Robin
Lockington. This program, which was first successfully
run in 2004 and in which I have previously participated,
allows members of Parliament to gain an improved
awareness of issues facing businesses and how they
interact with government. This year over 43 MPs from
both sides of politics were involved in the program.
Whilst in my previous legal career I interacted with
businesses daily, seeing the pressures and issues facing
our education sector first-hand was a welcome
opportunity.
While at Reservoir District Secondary College I had
discussions with Mr Lockington, non-teaching staff,
teachers, parents — including members of the school
council — and students. The discussions covered a
broad range of issues including the school budget,
curriculum, school governance and student welfare.
The college has a strong relationship with a diverse
multicultural community living in the area, with 45 per
cent of students living in homes where English is not
the first language and 41 different languages being
represented. One of the great strengths of this school is
its diversity. Parents and parent groups also have a great
deal of input and contact with the college, which has
forged a strong relationship between students, parents
and the college.
I had the honour of attending the college’s annual
International Day festivities, which is a cornerstone of
the college’s community links. I thank the principal,
Mr Lockington, and the students, staff and parents of
Reservoir District Secondary College for giving so
generously of their time. I thank them and the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry for an
informative and enjoyable day.

East Doncaster Secondary College: The
Boyfriend
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — On Friday,
5 May, I was pleased to attend the annual East
Doncaster Secondary College production. This year the
students delighted the audience with their production of
the classic musical The Boyfriend. With well over
200 participants in both on and off-stage roles the
production was the culmination of many hours of hard
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work and determination by an extremely dedicated and
talented team. The glittering presence of 75 performers
was a vision and sound spectacular. The orchestra was
absolutely magnificent. It was a most enjoyable
evening which showed the wonderful cooperation of
students, teachers and parents in this marvellous annual
event. A wonderful night was had by all.
Congratulations go to the East Doncaster Secondary
College for again entertaining the community with yet
another great event. The happiness and excitement of
the performance is a clear reflection of the great strides
and efforts of a fabulous school community in the heart
of Manningham.

Box Hill: town hall redevelopment
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — On
Wednesday, 10 May, I was delighted to attend the
announcement by the Minister for Victorian
Communities in the other place, who is also the Deputy
Premier, John Thwaites, of an allocation of $1 million
from the Community Support Fund for the
redevelopment of the Box Hill town hall into a fantastic
community centre and community hub. It is a
wonderful old building, and the new community centre
and gallery space that is to be located in it will enliven
and return it to being a community meeting point in
Box Hill. The central location and access to excellent
public transport will make it more accessible for the
building’s new tenants and their clients.
I congratulate Mayor Sharon Ellis, the councillors and
management and all the others at Whitehorse City
Council for both the extensive consultation and
planning work they have done in preparing for this
project and also for the $5.5 million they are spending
to see it built. In particular I would like to mention
Cr Robert Chong, the ward councillor and ex-mayor.
The redevelopment has been a long-held vision of his,
and it is a credit to his determination that this
development is going ahead.
I am also pleased that the number of excellent
community organisations that I am familiar with are
going to be moving to the new facility with superior
accommodation. In particular I would like to mention
the Box Hill University of the Third Age, the Louise
Multicultural Community Centre, the Box Hill
Historical Society, of which I am a member, and the
Eastern Community Legal Centre. They are all groups
with a wide catchment which will benefit from a central
and accessible location. This government has
contributed greatly already to Box Hill’s status as a
community hub, and the Box Hill town hall
redevelopment will be a jewel in the Whitehorse crown.
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Sandy Bay Probus Club
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Yesterday I had the
honour of hosting members of the Sandy Bay Probus
Club of Sandringham. Members who attended were
Wilma Jones, president, and her husband, John; Val
White, who organised the trip; Rose and Graeme
Jepsen; Maureen Jay; Betty Bazeley; Marie Andrews;
Ric and Valerie Layfield; Noel and Jean McLoughlin;
Lenore and Brenton Howard; Glenis Kirk; Denise
Porter; Joan and Kevin Pope; Jack Wilkinson; Justin
Gooderham; Lindsay and Guenn Norman.
The Sandy Bay Probus Club is a relatively new club
which meets monthly. I had the pleasure of attending
one of their meetings where the guest speaker was
former Governor-General, Peter Hollingsworth, who
gave a fascinating address. Probus clubs are
organisations for men and women who have retired
from their profession or business and want to maintain
a social network with others who have similar interests.
Probus clubs were first formed in Canada in the early
1920s, and now there are over 4000 clubs worldwide.
Probus clubs are not service clubs and are non-sectarian
and non-political. Members are largely active
volunteers in many other community organisations. I
congratulate the Sandy Bay Probus Club and wish it
every success.

RMIT University: interpreter scholarships
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
Last Wednesday evening I was delighted to attend with
the Minister assisting the Premier on Multicultural
Affairs in the other place, John Pandazopoulos, the
RMIT University presentation of interpreter
scholarships. Scholarships were presented to 16 RMIT
students who are studying languages from new and
emerging communities. Six scholarship recipients are
studying Dari and 10 recipients are studying Sudanese
Arabic.
The Department for Victorian Communities interpreter
scholarship project is part of the government’s language
services strategy, aimed at increasing the supply and
quality of interpreters in Victoria. In particular the
project aims to increase the number of accredited
interpreters in emerging languages. The scholarship
program has now been running for four years, and a
total of 90 students of 10 different languages have been
awarded scholarships under the program. I take this
opportunity to congratulate the Royal Melbourne
Institute of Technology students who are recipients of
the scholarships and wish them well for the future. We
need accredited interpreters in Victoria in a range of
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services, and I know these students will go on to
participate in a whole range of areas.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Youth Parole Board and Youth Residential
Board: report 2004–05
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
rise to talk about the failure of the Minister for
Community Services in the other place to submit the
Youth Parole Board and Youth Residential Board
annual report 2004–05 within the prescribed period and
the minister’s report on the reasons for that failure.
The way this house works is amazing: I have only
5 minutes to talk on one piece of paper, but it is a
significant document. It is an undated letter from the
minister to Mr Wayne Tunnecliffe, the Clerk of the
Legislative Council. I quote from the letter:
Attached are 20 copies of the Youth Parole and Residential
Boards annual report 2004–05. I am advised that the lateness
of the report is due to difficulties encountered in various
stages of preparation of the report.
I would appreciate if arrangements would be made for the
report to be tabled …

I have looked at the report, which is not the most
extensive document — in fact, it is 20 pages long. I am
making this statement in the house because the issue
goes to accountability and openness. The letter makes
no reference to what difficulties were encountered. For
the record, the letter has, at most, 3 centimetres of
writing. It is very brief in its description and gives no
information about why the requirements set out in the
legislation have not been complied with.
This is the hallmark of the government — it just does a
one-liner, a one-pager or produces one sentence. It does
not worry about being late; it does not worry about
compliance. I quote again from the letter:
I am advised that the lateness of the report is due to
difficulties encountered …

What were these difficulties? What action was taken?
Why was the report late? As I said, it is only a 20-page
document — it is not the most detailed report. It is a
comprehensive report, but a lot of reports are tabled in
the chamber within the due time.
It is fitting to look at an article in the recent autumn
2006 newsletter from the Auditor-General. I will not
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read from it, but it is headed ‘Timely reporting and
successful outcomes’. The Auditor-General talks about
ensuring that we have timely reporting and that the
outcomes are successful, but it seems that the Minister
for Community Services does not see timely reporting
as being important. Not only is it not important in the
minister’s view but we also have no explanation
whatsoever as to the sloppiness, or whatever it may
have been, that caused the delay in the production of
the report.
It is a sham to have a one-page document that does not
go to anything in depth. It is a sham because it
illustrates the way this government handles openness
and transparency — that is, it avoids any level of
criticism or scrutiny. I raise this in the chamber today to
give yet another example of the sloppiness and
incompetence that we see constantly from the
government. This is called a report, but for the record I
can tell members that it is just a piece of paper that does
absolutely nothing to show accountability and
responsibility. I say again that it is a waste and a
disgrace.

Melbourne University: report 2005
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — This
morning I would like to make a brief statement on the
University of Melbourne annual report for 2005. As we
all know, the University of Melbourne is one of
Australia’s premier educational institutions and is an
organisation of which we can all be proud. The Times
Higher Education Supplement, which I am sure
honourable members are aware is a UK publication,
ranked the university as no. 1 in Australia and no. 19 in
the world based on a survey of academics and other
criteria. Within various disciplines Melbourne
University was also ranked very highly, with arts and
humanities at no. 8, biomedicine at no. 10, social
sciences at no. 11, technology, which includes
engineering and information technology, at no. 18 and
science at no 32.
It is obviously very easy to criticise those rankings, but
I believe they have merit and indicate, even in very
general terms, the status of Melbourne University in the
global education environment. Education is one of the
world’s major service industries, and students
throughout the world have great freedom in choosing at
which university they wish to study. These international
rankings will, I am sure, have some place in their
decision-making processes.
A number of significant decisions were made by the
university in the year ending 2005, one of which was to
merge Melbourne University Private with the
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University of Melbourne. As universities now have
greater ability to attract full fee-paying students, the
purpose of Melbourne University Private became moot.
However the university also decided that the Victorian
College of the Arts would be amalgamated within the
university, becoming a separate faculty from 1 January
2007. I must point out that commonwealth funding now
represents only 37 per cent of the university’s total
income, forcing it to rely ever more on the growth of
fee revenue from students — and increasingly overseas
students. In its notes on fees and charges on page 130
the report states that fee-paying overseas students
contributed $185 million to consolidated revenue, up
from $156 million in 2004. In my view such reliance
poses some dangers for the long-term viability of any
national educational institution. The overseas market is
by nature very fickle, and should the international
market decide, for whatever reason, that Australia is no
longer the educational place to be, the effect on our
education institutions could be very dramatic.
I also point out that the difference between a higher
education contribution scheme student’s equivalent
national tertiary entrance rank (ENTER) score and a
full fee-paying student’s ENTER score is
approximately 5 ENTER points. The obvious
implication is that students who have wealthy parents
can secure a place at university at the expense of more
intelligent and gifted students whose parents are not as
wealthy. It has never been explained to me how in any
way this process could be described as fair or in any
way in the long-term interests of this country. However
the universities must play the hand they have been
dealt.
The presentation of the university’s annual report for
2005 makes interesting reading. Rather than going
through each of the various faculties and giving the
highlights of the programs within them, the report is
structured around issues such as quality people, quality
research, quality learning, international positioning,
serving wider communities, quality management,
quality infrastructure, resourcing quality, and
equipment and access. For each of these subjects there
is a series of goals and an indication of performance
against strategic and operational targets for 2005.
To give just one example, for quality learning the
goal — and no one could argue with this — is ‘to create
and maintain superb learning environments for
undergraduate and postgraduate students’. This goal has
been broken down into a number of targets. For
example, each faculty is to achieve student to staff
ratios that are equal to or an improvement on those of
2004 — and this objective was achieved in 2005.
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It is totally impossible in a 5-minute contribution to
give anywhere near the full flavour of the quality of
information that is produced in the report, so I conclude
by congratulating all members of the university on an
excellent 2005 and wishing it every success in the
following years.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2005–06
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I wish
to bring to the council’s notice the government’s
response to the recommendations of the Parliamentary
Accounts and Estimates Committee’s report on the
2005–06 budget estimates. Honourable members would
recollect that as part of the accountability process the
committee looks at the estimates each year. The report
takes about six months to do, and then we wait about
six months to get the response from the government.
Members will recollect, I am sure, that there were
156 recommendations in our report last year, and this
week we have received the response from the
government to that report. I am advised by the
committee secretariat that 84 per cent of the
156 recommendations have been accepted, accepted in
part or accepted in principle. However, I must say that
it is misleading to use that statistic, because if you read
what is said in the explanations, it often bears no
relationship to the recommendations. For example,
recommendation 150 states:
The Department of Treasury and Finance direct departments
to detail in the budget papers the key initiatives and programs
funded from the Community Support Fund.

The government response is shown as ‘Accept in
principle’, yet then — would you believe it? — it says:
The estimated impact of Community Support Fund (CSF)
expenditures is incorporated as part of the output cost
summary table for each department … The Department of
Treasury and Finance encourages departments to consider
providing footnotes … where appropriate …
The Department for Victorian Communities’ annual report
currently contains an appendix listing CSF funding approvals
made during the … year and provides details including the
name of the legal entity receiving CSF funding, the name of
the project and the grant amount.

It then states:
No further action will be taken on this recommendation.

What that does is entirely miss the point of the
recommendation that the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee made, which went to detailing
each year in the budget papers how the funds have been
expended on the projects. It is all very well to say, ‘The
CSF is going to give $X million dollars to this
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project’ — well, thank you! — but what we would like
to know is how much has gone in this year, how much
will go in next year and whether the project is on time. I
get concerned when I see these ‘Accept in principle’
responses, when I know that the level of detail required
in the information is just not going to be provided by
the government.
This is what worries me about this government. It has
now got to the stage where it is virtually prepared to say
that yes is no or that black is white. Its members will
use words to obfuscate their real meaning. If the
government wanted not to carry out a recommendation,
we would prefer it and be far happier if it just said, ‘We
are not going to do it’ rather than dressing up its
response. This goes to the point that I made this
morning about the budget papers. The Minister for
Finance claims in the third paragraph of his WorkCover
press release that the government is cutting
$680 million from WorkCover premiums over four
years. No, it is not. It is cutting $170 million in one
year. It then multiplies that by four and says it is a
$680 million cut. Then it adds that to other cuts and
says it is taking $1.4 billion off business expenses. It is
just not true.
This is my great complaint about the way this
government destroys the English language in its
attempts to fool people about what it is doing. I am
more grateful to the Speaker for showing that — —
Mr Lenders — Four times 170 equals 680.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I can do that in my
head! On page 7 of this document, the Speaker has
rejected our recommendation about carrying over
committee budgets. At least the Speaker says, ‘Reject’.
We know where we stand. It again proves that the
Speaker in the other place is a financial illiterate and
that she has no regard at all for the workings of the
committee system. The mealy-mouthed words, the
dreadful words, that the Speaker has used to justify this
dreadful decision as shown on page 7 of this
document — —
Ms Argondizzo — The member said he liked the
Speaker.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, I never did. I do
not like the Speaker at all!
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, while
I am very entertained by Mr Forwood’s speech, I do
take offence at him describing the member for
Essendon in the other place as ‘mealy-mouthed’.
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Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I said the words were
‘mealy-mouthed’.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have concerns,
again, about Mr Forwood reflecting on members — on
this occasion not only on the member for Essendon but
on her as the Speaker in the other place. I ask
Mr Forwood to be cognisant of the fact he should show
respect for members on both sides of the house and in
both chambers. As I have said on numerous occasions
in this place, members should not reflect on ministers,
members of Parliament or presiding officers, so I ask
Mr Forwood to be cognisant of that. The Leader of the
Government has taken offence, but he did not ask for a
withdrawal — or was the minister just putting it on the
record?
Mr Lenders — I was putting it on the record.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister was
putting it on the record, so I ask that Mr Forwood be
cognisant of that and show respect to others.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I will certainly do that.
I had no intention of reflecting on the Speaker, just on
her competence.

Box Hill Institute: report 2005
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I have
had a long association with Box Hill Institute, and I am
pleased to speak again on its annual report. As a careers
counsellor in Box Hill I used to take my students there
in the 1990s. That association continued during my role
as a councillor and mayor at the City of Whitehorse.
From its beginning, as a technical school for girls and
women in 1924, Box Hill Institute has evolved to
become a global learning provider. Box Hill Institute
has delivered successful training programs in several
Asian countries, South America, the South Pacific and
the Middle East.
Over 1.1 million student contact hours in
apprenticeship and traineeship training were delivered.
The institute delivered 7.3 million hours of training
overall, with a pleasing 5.2 per cent increase in
enrolments in the Victorian certificate of applied
learning, which is offered as an alternative to the
Victorian certificate of education. There was a 3 per
cent rise in apprenticeship and traineeship enrolments
and a 7 per cent increase in international students
to 1189. The institute’s international students hail from
over 60 countries and are welcomed with a detailed
support and pastoral care program, and a welcoming
festival which occurs at the start of each semester. A
number of years ago I attended one of those.
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In 2004 and 2005 the institute saw the first years of
delivery of the new degree courses in applied music and
computer systems, and the bachelor of biotechnology
and innovation had its first intake this year. In 2005,
89 students were enrolled in the new programs. As a
former careers counsellor I am pleased to note that Box
Hill Institute covers work experience in its on-campus
training businesses. These include placements at the
Salon on Elgar, the day spa, at a lighting and sound hire
unit, at Delightful Lunches and at Pets on Elgar.
In 2005 the Box Hill Institute retained its position as
Victoria’s no. 1 TAFE institute for the second year in a
row. Congratulations! It received the award of Large
Training Provider of the Year and was one of the three
finalists in the national training awards. Box Hill
Institute automotive student Amber Sarda was named
Victorian apprentice of the year at the state training
awards. Both of these achievements clearly point to the
role that Box Hill Institute plays as an education leader
in Victoria.
The new $19.5 million Elgar campus building was
opened in 2005 by the Minister for Education and
Training in the other place. It is a very attractive
building, comprising specialist training facilities for
animal sciences, biotechnology, business and
management. It has state-of-the-art staff and student
facilities, and — I know this because I visited it — the
Salon on Elgar, which is the hairdressing and beauty
training salon that I have already mentioned. There is
also Pets on Elgar, the veterinary clinic for the animal
sciences students; and the Cafe on Elgar, the canteen
with the Internet cafe, which are all open to the public.
The building is also home to two specialist centres,
funded by the Victorian government, which are
intended to boost industry. These are Bioskills, the
specialist centre in biotechnology training and the
specialist centre for small to medium enterprises. Box
Hill Institute’s corporate citizenship was also rewarded
with multiple awards from the Whitehorse Business
Group’s excellence in business awards.
I take this opportunity to thank the teaching and
operational staff of the Box Hill Institute, its council
members and its president, Associate Professor John
Rasa. I especially acknowledge the work of the chief
executive officer, John Maddock, and his deputy,
Darrell Cain, for their tireless dedication and leadership,
which has ensured the Box Hill Institute’s place as a top
provider of education in the Asia-Pacific region.
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Primary Industries: report 2004–05
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I wish to
make a statement on the most recent annual report of
the Department of Primary Industries. I particularly
want to turn to the matter of research by the department
into matters of interest to farmers and our environment.
I note that on page 1 the report states:
Victoria’s natural resources, and the primary industries that
depend on them, attract significant investment into Victoria.
DPI provides information on natural resource potential, helps
primary industries adopt new technologies and tackles
barriers that may hold back their progress.
DPI’s science helps primary industries be more productive —
to do more with less.
DPI employs around 1500 scientists and technicians … who
are at the leading edge of international developments in areas
such as biosecurity, biotechnology, environmental
technologies and changing on-ground practices.

That may be very good, but I want particularly to say
that I believe the department needs to do more in
researching the more natural elements that might assist
productivity and the protection of our environment and
make farmers more viable and more productive.
Last week I had the pleasure of attending at Euroa a
field day about dung beetles. That might be seen by
some to be fairly uninteresting. That was an assumption
I had made for some time until I attended a Landcare
conference in Seymour about 12 months ago where a
very interesting speaker gave a presentation about the
importance of dung beetles, so I was pleased to follow
it up on this occasion. It was a very well-attended field
day, with farmers from as far afield as Lucyvale in the
Upper Murray and Romsey on the outskirts of
Melbourne, which indicated the interest in this subject.
Dung beetle activity serves to increase soil fertility by
burying dung — that is, nutrients and organic matter —
in the plant root zone. It creates tunnels in the soil both
when burying dung and on the emergence of new
beetles. It increases soil aeration and water infiltration,
reduces pasture fouling, reduces water contamination
and algal blooms, and it certainly reduces bush fly
numbers — any of us who go on picnics in country
Victoria would welcome the reduction in bush fly
numbers — and it does that by the rapid burial of dung
pads, which removes the fly breeding habitat, and by
reducing the water content of the dung so that larval
incubation does not occur. It also reduces parasite
loads.
It seems to me that here is a natural element in our
environment. We have a number of dung beetles that
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are native to Australia, but the more productive dung
beetles come from Africa, particularly South Africa.
The species released at Euroa some five years ago is
known as the Bison dung beetle. It is a much larger
beetle than I had anticipated, and the thing that really
impressed me was that the activities of these beetles
were plain for all to see. They are winter-operating
beetles as against most that operate in the hot weather,
and one could easily see how these beetles were
processing the cattle dung, conveying it underground
and getting rid of it. In the process they were creating
soil aeration and enabling better ingress of water after
rainfall.
It seems to me that this is a project that is somewhat
underdone in the department. I am not aware of the
Department of Primary Industries undertaking any
research into the advantages that dung beetles might
have for farmers in the state, but I do commend the
Goulburn Broken Catchment Management Authority,
which is currently running a program from the upper to
the lower reaches of the Goulburn River to encourage
farmers to learn more about dung beetles. There are a
number of field trials, and the field day last week was
part of that process.
This is a very worthy initiative by the catchment
management authority and Landcare groups in that
area, and the department could well turn its mind to
how it might be more active in demonstrating to
farmers and others just how important dung beetles
could well be as a natural means of improving our
environment. This would ensure that we need to rely
less on the application of artificial fertilisers,
particularly as those fertilisers are rapidly becoming
more and more expensive and putting farmers under
more economic pressure. It seems to me that dung
beetles, because of their value in aerating and returning
nutrients to the soil, could in some instances and to a
degree replace fertiliser application. This is a good
project that needs more government support.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2005–06
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I rise to take note
of the government’s response to the recommendations
of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee on the
2005–06 budget estimates. It is six months since the
PAEC delivered its report on the 2005–06 budget
estimates, and in line with the responsibilities outlined
in protocols relating to committee reports the
government’s response has been tabled this week. As
Mr Forwood mentioned, the strike rate for positive
responses to the 156 recommendations is 84 per cent of
those recommendations having been accepted fully, in
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part or in principle. Some recommendations are under
further review and the rest have been rejected. But it is
important to note that for all the recommendations,
whatever the response of the government is to each of
them, there is attached to the government’s response a
description of what action has been taken to date in that
area, and there is another column to show what further
action will be taken in the future for those
recommendations that have been accepted fully, in part
or in principle.
The response that is outlined by the government is an
informative one, providing explanations and
clarifications. I note that Mr Forwood drew attention to
the government’s response to recommendation 150,
which was the committee’s recommendation that the
Department of Treasury and Finance direct departments
to detail in the budget papers the key initiatives and
programs funded from the Community Support Fund.
But in accepting in principle that particular
recommendation, when one reads the column headed
‘Action taken to date’, it is very clear that the DTF,
while not directing departments to highlight CSF
funding in their output costs tables, is encouraging
departments through footnotes to highlight the CSF
allocations for individual departments. What is also
very clear from that column is that DTF has made it
very clear where that information is currently available,
and that is in the one of the appendices of the
Department for Victorian Communities annual report.
This is the process that the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee is engaged in and is all about —
transparency and accountability. It is an iterative
process; it is related to examination of the outputs,
outcomes and performance indicators that are outlined
in the budget estimates papers. It is concerned with
continuous improvement in government performance.
It is about the committee asking questions, seeking
further information on behalf of the Parliament and
feeding the responses of government into the next
round of hearings on the 2006–07 estimates which will
begin next week, thereby influencing and helping to
improve the government’s next year of operations. The
Secretary of the Department of Treasury and Finance,
Ian Little, said this morning at the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee budget breakfast that PAEC
recommendations are taken seriously, and it is very
timely that this government response has been tabled in
the house this week because it will very much inform
PAEC’s preparations for the budget estimates hearings
next week.
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Museums Board of Victoria: report 2004–05
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have
pleasure in reporting today on the Museums Board of
Victoria annual report 2004–05. At the outset I would
like to congratulate Museum Victoria’s chief executive
officer, Dr Patrick Greene, OBE, and his staff. I am not
certain whether anyone in this chamber has been to the
museum recently, but it is exceedingly interesting.
Some of the work it does, the displays and exhibitions it
has, particularly the interactive displays, are absolutely
first rate. Visitors can see people of all ages and all
nationalities, tourists, visitors from the country and so
on at the museum, which is very pleasing. I know it has
a very healthy outreach program, which is terrific, to
make certain that the treasures we have in the museum
are available to all Victorians, even those who cannot
travel to Melbourne. These are taken out and shown at
appropriate places around the state.
I also commend the museum on the work it did at the
time of the Commonwealth Games. There were some
excellent and first-rate exhibitions there which
encapsulated the spirit of the Commonwealth Games
and added a great new dimension to the sporting
activities that were happening at the time.
The issue I wish to speak about today is the museum’s
web site development. I noted in this week’s budget
that the State Library of Victoria got $.25 million for
works on digitisation and other issues. As all members
in the chamber know, I am a huge advocate for the
library, I am thrilled to see that money going towards
the museum and that it is getting recognition. It is an
absolutely first-rate museum. However, I am never
satisfied. I want to see that sort of money going towards
the same type of web site development and funding for
the museum.
The museum has done a very good job, but I would
have to say that the web site is a huge resource for our
museum. One only has to do a Google search to see
what the British Museum and British Library have
done, and what information is readily available to
anybody in the world who cares to look at it. That is
huge advertising for the exhibitions we have here and
the excellent material that is housed within our
museums. This does not come cheaply; it comes at a
the huge cost, and it is important that the state
government put appropriate funding in to enable this to
happen. We want to put ourselves on the map
internationally. It is important to make certain that it
happens.
I could not find in the annual report anything about the
financial details of what the museum wants to put into
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its web site development. It was perplexing to say the
least. I was disappointed. I hope that when the new
annual report is being compiled for this year, details of
how much funding will be used on web site
development for the dispersion of our knowledge will
be articulated so we as Victorians can see with some
certainly what will happen into the future and that the
museum itself can be certain that it will be given the
funding to ensure that the web site development and
information dissemination can happen well into the
future to make the museum absolutely first rate in the
world.
When talking about web sites, one can see the number
of online visits that the State Library of Victoria has
received and can see the potential that the museum has.
For example, in 2003–04 the library had 2 000 759 hits,
and in 2004–05 there were over 2 million hits as well. It
is pleasing to see that over 2 million people are hitting
the library site each year, and there is an opportunity for
the museum to have the same type of access. This
would bring all of the information that the museum has
to all Victorians, which is important.
As I said earlier, the museum has made an attempt to
take some of its treasures to rural and regional Victoria
in its outreach program, which is pleasing. If there were
adequate funding for web site development, this could
be taken around the country not only for researchers
and scholars in Victoria but for children and other
members of the public and indeed create worldwide
interest in what we have in our wonderful museum in
Melbourne, Victoria.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2005–06
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
statement today concerns the Treasurer’s response to
recommendations of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee (PAEC) report on the 2005–06 budget
estimates. The budget estimates process is a very
important one, and I want to zero in on two aspects of
these recommendations and government responses by
the Department of Sustainability and Environment, in
this case through the Treasurer.
Recommendation 120 relates to Yarra River water
quality for swimming and recreation and the extent of
any additional funding initiatives that may be needed to
be considered in future budget deliberations, with an
emphasis on water quality and stream condition. I
would have to say that the government has been tardy
in its approach with the Yarra River. You only need to
follow the monitoring that is available on the
Environment Protection Authority web site; it is
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incomplete monitoring, I would say, but it is certainly
indicative of the health of the river.
If you look at the E.coli readings that are taken each
Wednesday, and usually reach the web site on the
Thursday or Friday morning at the latest, it is clear that
the government is failing. It is interesting that the
PAEC report says:
The committee noted that the minister has stated in the media
that ‘authorities had advised him that the 2008 target was
achievable in the area upstream of Dights Falls in
Collingwood, but would be difficult to achieve downstream
towards Princes Bridge’.

He said there is a 2008 target for cleaning up the river.
The reality is that the government has been in power
since 1999, and it could have taken the steps that were
necessary to clean up the middle Yarra. The minister, in
his evidence to the PAEC, made it clear that
Melbourne’s water quality upstream is good, which is
true in the heads of the catchments, but it is not true as
you come down the river. That is principally due to the
presence of sewage that comes through faulty septic
tanks and, to some extent, illegal connections. It is
human sewage, it is sewage that no Victorian believes
is acceptable in our major river, and it is sewage that
Victorians think should have been cleaned up a long
time ago.
The minister, when under pressure a year ago, tried to
blame dog owners and their Fidos for the problems of
Melbourne’s river. This, of course, is absurd. It is not
the main cause, and the minister knew that at the time.
He misled the people of Victoria. There was a report in
the late 1990s, of which he would have been aware and
certainly the department was very well aware, that
indicated that most of the sewage in the Yarra River
was human sewage, and that has been confirmed by
more recent testing.
The problem is not only with the Yarra River — it is
with Gardiners Creek and many of the other creeks that
flow into the Yarra River. Until the minister and the
department are prepared to do the hard work — make
the budget allocations to help Victorians, particularly
through the city of Manningham area in the middle
Yarra but elsewhere too — to make the shift from
septic tank systems to proper reticulated sewerage
systems, and until the minister and his department are
prepared to actively follow and understand the causes
of leakage or deliberate placing of sewage into the
stormwater system, then we will not deal with this
problem.
I compliment one of the important crusaders in this
area, the Yarra River keepers. That group of people
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have been important advocates of the river, and in more
recent times Clem Newton-Brown, the Liberal
candidate in Prahran, has been active in campaigning
on behalf of the river — something that all Victorians,
and particularly people in the electorate he seeks to
represent, would see as a very important priority.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member is talking
about a candidate.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I am talking about
recommendation 120 in the government’s response. It
relates to Yarra River water quality, the programs that
have been outlined, and some of those who have been
prepared to advocate to see these accelerated. What is
clear is that the government has failed, the minister has
failed, and he ought to do better.

Primary Industries: report 2004–05
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I would like to
make a few comments on the Department of Primary
Industries annual report for 2004–05. I must say at the
outset it is an excellent report. However, when people
look at this year’s budget many of them will be
disappointed to see that most of their funding has been
cut. The majority of the department’s nine performance
measures have been going backwards, which is
disappointing. Agricultural research and development
projects are down by 12 per cent, technical and
scientific papers published are down by 6 per cent and
audits of minerals and petroleum sites are down by
approximately 5.3 per cent. Most of those measures are
going backwards, which is disappointing. The only one
that is increasing is the fisheries area, and I will come to
that shortly, because it is very important.
The report talks about the dairy industry, which I know
a fair bit about. I would like to reiterate to the
Department of Primary Industries that the dairy
industry employs about 70 000 people in Victoria. It is
an integral part of the state’s export effort, having
contributed more than $2 billion in 2004–05. However,
Victorian dairy farmers are finding it very difficult at
the moment because there is a severe skilled labour
shortage. Many young, well-educated farmers are
leaving the industry because they cannot get skilled
labour. I would like to see the department working
much closer with the federal government to have
farming seen as a skill. It is a skill, but it is not seen as
one.
Although we get many migrants coming to Australia
because of skill shortages in other industries, the
agricultural industry is not seen as needing skills that
would justify having people from overseas come to
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work in Victoria. That needs to be addressed, because
the dairy industry is the largest exporter out of the port
of Melbourne and it employs about 70 000 — and we
want it to survive.
The Department of Primary Industries must be very
disappointed with the budget that was brought down a
couple of days ago. One of the department’s
performance measures is to protect the quality and
safety of Victoria’s primary products by building and
maintaining Victoria’s capability to monitor, detect and
respond to disease, pest and residue incidents outbreaks
and other biosecurity threats. It is therefore
disappointing to see on page 210 of budget paper 3 that
funding has gone down by approximately 20 per cent,
from $96.5 million to $79 million. It is also
disappointing to see that funding for sustainable
practice changes will drop by 20 per cent from
$139.4 million this year to $111 million next year. That
concerns me because the fisheries review in the report
says:
Abalone is Victoria’s most valuable commercial fishery. Its
value is in excess of the rest of the state’s fish stock
combined. South-east Australia has the only remaining wild
catch abalone fishery in the world.

In south-west Warrnambool in the last few weeks the
industry has suffered a devastating blow. I quote from
an article by Liz McKinnon that appeared in the
Warrnambool Standard of Wednesday, 10 May:
Millions of dollars worth of abalone has been destroyed by a
deadly virus at south-west mariculture farms, threatening the
immediate future of this lucrative industry.
…
Since December Port Fairy has lost its entire stock of more
than 3 million abalone with an estimated potential market
value of approximately $13.5 million.

That is enormous. The article continues:
The loss is expected to have a major impact on the
$45 million Australian industry, according to an insider.

The loss is one-third of the total. The article goes on to
say:
The deadly virus infects the abalone’s nervous system
causing curling of the creature’s foot and protrusion of the
mouth, leading to an increased mortality rate.

The fish had to be destroyed. That is where the
Department of Primary Industries needs to be in there. I
know that it is there, but government funding is needed
to make sure it can stay there. The article further states:
Fisheries Victoria and the Department of Primary Industries
have been working closely with both farms to research the
disease and to find robust screening and control measures.
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On the whole, I commend the report. I think it is an
excellent report, and I am pleased to be able to stand up
here and say that.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
(GROWTH AREAS AUTHORITY) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated for Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister
for Sport and Recreation) on motion of
Hon. M. R. Thomson.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
In October 2002 this government released Melbourne
2030 — the policy framework to guide Melbourne’s
development over the first third of this century. It is an
ambitious, forward-looking plan which takes a longer term
view — a core stewardship role for government.
With Melbourne 2030 the government has articulated its
vision for our city. Melbourne 2030 provides the policy basis
for better managing urban growth. It outlines nine strategic
directions for Melbourne, including ensuring a more compact
city, better management of urban growth, achieving a more
prosperous city, and a fairer city, amongst others.
It laid the groundwork for the Transit Cities program, and for
the protection of green wedges. It provides a basis for better
linking Melbourne with regional cities and for better transport
links providing genuine options for travellers.
It also established Melbourne’s urban growth boundary; the
UGB was largely based on the land zonings that were current
at the time of the announcement of Melbourne 2030. Five
growth areas were identified in Melbourne 2030. A
commitment was made to review the development plans for
each corridor, and to finalise the UGB once this work was
completed.
The growth areas identified in Melbourne 2030 are
Casey-Cardinia, Hume, Melton-Caroline Springs, Whittlesea
and Wyndham. The Bracks government established smart
growth committees to undertake this review of development
plans. Each of those committee’s reports was assessed, and in
November 2005 the government launched A Plan for
Melbourne’s Growth Areas.
That plan included a series of modifications to the urban
growth boundary in each growth area to ensure sufficient land
for development, land for communities to grow and for
housing to remain affordable, land that will be served by
appropriate levels of infrastructure, land for employment and
industrial purposes, and land to provide opportunities for the
development industry. A Plan for Melbourne’s Growth Areas
provided a framework for the development of each of the
growth areas over the next 25 years. And the government
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outlined two further actions to implement its plans for
Melbourne.
Along with sufficient land and a framework for development
in each area, A Plan for Melbourne’s Growth Areas
announced the introduction of a development contributions
regime to support the more timely provision of infrastructure
necessary for our new communities.
And the government announced it would establish a Growth
Areas Authority to bring together all involved in the
development of Melbourne’s growth areas.
The Bracks government announced that the new authority
will work with stakeholders to ensure a strategic release of
land, and to secure a more timely delivery of infrastructure
and services to new communities. We said that it will also
play a role in coordinating other government agencies, and
streamlining how new developments are planned, approved
and delivered in growth areas.
This legislation establishes the Growth Areas Authority.
And now I will turn to the bill.
The Growth Areas Authority is established under new
part 3AAB of the Planning and Environment Act 1987.
Division 1 of new part 3AAB provides that the authority will
operate in areas of land declared in the Government Gazette
by the Minister for Planning to be growth areas for the
purposes of the legislation. A declared growth area may cover
the whole or a part of a municipal district and may comprise
land in the municipal district of one or more growth area
council. The growth area councils are Casey, Cardinia, Hume,
Melton, Whittlesea and Wyndham.
The authority will comprise between five and seven
members. It will be skills based, with members having skills,
experience or knowledge in the areas of planning,
development, economics, financial management, local
government and housing.
The authority will be a body corporate and have all the usual
powers of such a body.
The Planning and Environment Act 1987 provides for the
planning, use, development and protection of land. The
authority has been established to further this objective in
growth areas.
The authority’s own objectives are provided in new
section 46AR and they relate both to the co-ordination of
development with the timely provision of infrastructure,
services and facilities in growth areas and to the nature of that
development.
As outlined in A Plan for Melbourne’s Growth Areas the
government is committed to well-planned communities with
services that are needed and employment opportunities,
affordable housing and housing choice, more timely provision
of infrastructure, and protecting the natural environment. A
Fairer Victoria committed the government to finding better
ways of working together at a local and regional level. The
growth areas authority is an implementation tool for these
policy commitments.
The functions of the authority are broad and facilitative. The
preferred model for its operations is a partnership model. A
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close working relationship with growth area councils and
developers in those areas will be crucial to its effective
operations.
The government has not removed planning or responsible
authority powers from growth area councils. Neither has it
plans to do so. However, there may be occasions where either
the Minister for Planning or councils request the authority to
undertake a complex planning task. In some situations it will
be efficient for the authority to take the lead on implementing
a particular outcome, for example where a proposal involves
developing provisions intended to be applied consistently
across all, or a number of, growth areas.
The authority will work with the Department of Sustainability
and Environment’s urban development program and regularly
advise on land supply issues. Into the future the authority will
be tasked with undertaking the studies and analysis necessary
to support future consideration of land supply issues. At that
time the minister could authorise the authority to act as the
planning authority and prepare the necessary planning
scheme amendment(s).
However, priority work for the first period of operations will
be to work with councils on an assessment of structure plans
in growth areas, ensuring both that these plans are put in place
where they do not exist and that they deal with functional
community size — ensuring that communities are planned to
develop to a size that supports the provision of public
transport and other services — and other matters such as
housing diversity, appropriate locations for community
facilities and open space.
A Plan for Melbourne’s Growth Areas announced the
introduction of a development contribution levy to support the
provision of state infrastructure in growth areas including
roads and public transport, regional open space, trails, creek
protection, libraries, neighbourhood houses and major
recreation facilities. The other initial priority of the authority
will be to administer the development contribution plans
being developed by government to introduce this scheme.
As part of this responsibility the authority will operate as the
collecting agency for the levies. In line with the legislation the
authority is also able to accept land, works, services or
facilities in full or part satisfaction of the levy. One of the
authority’s functions under new section 46AS is to report on
the use and expenditure of levies collected under
development contribution plans. This amendment is designed
to strengthen accountability for the use of funds paid to
development agencies.
The government has previously advised that it plans to
introduce the initial development contribution plans for
growth areas in July. However, the initial development
contribution plan is just that — the first one for each area. The
authority will be asked to progressively develop more mature
contribution plans. The authority’s experience with the initial
development contribution plans will inform the manner in
which the more mature plans are developed.
In carrying out all of these functions the authority will answer
to the Minister for Planning.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra).
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Debate adjourned until next day.

INFRINGEMENTS (CONSEQUENTIAL
AND OTHER AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
For Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation), Hon. M. R. Thomson (Minister for
Consumer Affairs) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 34, the second-reading
speech be incorporated into Hansard.

I bring to the attention of the house the fact that a
number of amendments which were technical in nature
were made in the other place. They have been
incorporated in the second-reading speech. Also, there
was a deletion from the second-reading speech made by
the minister, which has been corrected in this
second-reading speech.
Motion agreed to.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The bill is cognate with the Infringements Act 2006, which
received royal assent on 11 April 2006. As members will be
aware, that act provides for a new infringements system. It
has two principal purposes:
first, to improve the community’s rights and options in
the process and to better protect the vulnerable who are
inappropriately caught up in the system; and
second, to provide additional enforcement sanctions to
motivate people to pay their fines in order to maintain
the integrity of the system.
Broadly, the new elements of the system are:
overarching legislation to cover infringements law and
process;
a fairer infringements process based on early
intervention and improved information to the public;
process improvements which include a right of internal
review by the issuing agency;
measures at various stages, including internal review
stage, to filter people out of the system who cannot
understand or control their offending behaviour (e.g.
people with mental or intellectual disabilities, the
homeless, people with serious addictions);
improved administration by issuing agencies of the
infringements environments they manage;
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firmer enforcement measures to improve deterrence in
the system, reducing ‘civil disobedience’ and the
undermining of the rule of law;

registration and not to transfer registration to close
potential loopholes which would undermine the
intended effectiveness of the provisions;

arrangements to establish a gatekeeper role for the
infringements system who will take a system-wide view
and be responsible for managing ongoing improvements
to the system; and

inclusion of ‘return to sender’ provisions deeming
infringement notices posted to the address given by the
offender to VicRoads or to a public transport
enforcement officer to be validly served even if returned
to the issuing agency and marked ‘return to sender’. The
effect of the amendment will be that the enforcement of
an infringement notice will be able to continue in the
event that a person opportunistically returns an
infringement notice in the hope of avoiding paying his
or her fine. The Infringements Act already contains a
safety net, so that persons who are genuinely unaware
that an infringement notice has been issued against them
can apply to the Magistrates Court to have the
infringement withdrawn; and

changing the name of the current PERIN court to
infringements court.
The introduction of a new overarching infringements system
requires numerous consequential amendments to around
60 other pieces of existing legislation to refer to the new
Infringements Act and to repeal or amend provisions which
would otherwise have been redundant or inconsistent under
the new system. Acts which are more extensively amended
include the Road Safety Act 1986, the Marine Act 1988 and
the Transport Act 1983. Remaining consequential
amendments are included in a schedule to the bill. The bill
also includes a schedule of transitional and savings provisions
which will allow for the orderly transition from the existing
system to the new system on 1 July 2006 when the
Infringements Act commences operation.
In addition, the bill amends the Infringements Act to
incorporate minor technical amendments to correct
typographical, cross-referencing and consistency errors.
Amendments to the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 have
been included in the bill which allow for two existing
offences to be enforceable by infringement notice. The first
offence relates to failure to notify the director of liquor
licensing within 14 days that a person has ceased to be, or has
become, an associate (section 103A(2)). The second offence
is permitting any other person to carry on the business of
supplying liquor on licensed premises without the consent of
the director (section 106(1)). As the infringement penalty for
section 103A(2) is proposed to be 1 penalty unit, an
amendment to section 144 of the act is included to make
specific provision that the penalty departs from the standard
10 per cent of the maximum penalty set under that section.
Finally, the bill encompasses a number of amendments to the
Infringements Act, which involve minor changes of policy. In
summary, these amendments provide for:
the extension of the front-end protections contained in
parts 1, 2 and 3 of the Infringements Act as well as the
majority of the provisions of part 13 of the act regarding
service to local laws and children and young persons;
clarification of the extent to which the Magistrates Court
needs to consider the definition of special circumstances
contained in the act by expressly providing that the
infringements registrars and the court are not bound by
the act’s definition of special circumstances in hearings
for revocation of enforcements orders or in considering
the substantive infringement offence upon a referral of it
to the court following a failed internal agency review or
revocation hearing;
improved provisions to allow for prosecution of
breaches of community work permits issued under the
act;
amendments to the provisions relating to the Sheriff’s
powers to direct VicRoads not to renew motor vehicle

inclusion of a deemed service provision in response to
concerns that there is a lack of clarity as the actual date
when service by post is effected. The amendment will
provide that, subject to evidence to the contrary, where a
document is served by post it is deemed to be served
14 days after the date of issue of the notice.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
Background
This bill gives effect to the government’s decision to make a
series of technical amendments to legislation related to the
justice portfolio. The amendments are primarily of a
mechanical nature.
While none of the amendments alone marks a significant
policy initiative, together they reflect the government’s
commitment to ensuring that the justice system continues to
work efficiently and fairly.
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Crimes Act 1958 — forensic procedures
The Victorian DNA sampling laws, set out in the Crimes Act
1958, define the circumstances in which a forensic (DNA)
procedure can be conducted and what use can be made of the
person’s DNA profile on the DNA database.
Different rules apply, depending on whether or not a person
has been found guilty of a relevant offence. A finding of guilt
means that the person comes under the rules applying to
offenders. Offenders’ profiles can be retained indefinitely,
whereas the profiles of suspects or volunteers must be
destroyed at the conclusion of the proceedings in which that
DNA evidence is relevant, if the person is not found guilty.
Under the Crimes (Mental Impairment and Unfitness to be
Tried) Act 1997, people who are assessed as being mentally
(intellectually or psychiatrically) impaired may be charged
and tried.
However, they cannot be criminally liable for the commission
of the offence because of their limited capacity to understand
the implications of their actions and/or the trial process. At the
end of the proceedings, a finding of ‘not guilty by reason of
mental impairment’ is entered.
This bill addresses the particular position of defendants found
not guilty by reason of mental impairment with regard to the
DNA sampling laws.
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The forensic benefit to be gained from broadening the scope
for DNA sampling to this cohort is:
the detection of any future criminal acts that these
defendants may commit; and
the matching of crime scene samples that are entered on
the database after proceedings involving such a
defendant have concluded.
While the detection of such conduct may not lead to criminal
sanctions against the defendant, it will nevertheless assist in
resolving the impact of the conduct on victims and their
families.
In the Forensic Sampling and DNA Databases in Criminal
Investigations report, the Victorian parliamentary Law
Reform Committee supported a proposal for an amendment
to enable a person’s forensic material to be retained or
obtained and held indefinitely if he/she has been found not
guilty by reason of mental impairment.
The government response to the report subsequently gave
in-principle support for relevant amendments to be made to
the Crimes Act 1958. This bill makes those amendments and
strikes an appropriate balance between the individual rights of
mentally impaired defendants and the interests of the broader
community.
Crimes Act 1958 — digital technology

As far as DNA sampling is concerned, such defendants fall
within the ambit of the provisions relating to suspects, not
offenders:
A person found not guilty by reason of mental
impairment may have been sampled as a suspect during
the investigation of the crime. If so, his/her DNA profile
would have been entered on the DNA database and
searched against all unsolved crime scenes for the
duration of the investigation and ensuing proceedings.
A finding of guilt for a relevant offence permits police to
apply for an order either to retain the offender’s DNA (if
previously obtained), or to require the offender to
undergo a forensic procedure so that his/her DNA
profile can be entered on the offenders’ DNA database.
A ‘not guilty’ finding precludes either of these options.
It requires any DNA sample and related information
(including the DNA profile) that has previously been
obtained to be destroyed. There is no basis under the
current Crimes Act 1958 provisions to require a
defendant who has been found ‘not guilty’ to undergo a
forensic procedure.
Since November 1997, when the Crimes (Mental Impairment
and Unfitness to be Tried) Act 1997 commenced,
approximately 125 people have been tried under this act. The
act permits a range of custodial and non-custodial orders to be
made for the care and treatment of defendants found not
guilty by reason of their mental impairment.
The implications for crime detection need to be considered.
There is a risk that a person who has been found not guilty of
conduct which, but for his/her mental impairment, would
have constituted a criminal offence, may at some stage have
engaged in conduct which resulted in harm to others.
Alternatively, they may in the future engage in such conduct.

The bill makes amendments to subdivision 30A of division 1,
part III of the Crimes Act 1958 to provide for the use of
digital technology in the recording of specified information.
Currently, the only medium upon which recordings may be
made is the surface of a magnetic tape, a medium that is
rapidly becoming outmoded and is beginning to create
problems for Victoria Police.
The shift to the new form of technology brings with it
concerns relating to the risks of tampering or manipulation.
Accordingly, the bill provides for the prescription of a
safeguard that will ensure that any risks of tampering or
manipulation are minimised.
Crimes (Sexual Offences) Act 2006
The bill amends the Crimes (Sexual Offences) Act 2006 to
remove an incorrect reference to the relevant offence being
committed against a child. The relevant part of the act, which
in turn amends the Sex Offenders Registration Act 2004, only
relates to sexual offences committed against adults.
Surveillance Devices (Amendment) Act 2004
The bill amends the Surveillance Devices (Amendment) Act
2004 to reflect legislative action at the commonwealth level
regarding the reporting regime that applies to the
commonwealth ombudsman in relation to the Australian
Crime Commission’s use of surveillance devices under
Victorian law.
Major Crime Legislation (Office of Police Integrity) Act
2004
As a consequence of those amendments to the Surveillance
Devices (Amendment) Act 2004, the bill repeals two
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provisions of the Major Crime Legislation (Office of Police
Integrity) Act 2004, which are now redundant.
Working with Children Act 2005
A minor amendment will be made to the Working with
Children Act 2005 so that the application form for a
working-with-children check will contain the particulars set
out in the legislation.
The government is committed to ensuring that Victoria’s laws
remain responsive and effective.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

VICTORIAN URBAN DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated for Mr LENDERS (Minister for
Major Projects) on motion of Hon. M. R. Thomson.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The objective of this bill is to provide additional and more
appropriate, flexible and equitable options to recoup
government investment in major urban development projects
than currently provided under the Victorian Urban
Development Authority Act 2003.
VicUrban, the Victorian government’s sustainable urban
development agency, was established by the Victorian Urban
Development Authority Act 2003 to undertake strategic urban
renewal projects across Victoria. It has an explicit focus on
the delivery of the government’s key urban and regional
renewal projects, particularly in areas where there has been
market failure or there are other impediments to overcome.
The Victorian government is committed to delivering
high-quality infrastructure to enhance the social, economic
and environmental outcomes across the state. Sustainable
development and urban renewal projects are critical to the
future of Victoria and the way we live. In order to continue to
fund these VicUrban declared-area projects, it is necessary for
the government to have a range of options available to fairly
recoup a portion of its investment specifically, and only in
VicUrban declared-project areas where levels of investment
are expected to be substantial.
This bill will enable this by allowing VicUrban to levy an
infrastructure recovery charge based on development value.
The trigger for the charge will be development. The bill
defines development as being the subdivision of land into
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more than two lots, development of more than two dwellings
on a lot and works to a value of more than $250 000 for
development of any other kind. This figure will be indexed to
ensure that, over time, small-scale developments continue to
be unaffected. The charge will therefore apply to people
undertaking works on a commercial scale or for a commercial
purpose only. It is important to note that because charges of
this type will always be associated with significant additional
government investment in a declared area, the value of
development opportunity and land value increases are
expected to significantly exceed the quantum of the proposed
charge, so as to deliver a net economic benefit to landowners
within a declared area.
Major urban development projects, including the high levels
of government investment dedicated to them, would not be
possible without the opportunity for government to recoup a
portion of its investment. Where government leads, private
investment follows.
In September last year the government announced a
$92.8 million infrastructure funding package to initiate the
revitalisation of central Dandenong. The central Dandenong
area was then declared under the VicUrban act. In April this
year, the government announced a further $197 million,
bringing the total investment to around $290 million. The
area’s revamp will be one of the largest urban renewal
projects undertaken in Australia. This 15 to 20-year project is
expected to generate more than $1 billion of investment from
the private sector and create around 5000 jobs. This will
leverage great private sector growth, and in addition to the
partnership between the state, VicUrban and the City of
Greater Dandenong will make Dandenong a better place to
live and raise a family.
The Revitalising Central Dandenong project is the first of its
kind in transit cities and is crucial to the prosperity of
Victoria, this key Victorian city and its local community. This
bill enables fairer options for government to recoup some of
its investment, a necessary measure to enable a regeneration
project of this scale and future VicUrban projects to occur.
As I have informed the house, the bill defines ‘development’
as being the subdivision of land into more than two lots,
development of more than two dwellings on a lot and works
worth more than $250 000 for developments of any other
kind. The charge will not apply to ordinary home owners or
small-scale non-commercial development.
The charge will be calculated on a percentage of development
value. Development value is the cost of the building works
plus the site value of the land at the time of development, or
in the case of subdivisions, the estimated site value of the land
after subdivision, and the actual or estimated cost of building
works. Estimates will be determined by the Valuer-General
and will be subject to an appeal process provided for as part
of the amendments. An upper limit for the percentage of the
development value will be set at 10 per cent. It is likely that,
in many cases, a lower percentage would be charged. In the
Dandenong case, based on extensive modelling, it is expected
that 5 per cent of the development value will be charged.
The current provision for VicUrban regarding what is called a
‘general charge’ in a declared area will remain under its
existing powers. Some minor changes will be made to the
framework for these existing charges under the bill, these
being:
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allowing the charge to vary depending on the relative
distance of the land from a service or facility; and
allowing the general charges to be levied on
development only. This is called a ‘general development
charge’.

These comparatively minor amendments are designed to
enable fairer application of the general charge. These options
remain available to VicUrban so as to retain flexibility in
options to levy a charge in future instances as appropriate. It
is the government’s preference that a charge be levied at the
time of development, that is, using the general development
charge or infrastructure recovery charge. These options,
provided for in the amending bill, are fair and will only affect
those undertaking works on a commercial scale.
The money collected from the charges must be paid into the
VicUrban declared project fund. To ensure proportionality
between the level of government investment and the amount
recovered through the charge, the Minister for Major Projects
must be satisfied that the forecast revenue will not exceed the
estimated level of government investment in the project
before recommending that the Governor in Council approve
the charge. The bill also states that the resolution levying an
infrastructure recovery charge may be revoked if the Minister
for Major Projects is satisfied that the estimated amount of
public investment is recovered. This ensures that the charge is
not an open-ended revenue-raising mechanism.
The bill includes objection and appeal rights against the initial
charge levied by VicUrban and for an appeal to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) where the
objector is still dissatisfied. The grounds of objection that can
be made differ depending on the type of charge levied. The
grounds are set out in the bill. The existing grounds of appeal
referred to under the VicUrban Act were extracted from the
Water Act 1989 and had limited application. This bill
expands and clarifies the existing rights of objection and
appeal and are specifically tailored to charges under the
VicUrban Act.
Further, the bill gives the president of the VCAT power to
transfer appeals against the new infrastructure recovery
charge to the Supreme Court where the president is satisfied
that the appeal raises questions of unusual difficulty or of
general importance.
The bill also makes amendments to the Subdivision Act 1988
and the Building Act 1993. The amendments require
notification by councils and building surveyors to ensure
VicUrban is aware of development applications in declared
areas.
This bill will enhance VicUrban’s ability to find the best fit
between a charge and the government’s objectives. The
decision surrounding the introduction of a charge in any
declared area, including the Dandenong transit city project,
must take into account social equity, efficiency, simplicity
and certainty, as well as the development objectives for the
specific declared area and broader government policy.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra).
Debate adjourned until next day.
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TERRORISM (COMMUNITY
PROTECTION) (FURTHER AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 30 May; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Terrorism (Community Protection)
(Further Amendment) Bill I would like to put on record
that the opposition will be supporting the bill. The bill
amends the Terrorism (Community Protection) Act
2003. One will recall that we passed a series of
amendments to that act only a matter of a few months
ago. Those amendments were proclaimed just before
the Commonwealth Games, so the piece of legislation
we are amending is extremely young, if that is the right
choice of words. We are amending something which
has had a currency of only a couple of months.
I must say that when I looked through the amendments
in detail, and I intend to take the house through a few of
these amendments to explain them, I was struck by the
type of amendments in the bill. A lot of them are
nitpicking in the extreme. They are what you might call
belts-and-braces amendments, they are correcting
drafting errors and so on. The legislation we passed
earlier this year was clearly rushed through for the
Commonwealth Games and it looks to me as if the
department sent the act out for more serious
consultation with various departments and they came
up with a series of amendments which highlight the
inadequate and rushed drafting of the provisions we
dealt with earlier in the year.
In essence this bill makes no substantive changes to the
principal act. One would recall that the principal act,
which caused quite a bit of controversy in the
community, gave the police quite draconian powers. It
gave the police so-called preventative detention powers
which allowed them to virtually swoop in and take
somebody off the streets and make them disappear for,
I think, 28 days. They could keep them
incommunicado, could restrict their access to legal
advice, and could, in fact, override, in the cause of
countering terrorism, all the normal safeguards citizens
have grown to expect over many years. These quite
draconian powers have been put in place to prevent
terrorism. The principal act also gave the police
unprecedented powers to lock down a particular area —
they could declare a particular area and basically lock it
down and have total, unfettered powers in that area in
the cause of trying to mitigate against a terrorism event
or as part of the clean-up of a particular terrorism event.
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It also gave them quite sweeping powers over
documents and the like.
The amendments in this bill further refine, elucidate
and make clearer the extent of those powers. As I have
said, it looks to me as if the act has been sent out for
consultation and the police, emergency services and
various departments have come back with a whole lot
of i-dotting and t-crossing and corrections they require,
and this is what this bill does. As a matter of interest I
might take the house through some of these changes for
a few minutes, just to indicate their scale.
If, for instance, we look at clause 4 in part 2 of the bill,
we see it deals with definitions. Clause 4(2) amends the
principal act as to the issue of access to electronic
systems. I will give members an idea of how these are
incredibly belt-and-braces-type amendments. In its
definition of what a terrorist event is, the principal act
says in section 4(2) that an action falls within the
subsection — that is, the definition of a terrorist
event — if it causes serious harm, damage to property,
causes a person’s death, endangers a person’s life or
creates a serious risk to health and safety.
Section 4(2)(f), which is the one that is amended by this
bill, states:
seriously interferes with, seriously disrupts, or destroys, an
electronic system, including, but not limited to —
(i)

an information system; or

(ii) a telecommunications system; or
(iii) a financial system; or
(iv) a system used for the delivery of essential government
services …

The amendment simply adds ‘whether publicly or
privately owned’. So it is a fairly narrow type of
change. It is real belts-and-braces stuff. The bill gives
draconian powers to enter and do most things, but also
defines whether the essential service system is publicly
or privately owned.
Clause 5 inserts new section 4B regarding
documentation. It is a whole new provision headed
‘Providing documents or information facilitating
terrorist acts’, and it is instructive for the house to hear
this. In essence it says that a person commits an offence
if they possess documents and knowingly and
deliberately makes them available to somebody for the
purpose of a terrorist act. We have defined all the things
that terrorism is. If somebody has documents in their
possession and makes them available for the purposes
of a terrorist act, I would have thought it was
unnecessary to further define that as a terrorist act.
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Clearly it is by itself a terrorist act. This looks to me as
if somebody has gone through and i-dotted and
t-crossed everything they can possibly find.
Clause 7 is interesting because it contains an
amendment to section 16(1)(b) of the principal act. I
think this is an interesting drafting exercise. Section 16
deals with the locking down of an area for protection
against chemical, biological and radioactive
contamination. In essence it says that for the purpose of
protecting people from such a chemical and
biological — et cetera — attack, a police officer can
authorise a member of the police force to go into an
area, and so on. This section states in part:
… in relation to an area if that senior police officer forms a
belief on reasonable grounds that —
(a) a terrorist act has or may have occurred; and
(b) that area, or people in that area, may have been exposed
to such contamination.

So the amendment here is that rather than having ‘that
area, or people in that area, may have been exposed to
such contamination’, it states ‘people in that area will
be, or may have been exposed to such contamination’.
Once again, this is a very minor drafting-type error
which is the sort of thing that is picked up by a more
detailed check of the legislation.
Clause 8 further deals with the chemical contamination
issue. It amends section 18(1)(c) of the principal act,
which authorises members of the force to go in and do
all sorts of things in the case of a contamination event,
where through a terrorist act people might have been
exposed to contamination by some contaminants or
other. The principal act allows the police to go and do
this, that and the other, to detain people, clear up the
contamination and all the other things you would
expect. The amendment simply allows them to:
dispose of, destroy or seize —

the contamination. So, once again, we have dealt with
the whole issue of a contamination event and what the
police and authorities can do, and we are simply
adding, almost unnecessarily, that as part of their
actions to overcome such a contamination event they
can dispose of, destroy or seize the contaminants. One
would have thought those provisions would have
already existed under the Crimes Act, the Environment
Protection Authority Act or some other act, and once
again it seems to be pretty much belt-and-braces-type
stuff.
The same section of the principal act concerns
contamination attacks and, as I said, the bill allows for
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an effective lock-down of an area under any sort of
attack or any sort of terrorist event whether threatened
or actual. In that lock-down area basically the police
have unlimited powers, and all the amendment in
clause 8(3) does is say — rather by way of
duplication — that the police can also enter private
property as a result of their activities in this lock-down
area, which power it seems to me from reading the act
they had anyway.
I will touch on clause 10 quickly, because I think it is
an interesting one. It amends section 22(1) of the
principal act. There are quite a few amendments to this
provision, but, once again, I will explain them to the
house because they are an interesting insight into how
our bureaucrats have a lovely time going through and
nitpicking legislation. Section 22 deals with the
reporting of prescribed chemicals and other things. In
other words, it deals with a situation where if somebody
has a chemical store and some chemicals are stolen,
missing or inadvertently disappear, and therefore may
have been stolen by terrorists for some particular act,
the owner or occupier of those facilities where the
chemicals are stored is required to alert the police so
they are aware that there might be some terrorist act in
the offing. Section 22(1) states:
An occupier of any premises, on becoming aware of any
theft, attempted theft or loss from those premises of a
prescribed quantity of a prescribed chemical or other
prescribed substance —

must let the police, the WorkCover authority and all
sorts of people know so they can take the prescribed
action. I will read that again:
An occupier of any premises, on becoming aware of any
theft, attempted theft or loss from those premises …

The clause will amend that section so that an occupier
of any premises, on becoming aware of any theft,
attempted theft or unexplained loss, must take action —
so rather than just a theft, attempted theft or loss from
those premises we have added that it has to be an
unexplained loss. The amendment goes on to further
explain what an unexplained loss is.
This is what happens when you let experts get involved,
because you do not know where you are going to end
up. It then goes on to describe ‘unexplained loss’ as
including chemical losses that occur through a change
of temperature — as the temperature goes down, the
amount of chemical reduces. In other words, it is an
unexplained loss through the containment arrangements
of the chemical, but it is not an unexplained loss insofar
as its being stolen is concerned. So we have introduced
a whole new terminology of ‘unexplained loss’, which
means a loss that cannot be explained through spillage,
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calibration variations, the effects of humidity and other
like things.
I see the advisers sitting over in the box. Perhaps they
might have a look at clause 10(1)(b) of the bill — sorry,
that is, once again, just a drafting issue. It allows for the
deletion of the word ‘prescribed’.
It would seem to me that another amendment was
probably asked for by the security forces which have a
passion for secrecy in all of these things, but I am not
too sure what confusion would be brought about by this
particular amendment. The amendment in clause 11 of
the bill simply says:
(1) In section 28(1) of the Principal Act, omit ‘published in
the Government Gazette’.

What part 6 of the principal act, which deals with
essential service infrastructure risk management,
essentially says is that there is a series of essential
services. Section 26(1) lists those essential services as
transport, fuel, light, power, water, sewerage and so on.
Section 26(2) states:
The Governor in Council, by Order published in the
Government Gazette, may declare any service to be an
essential service for the purposes of this Part.

If we go over to section 28, which is the part that is
amended, we see it is headed ‘Application of this Part
to an essential service’. It says:
(1) The Governor in Council on the recommendation of the
relevant Minister for the essential service, by Order
published in the Government Gazette, may declare that
this Part is to apply to an essential service or any part of
an essential service.

It seems that the only difference between section 26(2),
which says the Governor in Council can declare in the
Government Gazette an essential service as falling
under the act, and section 28 is that under section 28 he
may declare a part — rather than presumably the
whole — of an essential service as falling under the act.
So if the whole of an essential service, say, water, is to
be declared an essential service, then that has to be
published in the Government Gazette, but under the
amendments now before us if they decide to only
declare the Hume Reservoir, for instance, then that
would not have to appear in the Government Gazette.
So we have a very strange and confusing situation
where sometimes an essential service, if it falls under
part 6 of the act, will be declared in the Government
Gazette, and sometimes, if only a part of it is to be
declared, it will not be allowed to appear in the
Government Gazette. That seems to me to be somewhat
of a recipe for confusion.
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The bill amends some other provisions. Some of the
amended provisions deal with the requirement for risk
management plans, which nobody would disagree with.
It makes it quite clear that if, for whatever reason,
authorities do not get around to or cannot be bothered
producing a risk management plan, there is a penalty. It
will make sure that they do in fact carry out that
essential work, and I do not think anybody would
disagree with that.
As I have outlined, the majority of them are far and
away belts-and-braces, nitpicking, little corrections. It is
unfortunate they could not have got it right the first
time. As with many amendments to amendments, one
often wonders whether they create more confusion than
they solve. One always wonders about whether it is
wise to define these things. If you define a ‘terrorist
event’ as being a criminal act, do you need to then go
through and specify every other act that somebody may
or may not do in furthering a terrorist event? As we
have seen with tax law, it is often better to keep it at a
higher level rather than give escape routes through
overdefinition and detail. With those few comments the
opposition does not oppose this piece of legislation; it
supports this piece of legislation. We just simply say
that many of these things could have been fixed up
initially, particularly when you think that this particular
bill, which had its proclamation rushed through for the
Commonwealth Games, was in the cooking pot for
quite some time before that. It is a pity some of these
rats-and-mice things could not have been done right the
first time. With those few comments I commend the bill
to the house.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I rise on
behalf of The Nationals to make a contribution on the
Terrorism (Community Protection) (Further
Amendment) Bill. I must say I agree with Mr Strong’s
view that it seems like a belt-and-braces approach. It is
a bit of a pity that we collectively could not have got it
right in the first place. However, it is all a matter of
balance as you go through these things, and we have
before us today a bill with a number of amendments
that will tidy up some of those issues. The Nationals
have consulted quite widely on this bill and have
reached the position of not opposing it. I congratulate
the Honourable Chris Strong on his dissection of the
amendments that are before us today. I will not go into
the same amount of detail as he did, but I will certainly
be making some comments on a number of them.
The broad purpose of the bill is to provide further
powers to the police to deal with people and events in
circumstances where terrorist acts could occur. One of
the interesting things in the broader sense is that it
amends the relevant legislation so that some of the
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documents will not be available for public scrutiny
even after 30 years. It is quite interesting that that is in
the bill, and it is quite strong in its intent.
To go into a bit more detail, but not too much, about
what the bill does and where it has come from, I note
that this is template legislation that will be passed by all
states and territories. In this house we have seen a
tendency to move away from template legislation. I
think template legislation is a good idea because it
involves each state and territory putting in place exactly
the same legislation so that we do not get any
difficulties across borders, which is a particular
nuisance to those who live in the border areas and work
on the other side of the border. We have drifted towards
model legislation — I understand this bill is not model
legislation — which allows a bit of variance and
therefore creates some concerns. As I understand it, this
is template legislation and I suspect — I do not really
know — that each state and territory will be doing the
same as we are regarding the intent of the bill. If that is
not so, perhaps the minister could tidy that up and let us
know the position of each state and territory and the
weighting each has put on the issues we are looking at
today; otherwise the legislation tends to go away from
the spirit of template legislation and drift more towards
the model legislation we have seen in this place over
the last few years.
As the Honourable Chris Strong said, earlier this year
we dealt with a bill that gave police stronger detention
powers and special powers to stop, search and seize by
inserting provisions into the principal act. This bill
makes a number of amendments to the principal
legislation, and I will touch on a few of them. One of
the changes is the putting in place of preventive
detention orders regarding persons under 18 years of
age. When you think about it, you realise that is a pretty
big leap to take in our society. I suspect that a number
of years ago we would not have even considered doing
that, so that adds weight to the concern our community
has in relation to terrorism. Another change deals with
medical treatment for persons in detention. One
provision deals with the reporting of the theft of a
prescribed chemical. Whilst Mr Strong touched on that
issue, I will give that a bit more attention later on,
because it may have an effect on agricultural
production.
Another provision removes the requirement for a
declared essential service to be published in the
Government Gazette. An important point following that
is the requirement that risk management plans comply
with any prescribed standards, which is reasonable. In
my mind that simply means that you cannot just go off
and do your own risk management plan; you need to
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conform to a certain standard, thus ensuring
consistency throughout a wide range of areas. I also
note the amendments that require training exercises to
be of an appropriate standard and conducted in
accordance with specified requirements. I think that is
about the same thing. It is certainly a good idea that we
have that sort of conformity across a wide range of
areas. As I have said before, the bill also prescribes that
certain documents will not be available for public
scrutiny even after 30 years. I think that is a very
interesting amendment, and perhaps the minister could
explain a little bit about it in summing up.
The last point I will talk about in detail is that the bill
also provides that specified documents be exempt from
the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act. We
had a bit of concern over that. Our concern relates to
the government’s general handling of the freedom of
information process. We have had a number of
difficulties in relation to that area. Documents that we
believe should have been readily available were, for
example, declared cabinet in confidence. In other cases
we believe the government has not been adhering to the
principles of the act. We accept that this type of thing
may be necessary to ensure that in difficult
circumstances everything is done to stop terrorism, but
we put on the record our concern that there is always
the temptation for the government to abuse that power.
In some of our discussions relating to issues such as
that in particular, a suggestion was made that there be
an overview of such issues — that an umpire, if you
like, could be put in place. I have no real suggestion as
to who that umpire might be, but someone like the
Auditor-General springs to mind, or perhaps some other
appropriate officer. If such a process were put into
place, it might resolve some of our concerns on that
issue.
As I said, the bill follows on from some tough measures
that were introduced previously. I have been fortunate
enough to travel internationally to places where
terrorism has been around for some time, and as I read
through the bill and the second-reading speech and
thought about it a bit, I realised that 15 years ago, or
even 10 years ago, we would not have accepted these
measures — we would have said they were too tough. I
think the community has assessed the situation and
come to the realisation that these measures are required
if we are to combat terrorism.
I guess the process required is to get the right balance
between managing the threat of terrorism and not
intruding too much into the freedom that we so enjoy in
this country of ours. I think it is a great pity that we
have had to come a long way in relation to these types
of measures, but when I ask myself whether we have
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any choice, I do not believe we have. That is why we
are here today in this Parliament discussing these
issues.
I picked up what I think is an excellent report on the
operation of the Terrorism (Community Protection) Act
2003, which was tabled in Parliament just a while ago.
It certainly gave me a better shot at working out why
we need the legislation we have been progressively
putting in place and how the act has been operating to
date. I am going to quote from the report because I
consider it worthwhile to do so at this time. Under the
heading ‘The threat of terrorism’ it states:
Since the terrorist attacks by al-Qaeda against the United
States in September 2001, the international and national
terrorist threat environment has continued to evolve. al-Qaeda
and affiliated organisations … have continued to target
western democracies and have demonstrated a continued
capacity to plan and undertake such attacks and to adapt new
and innovated approaches to defeat security measures.

It then goes on to list some major terrorist incidents
since 2001. I will not quote them because the report is
available to anyone. It is good to read about this,
because it gives you some perspective on what we are
trying to do with this bill. The report goes on to talk
about the threat to Australian interests and domestic
security. It states:
As demonstrated by the incidents —

which I have just talked about —
outlined above, Australian interests overseas have been and
continue to be the target of terrorist attacks. Although there
have not been any successful terrorist attacks within
Australia, Australian security agencies have discovered
evidence of Australians with terrorist links, as well as
organised groups with intentions to conduct terrorist attacks
within Australia.

That gives us the reason for what we are doing in this
house today. I was interested to read in the report about
how the act has operated. As legislators we stand in this
Parliament and put our views on the public record, and
then the legislation begins to operate. As Mr Strong
said, a number of acts, even when they are being
amended as we are doing in this place today, are
untested to a fair degree. However, it is probably a good
thing, and we are fortunate that a number of these
issues remain untested. I note that since the passage of
the act in 2003, its provisions have assisted Victoria
Police and other counter-terrorism and emergency
management planning and operations.
The report goes into some detail. In relation to covert
search warrants, none were issued or applied for in
2003–04, six were applied for and issued in 2004–05
and no further warrants have been applied for to date.
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The report also deals with the detention of persons and
the power to direct them to submit to decontamination
procedures, which was referred to by the previous
speaker. The report states that power has not been used,
and I suppose we should say thank goodness for that.
The report goes on to talk about essential services
infrastructure risk management provisions and indicates
the number of organisations which have been declared
as essential services under those provisions since the act
has been in operation.
I go finally to the mandatory reporting of the theft or
loss of prescribed chemicals and other substances such
as ammonium nitrate. I am not going to read the detail
of that because it is the principle on which I wish to
comment. On reading this section of the report the
provisions might seem reasonable in respect of
ammonium nitrate, but I suggest that in some areas we
have gone a bit too far with the regulations. In the
practical sense of their operation the regulations are
over-bureaucratic and very restrictive. A producer who
wishes to use ammonium nitrate — and many do in
their normal day-to-day work in growing products,
particularly in the horticultural area — needs to fill out
an eight-page document to get a security licence. That
is a fair few pages to slog through. For a security plan
you have to slog through another 12 pages and then go
through police and Australian Security Intelligence
Organisation checks.
It is a fairly tough process. These guys are farmers.
They are hardly likely to do anything else. If farmers
have a number of properties, they have to designate a
route so they can transport the product. There are even
tougher regulations in the storage area. Say a farmer has
a good steel shed, which most of them have — a
standard, straight up and down steel shed with a
concrete floor — to get through this process the doors
have to have special locks on them, which are very
expensive. I did not believe this when I was told about
it, but the steel walls of such a shed, if they are made of
corrugated iron and screwed on, as most of them are in
farm and many other dwellings, have to be secured with
non-removable, non-reversible screws. If it is a pump
shed — and a number of these sheds are pump sheds;
people store some of their fertilisers at one end of
them — you have to have a cage around the fertiliser.
The process really goes a fair way in relation to the
management of, for example, ammonium nitrate and
some other chemicals. I believe we have overcooked
this a bit. I have appealed before to the Minister for
WorkCover and the TAC, and I appeal to him again, to
have a look at this to see if we can get better
management into this process.
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By the way, I am not blaming the WorkCover officers
because I think they are just working through the
system with the directions they have been given, but the
system needs review. The USA simply has an
awareness process in place, where people need to be
aware of all these things, so its system is nowhere near
as restrictive and bureaucratic as Victoria’s at this stage.
With those few remarks I conclude my contribution to
debate on this bill. We will probably all keep a close
eye on this legislation as it moves into the operational
mode and gets tested. I think that as legislators we all
strive to create the right balance in respect of
overregulation and excessive bureaucracy as we move
towards the very important task of combating terrorism.
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — It is with great
pleasure that I speak in support of this bill, which is part
of a bipartisan, Australia-wide approach to dealing with
terrorism and security issues. That approach resulted
from a September 2005 Council of Australian
Governments agreement and subsequent statements
made by the Premier in September and
November 2005.
National coordination is essential when we are dealing
with the global threat and potential devastation of a
terrorist attack. The Victorian government recognises
that finding a balance between protecting the people in
our state and their civil liberties in times of crisis can be
a close-run thing. We have made every attempt to
ensure that appropriate scrutiny and oversight is
provided for in our legislative responses.
The Victorian government continues to take appropriate
legislative and other measures to ensure the safety of
our Victorian community. These include a further
$109 million in this week’s state budget to protect
Victoria from terrorism and organised crime.
Bills of this type are essential in dealing with what is a
continually evolving threat. Who knew, for example,
prior to the Oklahoma City bombing that fertiliser
could be used in the manufacture of explosives? Who
knew that hijackers would be prepared to sacrifice their
own lives as well as the lives of many hundreds of
passengers to fly planes into buildings — with such
deadly consequence? So it has to be an evolutionary
approach. It is a deadly race, I would say. Hopefully
our own imaginations and powers are greater than those
of the people who would do us harm. We make no
apology for the fact that we are continually improving
our counter-terrorism response.
Most of this bill relates to amendments to the Terrorism
(Community Protection) Act 2003, which was
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substantially amended in March this year. The bill
earlier this year introduced preventative detention
provisions and provisions relating to stop, search and
seize police powers. This bill will make only one minor
amendment to those provisions in that it will require the
Supreme Court to take account of any evidence or
submission made by the Secretary of the Department of
Human Services when the court is considering an
application for a preventative detention order for
persons aged under 18. This amendment recognises that
the Secretary of the Department of Human Services is
responsible for juvenile detention centres in our state.
The bill will amend the 2003 provision that enables
police to detain, and direct to submit to
decontamination procedures, those people who have
been exposed to contamination through a terrorist
attack. Police will also be able to enter land exposed to
contamination and to seize, dispose of or destroy a
source of contamination. Police must obtain the prior
consent of the occupier of residential premises, unless
immediate entry is necessary to ensure the safety of any
person or prevent the spread of further contamination.
Police will also be required to facilitate access to
medical treatment of any detained person who may
have been contaminated in a terrorist attack. The
exercise of all of these powers will be supported by the
creation of a new offence of failing to comply with a
police direction or hindering or obstructing an
authorised police officer exercising such powers.
Further amendments will complement the Terrorism
(Community Protection) Act by making it a criminal
offence to provide information or documents that
facilitate the planning of an act of terrorism. As well,
this bill clarifies the reporting requirements for theft or
unexplained loss of prescribed chemicals so that only
situations involving a real security concern will need to
be reported to police.
Not planning for an emergency or keeping one’s head
in the sand is a sure recipe for disaster. The 2003 act
has required operators of essential services to prepare
risk management plans to protect their assets from
terrorist attack. Given the extensive privatisation that
occurred under the previous government, many of these
essential services are now controlled by private
operators. This bill will provide that a copy of an order
declaring an essential service will not be required to be
published in the Government Gazette as doing so may
indicate potential terrorist targets.
The bill will require that all risk management,
emergency plans and training must be developed to a
prescribed best-practice standard. This will ensure that
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critical assets, essential to the welfare of all Victorians
and the ongoing running of the state, are as prepared as
they can be.
In addition to its proposed amendments to the
Terrorism (Community Protection) Act the bill will
modify other legislation to provide a consistent
approach to the security of sensitive documents — for
example, the bill will amend the Public Records Act
1973 to ensure certain sensitive documents now kept by
Public Record Office Victoria remain secure and
accessible only upon approval by the minister
responsible for PROV.
I was fortunate to be provided recently with a guided
tour of PROV’s vast and impressive facilities in North
Melbourne. It is my understanding that of the millions
of records kept within the hectares of storage facilities
at North Melbourne, only a small proportion will be
affected by the amendments contained in this bill. They
include, for example, documents that relate to the
location, access and security details of key
infrastructure and public buildings, including
Parliament House. Consideration is also given in the
amendments to the necessity that people such as civil
planners may require access to these protected
documents, and the bill enables conditional access to
such documents to take place.
Finally the bill also amends the Freedom of Information
Act 1982 with a number of technical amendments and
clarifications, which include, for example, amending
the definition of a document to include copies of an
original document. An amendment is included which
provides for the deletion of material reasonably
regarded as irrelevant to an FOI request, and I note in
relation to this particular amendment that in the
Ombudsman’s June 2006 report tabled in the house just
this morning, entitled Review of the Freedom of
Information Act, at pages 6 and 7 he recommends that
section 25 of the act be amended in terms similar to
section 22 of the commonwealth FOI act to enable
agencies to delete material that is not within the scope
of the request where deletion is both practicable and not
contrary to the applicant’s known wishes, so the bill is
in fact implementing this particular recommendation.
The bill also includes a provision that a requested
document may be subject to more than one exemption
and a provision that ensures the FOI act does not affect
the operation of other laws. There is also a provision
that ensures a certificate exempting cabinet documents
need not specify whether such a document exists.
Most importantly the bill contains an amendment that
exempts from disclosure, documents created by the
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counter-terrorism coordination and emergency
management department of Victoria Police and any
document that would endanger the security of premises.
The bill also exempts from disclosure any document
relating to the risk management plans of essential
services or outlining a training exercise or a report on
the adequacy of such a plan or training exercise and
also documents created by Victoria Police’s bureau of
criminal intelligence.

It talks about providing documents or information
facilitating terrorist acts. I understand it and I
understand the application, but I could not quite
understand why it is necessary because if one looks at
the principal act, the actual application of being
involved in facilitating a terrorist act does not
necessarily have to mean providing documents or
information; they could be actually a component of
that.

While the FOI provisions have been modified to
address issues of security, the Bracks government
remains committed to the ideals enshrined in the
original FOI act which was one of our first
contributions as a new government, and we remain
committed to ensuring open and accountable
government via the freedom of information legislation
and through the separation of powers. We are
responsible, however, to ensure that that information is
appropriately secure and is used for legitimate and legal
purposes.

As one of my colleagues said before, and he may have
raised it in his speech, what happens if somebody
provides a car? A car is not specifically a document or
information, but the bill has not specified motor
vehicles in the amendment. The amendment specifies
documents or information, but what happens if a car is
provided to facilitate a terrorist act?

This bill is about enhancing the safety of all Victorians,
and I therefore commend it to the house.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
rise on behalf of the Liberal Party to make my
contribution to the debate on this further amendment
bill; in doing so, I indicate I will be supporting it. There
is again the issue about processes that the government
goes through to bring legislation to the chamber with all
the resources that it has. Today the Terrorism
(Community Protection) (Further Amendment) Bill
amends the Terrorism (Community Protection)
(Amendment) Act of earlier this year, which followed
on from the original principal bill in 2003. Again it
raises the question: if we have had a significant
amendment to the original principal bill, why are we
now looking at further amendments?
One needs to go to some of the detail and some of the
prescriptive information that has been put forward. The
house heard Ms Mikakos talk about the bill and the
principal act. I think most of her speech related to the
passage of the principal legislation; I think today’s
contribution was just a rehash of her speech back then.
Probably if one were to compare like for like — the
Community Protection (Amendment) Act with this
further amendment bill — one would probably see that
they are along the same lines, that nothing has really
changed apart from the rhetoric around it.
Some issues in the bill cause me concern. Why are
there particular insertions of proposed sections?
Clause 5 is an example, although I understand the merit
of it. Under clause 5 a new section 4B is to be inserted.

As we know, motor vehicles are often used for the
purposes of blowing up. Does that mean cars are not
part of a terrorist offence because a car is not included
in the bill but information and documents are included?
I understand the intention of the clause, but I cannot see
how it works in terms of being specific about certain
items. If it said ‘documents or information’, one would
have thought it should be ‘documents or information or
other things’, to then include matters that may not have
been as prescriptive as those two things.
I guess what I am getting at is that in the application of
the legislation, it continually comes back here. It
amazes me how we continually come back for
fix-ups — then for fix-ups to fix-ups. The best I can
ever recall was when, on a particular bill that escapes
me at the moment, we were debating an amendment,
with further amendments about to come through from
the lower house. We could have held off debating the
amendment, since there were amendments flying
everywhere. I get the feeling that we are going down
the same path with this bill.
It is on the record that I have said that when you try to
deliver a coherent strategy for dealing with terrorism, it
is not the MPs who have to deal with it but the law
enforcement agencies which have to apply it. Every
time you bring in an additional piece of legislation it
creates so much confusion that it almost comes to the
point where it is not applied. I said in my contribution
to the debate on the original amendment that while we
can debate the principles, it is the application and
adherence to the legislation and the real-life operation
outcome that we should be measuring.
There are other insertions which I will not go into, but
one which pricked my mind was about risk
management plans. I noted that Ms Mikakos used the
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words ‘world best practice’ or words to that effect. I
seem to recall that phrase in a lot of Brackspin
documents about how great the government is.
Needless to say we are all heading down the gurgler
under this government. Unfortunately government
members are even believing their own spin and are
using it in this debate. I refer to clause 12(2)(ab) of the
bill which proposes to insert after section 34(a) of the
principal act:
(ab) the risk management plan complies with any prescribed
standard …

I think Ms Mikakos was confusing ‘prescribed
standard’ with world best practice or world best
outcomes or something that she might have read in the
glossy brochures that went out today telling everyone
about the $300 for children. It is amazing; the glossy
brochures have already gone out telling everyone how
great it is, but needless to say the Treasurer does not
know how it will be applied.
That is the problem with this bill. The words sound
good, but the problem is the application. When you
read it you wonder what is meant by ‘prescribed
standard’. What is that? My interpretation would be
different from that of Ms Mikakos who considers it to
be world best practice. I simply draw that to the
attention of members.
The next clause, clause 13, gave me a laugh. The
Minister for Police and Emergency Services is probably
feeling a bit media-deprived or not included in the
process, because clause 13 deals with training
exercises. I have always wondered how a police
minister could be actively involved in operational
matters. In the principal act training exercises were to
be undertaken with the Chief Commissioner of Police.
That stands to reason as the chief commissioner is the
most appropriate person to assist in training exercises
for anti-terrorism events. But this bill proposes:
(1) In section 33(1)(b) of the Principal Act, after “Chief
Commissioner” insert “and the relevant Minister”.
(2) After section 33(1) of the Principal Act insert —
“(1A)
The training exercise must comply with any
prescribed standard.”.

There we have the words again. This is again more
terminology being used that requires interpretation. I
looked for ‘prescribed standard’ in the definitions but
could not see it, so I might seek guidance there.
The one thing that really got me was clause 13(3)
which states:
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For section 33(2) of the Principal Act substitute —
“(2) The training exercise must be —
(a) prepared in consultation with the relevant Minister;
and
(b) conducted at a time and place, and in the manner,
determined by the relevant Minister.

Why on earth does a police minister need to be
involved in the operational duties of the Victoria Police
in relation to terrorism activities? Next there will be
legislation to say he has to be the helicopter pilot
because he wants to fly in the little whirligig; or maybe
he wants to be the driver in a police car, with the lights
and sirens going. Maybe he feels deprived because he
did not get enough police cars in his early life, so that
he needs to insert the provision in a piece of legislation
that he must now be involved in the training exercise. If
he so feels he must do that, he should do the right thing
and resign from being a minister and apply for a
position with the Victoria Police, because that is about
the only way he is ever going to be involved.
It is just stupidity to include the relevant minister —
and I gather that would be the police minister, as that is
the only one suitable. Why on earth would you want a
minister to be involved in the training exercise? The
clause says:
… prepared in consultation with the relevant minister; and
… conducted at a time and place, and in the manner,
determined by the relevant minister.

What idiotic clause insertion is this? Why do the police
have to tell the minister they are conducting training
exercises? Every time they go out to the police driving
school for two weeks do they have to tell the police
minister? It is just stupidity.
The fact of the matter is that the chief commissioner has
enough work on her hands without being worried by a
minister who cannot read memos. Now she has to
worry about training exercises. Good luck to the person
who writes the training exercise because I can tell you
that it will sit on the minister’s desk for a lot longer than
a week. It will probably sit on his desk for about four
months as he tries to work out what has been written. I
hope he will not write any disparaging comments on
the memo. He will know what I am talking about if he
reads Hansard. I can tell you one thing: I am going to
chase that down and if I find that memo it will be out in
the public arena.
The minister should get his fingers out of the
operational duties of Victoria Police and out of the
operations of the bureaucracy that is trying to do the
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right thing in dealing with terrorism in this state. It
really fires me up that this has been inserted because it
demonstrates that he feels deprived of attention — I do
not know what it is — but it is just stupidity to have that
there. The reality is that we always support the principal
bill and support the notion that we should fight
terrorism, but I do not think the police minister should
be getting his grubby little fingers involved in
operational duties.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I am very
pleased today to make a contribution to the debate on
the Terrorism (Community Protection) (Further
Amendment) Bill. This bill and the previous legislation
that we debated earlier this year seeks to balance the
need for public safety and security with the requirement
to maintain an open and free society. I have to tell
honourable members that this issue has given me the
greatest concern since I was elected to this place.
Terrorism is, of course, not a new phenomenon. We
have had terrorism for thousands of years. It could be
argued that one of the first acts of terrorism was the
10 plagues of Egypt. Whether the Almighty could ever
be considered a terrorist I suppose would make an
interesting point, but certainly what happened then
would fulfil the definition of terrorism.
In 1605 Guy Fawkes attempted to blow up the English
houses of Parliament. Some people might say that he
had the right idea. Whether it was a good idea or not, it
was certainly an act of terrorism. In more recent times
we have had the Irish Republican Army campaign to
unite Northern Ireland with the Republic of Ireland;
there were many acts of terrorism in that campaign. In
the early 1970s there was a terrorism attack in
Birmingham in England — the so-called pub bombings
which killed over 20 people; and in the early 1980s the
IRA came very close to assassinating the British Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher and nearly half of her
cabinet when they were attending a Conservative Party
conference in Brighton. More recently we have had
9/11, the Bali bombings, the UK and Madrid bombings,
amongst many others.
In Australia up to this point we have been very
fortunate in not having terrorism on our shores. In fact I
think the only instance of terrorism that I can recall was
the Hilton bombings in Sydney; and I, of course, refer
to the location and not the perpetrator. If we have been
relatively free of terrorism activity, why are we
debating, and why have we been debating for the last
few months, terrorism bills in this place? These bills
have been introduced because we need to maintain
consistency with commonwealth government
legislation, so each state has to pass appropriate bills to
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give effect to the commonwealth legislation. I suppose
the real question is: why did the commonwealth
government pass this legislation?
My view, and it is a very personal one, is that the Prime
Minister and his Attorney-General are using this
legislation for a very base political motive — and the
Prime Minister has some history in this regard. The
2001 election, which I believe will be seen as one of the
lowest points in our history, was fought solely by
exploiting fear within the electorate. The Prime
Minister was able to make a connection between the
terrorism attacks in New York and Washington and the
influx of asylum seekers. Every asylum seeker was
portrayed as a potential terrorist and, in the words of
our Prime Minister, ‘not the sort of people we want
coming into this country’. That such a claim was made
was in my view quite ludicrous, but it was not able to
come through in the campaign that it was ludicrous, and
I do hold my own Australian Labor Party guilty to
some degree in that regard.
Although there were some concerns about the
appropriateness of the government’s security
legislation, which was a backdrop to the 2001
campaign, my party felt that it needed to be seen to be
supporting that legislation because the alternative was
that it would run the risk of appearing weak on security.
My own view — and again I stress that it is my own
very personal view — is that if our party had fought the
election on the principle of civil liberties, pointing out
the ludicrous claim that asylum seekers were terrorists,
the Labor Party could have won that election.
Now, five years later, we have a similar situation. It is
absolutely impossible for any elected government in
this country to frustrate the will of the commonwealth
government on this issue of terrorism, and although the
reasons are obvious I intend to state them. Should there
ever be a terrorist attack in this country, which is
obviously something we all wish to avoid, any
government which had frustrated the commonwealth
would be blamed for that terrorist attack. That is
politics. No state government and no Premier could
afford to be held accountable in such circumstances.
Hence, when the commonwealth government decided
to introduce terrorism legislation, state governments
had to comply.
We have had attempts by a number of people, both
outside the parliamentary party and inside the federal
Liberal Party — and I particularly mention Petrou
Georgiou in this regard — to ameliorate as far as
possible the most egregious aspects of these terrorism
bills. My fundamental disagreement with this terrorism
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legislation, of which this bill is a part, is that it is
unnecessary.

given to police to detain and to stop, search and seize
that were introduced in previous legislation.

I read with great interest a submission from the Law
Council of Australia in response to the original
Terrorism (Community Protection) (Amendment) Act.
The law council’s view was that there are presently on
the statute books sufficient powers to address the
circumstances which it is proposed that that particular
piece of legislation addresses. In the view of the law
council, which I would suggest is totally independent of
this process, that legislation was not necessary. I
therefore return to my original premise: that the reason
we are having this type of legislation is a desire by the
federal government to exploit people’s fear. To me, that
is the epitome of cynicism.

The objective of further amendments to the Terrorism
(Community Protection) Act is to give the police
additional powers in the wake of a terrorist attack, to
enable them to get rid of a source of contamination or
to gain access to an area of land so as to protect people
and stop any contaminant spreading.

As I have said previously, I have every sympathy with
the premiers and the position in which they have found
themselves. For this reason and for no other I intend to
commend this bill to the house, but I do so with great
reservations and absolutely no enthusiasm.
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — Earlier this year we
debated the Terrorism (Community
Protection)(Amendment) Bill in the middle of
widespread community concern over the need to have
legislation that balanced the obligation to protect
members of the community against acts of terrorism
while at the same time not unnecessarily limiting
citizens’ freedoms.
Members at that time spoke with great strength of
feeling about the terrorist actions in several parts of the
world that have, in the judgment of most, necessitated
very harsh and restrictive legislation.
In the end I supported the Terrorism (Community
Protection)(Amendment) Bill because I was satisfied
that it had been thoroughly questioned through
community debate, because it was in proportion to the
magnitude and complexity of the issues its provisions
sought to address, and because its safeguards
sufficiently protect the community against the arbitrary
exercise of power.
The amendments to the Terrorism (Community
Protection) Act, to the Public Records Act and the
Freedom of Information Act are the result of further
consideration of issues concerning counter-terrorism
measures already in place. As the Attorney-General
outlines in his second-reading speech, the amendments
are a consequence of further analysis and assessments
of the current legislation and of what might occur in the
event of a terrorist episode. The Attorney-General states
that the bill contains no addition to the powers already

Under these amendments police will be, empowered to
enter places that are suspected to have been exposed to
a contaminant even though the owner has not provided
consent. Usually the occupier gives the police consent
to enter private premises, but the police can enter
without consent if they believe on reasonable grounds
that immediate entry is necessary to protect someone’s
safety or to prevent them from spreading
contamination.
The amendments also introduce offences where people
do not comply with police directions for them not to
enter or to leave a place that is affected by a terrorist act
or who disrupt, hinder or delay the police in their work.
The amendments also require operators of essential
services to prepare plans that will ensure the essential
services they provide are not knocked out by a terrorist
attack and to face being guilty of an offence if they fail
to have plans in place. The plans must include both risk
management and training exercises that comply with
prescribed standards. The amendments also clarify the
obligations of occupiers of premises to report any thefts
or loss of substances which are prescribed. The
amendments make it an offence for a person to
intentionally pass on a document or information that
can assist in the perpetration of a terrorist act — even if
nothing happens.
The bill also amends the Public Records Act so that
documents whose content could cause damage to the
security of the commonwealth or a state or territory, to
the defence of the country, or harm Australia’s relations
with other countries may be kept secret for a specified
period of time or indefinitely. As well, the bill states
that any person, such as a researcher, who is permitted
to see sensitive documents must strictly observe the
conditions which may apply to their having been
granted permission to see the materials in the first
place.
In relation to the Freedom of Information Act, people
who apply to see documents will not be permitted to
see exempt material, as is the case at the moment, but
will as a result of the amendments not be able to see
material that is irrelevant to the request. In other words,
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people who apply to see documentary information will
only be able to see the precise information they have
requested, provided that it is not exempt.
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MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading

It is also important to remember that the legislation is
only one component of the government’s response to
the potential for a terrorist act. I agree with many
constituents in Monash Province that there is a risk that
if we put too much emphasis on gearing up the
community to focus on counter-terrorism measures, we
ramp up the issue and may end up precipitating the very
thing we do not want to happen.
But this is why balance in proportion is so important.
The Victorian government’s policy paper ‘Protecting
our community: attacking the causes of terrorism’
which was released last September set out the
government’s position on legislative matters, law
enforcement, emergency services, effective prevention,
deterrence, response and recovery. It devotes
considerable space to the government’s continuing
commitment to multiculturalism, partnerships with faith
leaders, the promotion of democratic principles and
community harmony, the strengthening of freedom of
expression and debate, and freedom against racial and
religious vilification.
The provisions contained in the amendments to the
Terrorism (Community Protection)(Amendment) Act
are but one element in a wide range of measures
necessary to deal with the phenomenon of terrorism. I
think most Victorians subscribe to these laws because
they are not used by the government to feed community
fear and suspicion.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — In rising to
speak on the Justice Legislation (Further Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill I indicate that the opposition will be
supporting this legislation. It is interesting to reflect that
this is the second piece of legislation that has been
introduced with a similar title as on 30 March the house
passed the Justice Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill. Today, barely 30 days later, we are
debating new legislation called the Justice Legislation
(Further Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill.
This shows the rapid rate at which the government is
able to churn out new legislation under the same name.
One is left to wonder, on a more serious note — —
Mr Gavin Jennings — Whether the supplementary
amendments will come later.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — Yes, when we will get the
further further miscellaneous amendments bill. It is
with some regret that there cannot be a more
comprehensive approach to these issues.
That being said, the bill makes a few interesting
changes which are significant and worthy of some
comment. The first and most interesting is that it brings
the police into the digital age by providing them with an
ability to record evidence on digital technology. It was
interesting in our briefing that one would have
imagined the police would have used this most
up-to-date technology, but when they are conducting
interviews or taking a statement from people, they are
recorded on analogue tape. The bill now allows police
to use digital recording equipment.
The issue with digital recording equipment is that, as
we all know, it is more easily manipulated. One can
more easily change, manipulate and perhaps tamper
with evidence that is digitally recorded than is possible
with analog recordings. The bill allows the police to use
digital recording equipment, and it puts in place various
safeguards which attempt to ensure that the digital
record is not tampered with. One can only hope that
works successfully.
The next major amendment is to allow the police to
take DNA samples from people found not guilty
because of a mental incapacity; and, having taken that
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DNA sample from such a person who is found not
guilty, to keep that in their DNA store for reference in
the event of further crimes, et cetera. That means one
can ask realistically why you would want to take and
store samples from somebody who is found not guilty
of an offence. The issue is that if they are found not
guilty because of mental impairment it does not mean
that they have not committed the crime: they could in
fact be under some sort of custodial order as a result of
what they have done or held under some sort of
supervision; or, although they may have committed the
offence, they are because of their mental incapacity not
guilty, and therefore there is a very justified and
realistic reason to take and to keep those DNA samples
on record as you would for any other criminal
individual even though because of their mental
incapacity such people are deemed not to be criminals.
The opposition agrees totally with that.
The next amendment amends the Crimes (Sexual
Offences) Act, and it is basically a drafting stuff-up. I
might just read what the minister says on that issue in
his second-reading speech, because it is interesting. He
explains this amendment by saying:
The bill amends the Crimes (Sexual Offences) Act 2006 to
remove an incorrect reference to the relevant offence being
committed against a child. The relevant part of the act, which
in turn amends the Sex Offenders Registration Act 2004, only
relates to sexual offences committed against adults.

In other words, basically we had a drafting error and the
legislation in this bill is correcting that drafting error.
Another amendment deals with the Working with
Children Act, and we all know about that particular
act — how it is basically a nightmare, a regulatory
overkill of the highest order causing a great deal of
pain, suffering and confusion everywhere in the
community. As far I am able to ascertain, a lot of
people do not know about its provisions and, as a
consequence of either benign neglect or deliberate
action, omit to follow a great many of its provisions. It
is a bill which was always going to cause trouble, is
causing trouble and will continue to cause trouble; and
it is something that one day the government will have
to turn its mind to.
It is a pity the amendments do not do something more
significant. The current provisions in the act require an
application form when one wants to go through the
whole process of using a child in some working
occupation. The current act requires that the form be in
a prescribed form, which is not an unusual requirement.
This bill changes it so that the form has to be in a form
approved by the Secretary of the Department of Justice.
It is no longer a prescribed form, it is just a form which
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is approved by the Secretary of the Department of
Justice. The bill says it has to carry certain information
like the name and address but not much else.
The interesting thing here is — and I must say it is
interesting that today we have just finished dealing with
the terrorism bill because one of the amendments in that
bill was to delete the requirement that one of the forms
there had to be in a prescribed form, it was in a form
agreed to by the department. Here we have again
another bill where the requirement of the prescribed
form is removed and replaced by a form that is
approved by the secretary.
One always gets a bit suspicious in this place as to
whether this is a pattern. A prescribed form is being
removed from various pieces of legislation, and I must
admit I have in the back of my mind that perhaps this is
a pattern because we know that prescribed forms go
through a fairly rigorous process. They go through the
regulatory review process, they go through a regulatory
impact statement and there is a proper overview and
assessment of the extent to which such prescribed
forms have an impact on red tape et cetera.
There is a process which they have to go through as
prescribed forms, and once they are not prescribed
forms presumably they will not have to go through that
process and therefore they will certainly not have the
same rigour applied to them with regard to red tape and
to the extra work that is imposed on the community and
business by having to fill them out because they will
simply be forms produced by the secretary of the
appropriate department. I hope we are not seeing a
trend here for the removal of prescribed forms because,
as I said, there is some safeguard in a prescribed form.
The other major provisions deal with amendments to
the Surveillance Devices (Amendment) Act, the special
investigations monitor legislation and the Major Crime
Legislation (Office of Police Integrity) Act. Members
may remember the crazy situation brought about by this
government’s refusal to carry out what was logical,
what is done everywhere else and what has proven to
be very effective and that is to have a royal commission
into police corruption or some sort of royal commission
into corruption. The government put in place this whole
process based on the Ombudsman also being the
director, police integrity and having to run up the
corridor from his office as Ombudsman to his office as
director, police integrity to look at something. We had
this crazy situation of a man with dual hats trying to do
two jobs. We had a person looking at police corruption
who had very few skills and little experience in that
area because he was simply an ombudsman more used
to looking at justice and fairness and documentation
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than corruption and honesty and police matters. We still
have this ludicrous situation.

the Attorney-General. Mr Strong alluded to that in his
closing remarks in particular.

When we brought in a series of special crime bills,
which was legislation agreed to by other jurisdictions
across Australia and which gave the police very
significant powers to do things like use surveillance
devices, assume false identities and so on, it was agreed
that the use by police of these fairly draconian powers
would be overviewed by somebody to see that the
powers were not abused. The person chosen to
overview them was the Ombudsman. This created an
incredibly convoluted situation. The Ombudsman was
also in charge of the Office of Police Integrity and
when the Office of Police Integrity wanted to use
surveillance devices, run special operations and use
assumed identities, as Ombudsman he could not
overview himself using those powers. When he had his
Ombudsman hat on, he could overview the police using
those powers to see that they did not abuse them, but
when he used those powers himself he could not very
well overview himself. The net result of this was the
government had to create a new position called the
special investigations monitor, with the ability to
overview Office of Police Integrity investigations.
When those special powers were used by that office, he
could overview the person who overviewed the police
when they were using them. It is very hard for most
people to grasp, which is not surprising because it is an
absolutely ludicrous situation.

Nevertheless, these are amendments that I think are
worthy of support by the house. I am particularly
impressed by the proposal to allow DNA samples to be
retained in cases where a person is found not guilty on
the grounds of mental impairment. I note that that is not
an automatic right being conveyed by this legislation —
it will still require an application to the court — but it
seems to me that in the circumstances it is a worthy
initiative. If the court is persuaded that there is some
value in retaining those DNA samples for the future —
in case this person is again engaged in criminal
activity — I think the community would demand that
safeguard. There is no doubt that DNA has been one of
the great breakthroughs of our generation in terms of
solving crimes. In some respects I am a bit disappointed
that this bill has come on for debate before and not after
lunch today. There is a science briefing during the
luncheon break today which goes to the issue of DNA.
I am proposing to attend so that I might better acquaint
myself with its operation, its technicalities and its
outcomes. It is clear that it is enabling our police to, on
many occasions, gather than vital last piece of the
jigsaw in order to allow them to lay charges against a
suspect.

This bill fixes up that absolutely ludicrous situation, and
it is about time. It gives the special investigations
monitor the power to overview the use of these
surveillance devices powers by the Office of Police
Integrity and by the police. That seems to be a sensible
role — at least we will have one person overviewing
the use of these special powers regardless of who is
using them: he can overview them no matter who uses
them. This is sensible and goes some way to fixing up
the mess this government has made of this whole police
integrity and anticorruption business.
With those few comments I would like to commend the
bill to the house and wish it a speedy passage. I look
forward to seeing a further further miscellaneous
amendments bill any time soon.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I am sure
Mr Strong is correct and we will see a further further
amending bill very shortly. That is the nature of these
things, and I think it is the nature of the current
Attorney-General in another place that we are going to
get a series of bills like this. In some respects this bill is
a housekeeping measure, but in other respects it fixes
up sloppiness and carelessness and the crazy notions of

It not only goes to offences against the person. Anyone
reading this week’s rural newspapers would note that
DNA has been used by a very alert policeman in the
north-west to sheet home a charge of sheep stealing.
DNA was able to be detected on the wool of some
sheep, particularly in the branding fluid that had been
used on those lambs. It was checked against the DNA
of the rams at the property from where it was alleged
the sheep had been stolen. It was discovered that eight
of the property owner’s rams had sired a fair number of
these lambs. The person was convicted and fined $3000
or something of that nature.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I am advised that he was
in fact fined $5000. It is a unique incident because quite
often when sheep are stolen, particularly lambs, they go
straight to the abattoirs and it would not have been so
easy to conduct the tests if that had happened. That is a
fascinating example of the extent to which DNA will
assist in the apprehension of wrongdoers in our
community. I hope that sort of development continues.
This amendment goes to an issue which is a bit
difficult. It deals with mentally impaired people but
mentally impaired people sometimes commit crimes
and sometimes they are serial offenders. If that is going
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to be the case, we need to be able to prove they are
serial offenders, and in so doing this will obviously be
another part of the armoury.
I am not surprised that there is an amendment to the
Working with Children Act, and I suspect there will be
heaps of amendments as the government wrestles with
the implementation of that legislation. The Nationals
took a particular view when the principal act was being
debated — that it is totally unnecessary, it will add a
huge cost to the community and will engender
tremendous rancour in the community as well.
These amendments are somewhat minor, meaning that
the secretary can approve the form rather than it being
prescribed in regulations, and it sets out some of the
information that is required on the form. One wonders
why it needs all the detail, but it appears that in its
nanny-state mode the government wants to require
persons and applicants to list all this stuff on a
bureaucratic form. I do not like it, but on the other hand
this amendment at least goes some way to simplifying
the process, although nowhere near far enough.
The bill also obviously brings us into the modern age
by authorising digital recording. It dispenses with the
definition of ‘tape recording’ in another illustration of
the speed of technological advance in our community,
and how fortunate we are to live in this day and age of
such extraordinary technological innovation. It is quite
appropriate that the courts be empowered to use the
latest and best technology. It should also help the
community at large if it leads to transcripts becoming
available much more readily and much more speedily
than is the case using the more manual types of tape
recorders that perhaps need to be transcribed in a
slower process than can be done with digital recording
devices.
The Nationals support the bill because each of the
amendments, in their own way, is worthy of support. It
should not be taken to mean that members of The
Nationals have changed their view on the Working with
Children Act; we have not and will not, but we will
support any amendments that go some way to
improving it.
Certainly when it comes to crime and the apprehension
of wrongdoers and miscreants, we will support any
reasonable actions which go to the issue of community
safety. It is very clear that people in our larger urban
communities do not feel as safe as they did, and we are
finding the same now in our smaller rural communities.
For many years they were felt to be very safe
environments where people felt able to leave their
houses unlocked or leave the car keys in the ignition —
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not two actions that I advocate, of course. Those days
have largely gone. But more than that, some criminal
activity particularly relating to physical assault, theft
and intimidation is regrettably creeping into smaller
country towns as well, so anything that can be done
which catches up and metes out an appropriate
punishment to wrongdoers, particularly serial offenders,
is welcome.
One of the frustrations I have is that we spend so much
of the community’s resources pursuing a minority of
the community who are persistent offenders. I
acknowledge that perhaps some people, young people
in particular, kick over the traces, get on the wrong side
of the law and learn their lesson, and that often
happens, but regrettably we have a number of people
who seem to be persistent offenders.
That apprehension, the meting out of a fine or a spell in
jail does not seem to have the required effect. It is very
difficult to know what to do about those people. But
increasing the likelihood of apprehension has surely got
to be the greatest deterrent, and innovations such as
DNA testing obviously go a long was towards
increasing the likelihood of apprehension. Therefore I
am happy to support the legislation on that basis.
I did not cover the aspects of the bill that go to the issue
of surveillance devices at particular length because
Mr Strong did it so well.
Hon. E. G. Stoney — Will it help cattle stealing?
That is what we want to hear.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I am not sure that it will,
Mr Stoney. We want people who live in the country to
be more alert to unusual activity than perhaps they have
been in the past. In that sense it is surveillance, although
it may not be a surveillance device within the
parameters of the act. Clearly, in the old days many
people would have opposed the use of surveillance
devices on privacy grounds.
We now have this dichotomy where we seem to be
much more worried about privacy than we ever were in
the past — and I think unnecessarily so. But on the
other hand we are much more ready to accept the use of
surveillance devices than we would have been in the
old days when we did not seem to be too worried about
privacy. It just shows how attitudes are forced to
change.
We have to cut the cloth according to the circumstances
of the day, and that is clearly one of those instances
where circumstances have changed so much that people
who had severe reservations about a particular action in
the past have had to amend their views and accept that a
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changing society calls for changing attitudes as well. I
am pleased to indicate that The Nationals are able to
support this amending bill.

defendant to give a DNA sample, but in effect it is
consistent with the approach that the government has
taken with the sex offenders registration scheme.

Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — Mr Baxter gave a
well-considered contribution to debate on this bill, and I
appreciate that because it enabled me to duck out of a
Legislation Committee meeting to make a short
contribution to this debate.

Another set of amendments contained in the bill relate
to the Crimes Act, particularly the use of digital
technology in the recording of specified information
such as interviews of suspects. The bill also contains a
number of amendments to other pieces of legislation. I
will touch on them very briefly. There is an amendment
to the Crimes (Sexual Offences) Act 2006, which
removes an incorrect reference to the victim of an
offence being a child. Schedule 3 of the Sex Offenders
Registration Act 2004 lists offences against adult
victims, for which a court has a discretion to make a sex
offender registration order. This amendment will mean
that schedule 3 includes an offence under section 38A
of the Crimes Act, which deals with compelling sexual
penetration, regardless of the victim’s age.

I indicate my support for this bill, which is very much a
technical bill that seeks to make amendments to a range
of legislation in the justice portfolio. They are fairly
mechanical in nature, but are really about this
government’s commitment to ensuring that the justice
system works efficiently and fairly. The bill contains a
number of amendments to the Crimes Act 1958. The
first set of amendments give effect to the government’s
in-principle support for the Victorian parliamentary
Law Reform Committee’s recommendation that
Victoria’s DNA sampling regime be revised to enable a
person’s forensic material to be retained, or obtained
and held indefinitely if that person has been found not
guilty by reason of mental impairment.
I particularly want to acknowledge the work of the Law
Reform Committee for the well-considered and very
lengthy report it produced in relation to DNA samples,
but also in a range of other areas. The government very
much values the work of that bipartisan committee.
Essentially, the powers are intended to help police solve
existing cases and investigate future crimes that may be
committed by a group of defendants. It involves the
difficult issue of striking an appropriate balance
between ensuring that police have the appropriate
powers and resources to fight crime and the equally
worthy consideration of protecting individual civil
liberties. The mental impairment legislation aims to
protect vulnerable defendants by ensuring that they are
diverted out of the criminal justice system under
appropriate levels of supervision so that they do not
carry the stigma or other consequences of being found
guilty. As I said, it is important that we try to strike an
appropriate balance with the need for effective law
enforcement.
The bill seeks to enable the County and Supreme courts
to order that DNA samples be taken from people found
not guilty by reason of mental impairment and be
retained. The Magistrates Court will not be able to
make these orders. For less serious cases dealt with by
the Magistrates Court a mentally impaired defendant
will have the right to be automatically and
unconditionally discharged. This approach is
fundamentally inconsistent with the right to require a

The bill also contains some technical amendments to
the Surveillance Devices (Amendment) Act 2004 and
the Major Crime Legislation (Office of Police Integrity)
Act 2004. These amendments will ensure that we have
consistency with legislation at the commonwealth level
as it relates to the reporting regime that applies to the
commonwealth Ombudsman in relation to the
Australian Crime Commission’s use of surveillance
devices under Victorian law. The final amendment in
the bill relates to the Working with Children Act 2005
so that the application form for a check need not be
prescribed but will contain the particulars set out in the
legislation.
In conclusion, this bill contains a number of technical
amendments across the justice portfolio. It is about
ensuring that we have a justice system that is efficient
and fair and continues to meet the needs of all
Victorians. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank members for their contributions to the debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
Sitting suspended 12.47 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Major Projects,
Mr Lenders. When did the minister first become aware
that Major Projects Victoria had failed to present
critical evidence exposing the dangers of leakage from
the planned toxic waste dump at Hattah-Nowingi?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — It
is a good thing that Mr David Davis does not go out
there to be an actor and get paid for theatre, because he
is not particularly good at looking outraged. He knows
very well the history of Nowingi. He knows very well
about the environment effects statement (EES) process
and that this government, in the most open and
transparent manner, has put in place an EES process
with 24 major reports staggered over two periods of
time to meet the needs of the local community. This
government has also had six supplementary reports
under the process, has had hearings in Mildura,
Bendigo and Melbourne, has sent officers from Major
Projects Victoria to Sunraysia whenever community
forums have been required and has provided
information on web sites — despite people like
Mr Davis and his colleagues trying to stop documents
being tabled in municipal libraries and other areas in the
region and despite every bit of subterfuge to stop the
debate going on. Mr Davis cries crocodile tears, and
crocodile tears that come very late.
I remind the house that 1700 members of the
community bothered to put in written submissions to
the EES process, but was Mr Davis one of them? No!
Was Ms Lovell one of them? No! Was any member of
the Liberal Party one of them? No! So it is a little bit
late for this to come from Mr Davis.
Mr Davis asked me when I knew about the studies. I do
not profess to have all the technical details in front of
me, nor do I profess to follow what happens every day,
but what I do know is that if people request information
from this government we give it to them. We follow the
law and go out of our way — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! That is enough
interjection. I ask the minister not to respond to
interjections, as they are unparliamentary, and to
conclude his answer through the Chair.
Mr LENDERS — This government is about
providing information. This government has boosted
the Freedom of Information Act. This government has
received numerous freedom of information (FOI)
requests. I will have this discussion with Mr Davis at
any time. I was not part of the Kennett government,
which closed down Parliament, gagged FOI and cut off
courts — and nobbled the Auditor-General while it was
at it.
I am happy to engage in a discussion on this project
with Mr Davis at any time. I expect him to put on a
little bit of theatre, because he needs to make up for the
fact that he did not get his submission in on time, for
the fact that his colleague Ms Lovell does not know
where Nowingi is and for the fact that there is no
coherent case on his part. I am happy to have a dialogue
with Mr Davis. I have been to Sunraysia and had a
dialogue with the community. We have an EES process
which every day is out there listening to the community
and putting information in front of it so that this
government can make an informed decision on the
basis of the advice of the EES panel.
Supplementary question
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I still do not
believe the minister has answered the question about
when he knew. The fact is that the minister fought the
FOI request of Russell Savage, the member for Mildura
in the other place, to prevent the release of the
Macumber report, which said:
The acidic nature of the ground water would turn any dump
material leakage into a liquid and therefore the potential risk
of contamination to the Raak was significant.

That refers to leaks and damage to valuable country. A
spokesperson for the minister has admitted that the
government did not provide that material, and the panel
now knows that the government did not provide that
material. I ask the minister: are there any further reports
or studies that he is aware of that have been held back
from the panel?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
know Mr Davis comes from a different planet than I do.
He is of the view that freedom of information (FOI)
requests are determined by ministers, not by
independent public servants, but seeing that he has
mentioned the Macumber report, this was a report
about which Mr Savage, whom I have a strong
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disagreement with on the issues of Nowingi, made that
FOI request to the Department of Infrastructure. In the
terms of his request it was a band of dates he asked for.
The DOI information officer gave him all the
information he required. The Macumber report, as I
understand it, was drawn to the attention of the
department. What Mr Savage asked for was not caught
by that, and the DOI information officer, as I am
advised, gave further information to Mr Savage when it
was requested — because this government, unlike the
government Mr Davis was associated with, actually
gives information. We are open, transparent and
accountable and have given out all the information.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — You are an outrage!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Davis has asked
his question, and he will stop interjecting.

Aboriginals: government initiatives
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
My question is to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs,
Mr Jennings. I ask the minister to inform the house as
to how the Bracks government is continuing to make
our state a better place to live and raise a family for
indigenous Victorians.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I thank Ms Darveniza for asking the
question and for her ongoing concern about the
wellbeing of the indigenous members of our
community. I am very pleased that today the Premier
and the Deputy Premier took the opportunity to launch
the next iteration of A Fairer Victoria — including a
commitment that the Bracks government has made on
any number of occasions but in a very tangible way in
last year’s budget and again today.
The Leader of the Government has just passed me a
brochure cover which shows the smiling faces of
Bianca and Ivy-Rose Hood from Lake Tyers. Last year
the A Fairer Victoria policy made a significant
undertaking to the people of Lake Tyers with the
funding of a neighbourhood renewal program. Whilst
the Hood family and other Aboriginal people in Lake
Tyers experience some degree of disadvantage and
some of their life outcomes still warrant further support,
the optimism and enthusiasm on those young women’s
faces hopefully will be an inspiration to many
thousands of Aboriginal people across the state of
Victoria.
We are not resting on our laurels. Whilst we have
committed $45 million as part of A Fairer Victoria this
year, the Bracks government has committed as part of
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the 2006–07 budget under A Fairer Victoria a record
$75 million to programs to support the wellbeing of
Aboriginal people. We are making significant
investments — $14 million has been allocated to
strengthen families, to provide better opportunities for
children and to increase the capacity of mothers to care
for the needs of their children. Families that receive
Aboriginal children will be supported in relation to
child placement needs and their capacity to enrich the
lives of younger members of the Aboriginal community
will be enhanced.
There will be significant reinvestment in the Aboriginal
justice agreement. One of the hallmarks of the first term
of the Bracks government was establishing the justice
agreement, and I, with the Attorney-General, will have
great pleasure in being at a very important
community-based event to mark the next iteration of
the Aboriginal justice agreement — $26 million will be
allocated to enhance the roles which Koori courts may
play in our community. Various diversion programs
and juvenile justice programs will support a more
active and successful participation by young Aboriginal
people in community life and will mitigate the
circumstances they might find themselves in within the
criminal justice system.
A significant amount — $10.8 million — has been
allocated to establish a new representative arrangement
body for the state of Victoria to ensure there is
grassroots participation and local people come together
in Aboriginal communities to determine their priorities
and support one another in their interaction with
governments, both state and commonwealth.
I am pleased to say that the circumstances confronted
by Aboriginal people in Victoria are not as acute as we
find in other parts of Australia at the moment in terms
of the misery that Aboriginal people confront, and we
will make sure that Aboriginal people in Victoria have
the opportunity to discuss their concerns with not only
the Victorian government but also the federal
government, which sometimes is acutely hard of
hearing in relation to the wellbeing of Aboriginal
people, certainly in south-eastern Australia.
We will be providing $12.6 million to support the
implementation of the Cultural Heritage Bill which was
passed by this house during the last sitting week and
which will enhance cultural heritage protection and the
understanding of the value of cultural heritage to all in
this state. I am pleased to provide that support.
We will provide other significant investments in the
2006–07 budget to support the maintenance of
community-based facilities and in particular facilities to
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support the needs of young Aboriginal people in the
years to come in training and rehabilitation to enrich the
lives of Aboriginal people.

Melbourne Recital Centre: construction
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
question is for the Minister for Major Projects,
Mr Lenders. The minister announced that Bovis Lend
Lease had been awarded a $120 million contract to
construct a 1000-seat recital hall. I ask: is it a fact that
the project is currently $30 million over the original
budget and already one year behind the announced
completion date?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
am delighted to receive my first question in the house
from Mrs Coote.
Mr Gavin Jennings — That’s how I feel.
Mr LENDERS — My ministerial colleague,
Mr Jennings, would rather he had more questions. The
recital centre, with the recital hall and the Melbourne
Theatre Company theatre, is a great project for Victoria
and is one that has had a very long gestation period in
coming forward. It is a very interesting illustration of
how major projects operate. As we know, it was
announced today that Bovis Lend Lease has been
contracted to do it. This project has been quite a
journey.
Mrs Coote says the figure is $30 million more than
earlier figures announced. To an extent that is correct,
but I think it is worth explaining, firstly, what it is and
how it got there. It will be a state-of-the-art recital
centre. I noticed Mrs Coote’s media comments — some
from her and some from a Liberal arts spokesperson —
where she acknowledged that this is a world-class
facility. It raises the question: why would you build a
recital centre unless it was going to be a world-class
facility?
The facility is being built in partnership with the arts
community and other stakeholders. It is also an
interesting partnership, with the University of
Melbourne being involved through the Melbourne
Theatre Company (MTC) component. As part of the
partnership we have philanthropic trusts raising money
to put towards the centre. We also have a vestige of the
Kennett government’s Crown legislation — the
requirement to build a lyric theatre has effectively been
extinguished by the money coming in to the recital
hall-MTC project.
There is no point in building a recital centre unless it is
a world-class facility to which performers will come.
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We will attract performers from overseas. There are a
number of orchestras and the like that would be likely
to come — and my colleague Ms Delahunty, the
Minister for the Arts in the other place, would certainly
be happy to enlighten Mrs Coote about them. If you are
going to proceed with this project and build the facility,
you want to do it correctly. To my knowledge we have
never built a recital centre here before — a facility with
such a high level of acoustics. I think it involves
36 major blocks, and springs. We cannot have the
facility vibrating from traffic on the streets around it,
because musicians are far more sensitive to these things
than someone like me.
Mr Gavin Jennings — They are more
temperamental than we are.
Mr LENDERS — They are more temperamental
than we are, Mr Jennings; that is correct.
The long and the short of it is that, yes, the timing on
this has been extended from what we had originally
hoped it would be. But as does a person building their
own house, you want to get it right. You come up with
a concept, you put the plans in place and you then go
out and get a builder to quote. You get an estimate of
the cost, and when that is done you announce and
proceed. Often when a family is building a house they
will get an indicative costing and further indicative
costings at various stages.
Transparency is always a challenge for government —
how much we put out and about regarding where we
think things are going to be and how much we budget
for before we have actually finally tested that in the
market at actual cost. Mrs Coote is correct: it will be a
higher cost than the original estimation we started with.
As to where we are now, Mrs Coote’s issue of it being
over budget or the like, we now finally have a
commercial costing of it.
Hon. J. A. Vogels interjected.
Mr LENDERS — We have finally made a number
of changes. Mr Vogels wants to take up a couple of
points by interjection, but I would put this to him: if the
original concept is that you have an MTC theatre on
one side of a road and a lyric theatre on the other and a
bridge in between, and someone shows you that there
are economies of scale in the long run in putting the
two together, would you stick to the original plan or
would you be adaptable? There is some merit in
Mrs Coote’s question about the cost issue, but we are
talking of a world-class project that stakeholders will
support. We will have a very good project in place that
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Melbourne will be proud of, Victoria will be proud of
and stakeholders will be proud of.
Supplementary question
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I really
thank the minister for his answer, but I would like him
to answer this supplementary question: can the minister
reassure us that the additional cost for acoustics will not
continue to blow out and that we will not have a repeat
of the Sydney Opera House acoustics fiasco here in
Victoria?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
could spend hours talking about the Sydney Opera
House, but I will stay far more localised. I can assure
Mrs Coote that unlike the construction of the Victorian
Arts Centre by the Hamer and Thompson governments,
when Mr Norm Lacy, the Minister for the Arts under
the Hamer government, let the expenditure on the
centre spiral threefold — almost as much as Ms Asher,
a former minister, let expenditure on Federation Square
spiral out and almost as much as former Premier
Kennett let expenditure on the state library spiral out —
we are far more vigilant and far more attentive. We
want an arts project to go ahead, we want it to go ahead
well and we will watch the cost. We have put a figure
out there — and obviously Mrs Coote will hold me
accountable if we go above that figure.
Hon. Andrea Coote — I will!
Mr LENDERS — I am very conscious of that and
obviously conscious of my responsibility to make the
project come in on time and on budget.

Neighbourhood houses: funding
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — My
question is to the Minister for Local Government. Can
the minister please inform the house of additional
assistance the Bracks government is providing to the
neighbourhood houses in Victoria?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
thank the member for her question and for her
commitment to neighbourhood houses, including her
work for the Bulleen and Templestowe community
house. I would like to acknowledge the work that all
members do in supporting neighbourhood houses. The
Bracks government believes that every Victorian
deserves access to the opportunities provided by
neighbourhood houses for developing skills, pursuing
lifelong learning, enjoying recreation and being
connected to their local communities.
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Neighbourhood houses connect people with their
communities through the use of programs; more than
90 000 Victorians make use of programs and activities
in neighbourhood houses every year. That is why I am
very pleased to inform the house that this year’s budget,
through the government’s A Fairer Victoria policy, the
Next Steps, which was released today, will provide
neighbourhood houses with additional recurrent
funding of $27.8 million over four years. This will
certainly assist them to create opportunities for the
communities that we all represent. This is a new record
in funding for Victoria’s neighbourhood houses. It
means a threefold increase to recurrent funding for
neighbourhood houses from $6 million in 1999, when
the Bracks government was first elected, to $18 million
in the next financial year.
For those members opposite who want to carry on
about more funding for neighbourhood houses, let us
just remember that when their side was last in
government, funding for neighbourhood houses was
just $6 million. Under the Bracks government this has
increased to $18 million in the next financial year.
Neighbourhood houses will receive more funding than
ever before. This funding boost will strengthen the
financial base of neighbourhood houses and allow the
range and number of programs they provide to
thousands of Victorians to be significantly expanded.
More Victorians than ever before will have access to
programs and services offered by neighbourhood
houses.
I would like to congratulate the neighbourhood house
workers, their committees, the volunteers, the
neighbourhood house networkers and the Association
of Neighbourhood Houses and Learning Centres for all
the work they do for the whole community. It was a
great privilege to be invited to open the association’s
conference in Warrnambool and to be able to
congratulate association members in person for the
terrific work they do for the whole community.
This budget delivers a great investment for
neighbourhood houses and a great investment for
families. We make this investment because the Bracks
government believes all Victorian families deserve
access to the opportunities created through
neighbourhood houses and learning centres.

Neighbourhood houses: funding
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — My
question is also to the Minister for Local Government.
Is it not a fact that the adult, community and further
education program funding to neighbourhood houses
has been cut by 9 per cent over three years, and has the
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minister undertaken any assessments on how this
funding cut will impact on the operation of
neighbourhood houses?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
have just outlined to the house what is a massive
increase in funding to neighbourhood houses. So there
will be more funding, more services and more
opportunities than have ever been provided to
neighbourhood houses.
As I also just recently outlined to the house, in
attending the conference of the Association of
Neighbourhood Houses and Learning Centres and
talking to many people, both committee members and
workers in neighbourhood houses, I had the opportunity
to listen to what they had to say about a whole range of
issues, not only at the conference but on many other
occasions. I can say this is not an issue that has been
raised with me by the association through the
neighbourhood house networks, or by individual
neighbourhood houses. I reiterate that this government
is doing more for neighbourhood houses than has ever
been done before — a threefold increase in funding
under the Bracks government — and this is something
which has been welcomed by neighbourhood houses
and learning centres and their committees.
Supplementary question
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — When the
minister decides to get out of Melbourne and visit some
of the smaller rural neighbourhood houses she will find
that it is an issue, and I would like to ask her if — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am having difficulty
hearing the member ask his question and I am sure
Hansard is having just as much difficulty trying to
record it, so I ask for less interjections and chatter in the
chamber.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Is there any scope within the
$7 million per year package that was announced in the
budget to fund coordinators at over 30 neighbourhood
houses around the state that currently do not qualify for
coordination funding?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
Under the Bracks government some 76 neighbourhood
houses that were not funded when the Bracks
government was first elected have been funded for the
first time ever. As well as increasing pay rates for
coordinators so that they receive a fair rate of pay, as
well as increasing coordination hours, as well as
building and funding the building of more
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neighbourhood houses through A Fairer Victoria, the
Bracks government has also funded 76 neighbourhood
houses that were not funded when it came into
government.
The Bracks government has done more than has ever
been done before for neighbourhood houses, certainly
more than was ever done under the Liberal Party and
The Nationals when they were last in government. We
will continue to work and support neighbourhood
houses into the future.

Energy: consumer protection
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — My
question is to the Minister for Energy Industries. As
part of the budget the Bracks government announced
extensive energy consumer protection measures. Can
the minister inform the house of industry reaction to
these measures?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the member for his question. The
Bracks government is proud of its record on energy
consumer protection in this state. We introduced the
safety net for consumers, which has resulted in
significant real reductions in electricity prices over the
last four years. I also introduced the $250 per day
compensation for wrongful disconnection, which has
resulted in disconnections being halved in this state. Of
course, having established the inquiry into hardship, the
government will also legislate so that retail companies
adopt a best practice hardship policy and are prevented
from disconnecting customers on the grounds of
incapacity to pay. These are important protections for
consumers.
I report to the house that the retail companies
themselves have also responded — for example,
TRUenergy released a statement saying that its
financial hardship package to match the government’s
efforts will result in benefits of more than $4 million to
its customers through both direct energy savings to
low-income families and better access to
energy-efficient appliances. Some of the things it is
proposing to do include an extension of its customer
support plan, a disconnection prevention program,
energy audits, a fridge refurbishment program to
refurbish about 1000 refrigerators of disadvantaged
people in its area to ensure that they are more energy
efficient, and grants to assist households in purchasing
or upgrading their old inefficient appliances.
TRUenergy is not the only large retailer to have
indicated to the government that this is what it will be
doing. Origin Energy is also looking at increasing its
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protection measures through initiatives such as a
doubling of the existing energy audits, investing further
in programs which provide households with
interest-free purchases of energy-efficient appliances,
investing and supporting Victoria’s indigenous
communities specifically in northern Victoria, and
increasing and expanding its existing plans such as its
contribution payments scheme.
AGL, the other energy retailer, has also indicated that it
is working on a program in response to the
government’s announcements, and is looking at support
services such as a referral service that will refer
customers to financial counsellors, various entitlements
and flexible payment options, introducing energy audits
and a range of low or no-cost energy-efficient appliance
loans for its consumers as well.
These are important initiative from the retailers. They
do not come by accident; they come because of the
determination of this government to negotiate on behalf
of consumers, particularly consumers in hardship, so
that when we put up a package we expect a response
from these retailers. These retailers are therefore
coming to the party to the extent of about $9.6 million
in their programs as well.
This is the difference between us and the opposition.
The opposition was prepared to leave consumers for
dead. It was not prepared to intervene on behalf of
vulnerable consumers in order to keep prices down.
This is the major difference between the opposition and
us: we care about vulnerable consumers in this state.

Information and communications technology:
broadband access
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — My question without
notice is directed to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology. The minister recently
advised the house about the importance of information
and communications technology (ICT) as a growing
industry in Victoria and that she is committed to
supporting and driving this sector. Rural and regional
Victoria is lagging behind in access to broadband
assymetric digital subscriber line service, and many of
my constituents in particular either cannot get access to
high-speed broadband or find it so inefficient as to be
unusable.
Would the minister advise the house of the current
status of the government’s $6 million Moving Forward
funding for the Grampians and Loddon regions which
was granted in the 2005–06 budget year?
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Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
member for her question, which is a very important one
for rural and regional Victoria, and one on which I have
spoken in this house numerous times.
I believe the federal government has failed to meet its
commitment to country and regional Victorians by not
providing them access to levels of broadband that they
should have access to. We all know that in a global
economy there is no reason why you should not be able
to do business anywhere in the world and have access
to the world, but here in Australia we are falling behind
in our access to proper broadband services.
It beholds the federal government to set the right
parameters, framework and regulations, to put in place
an environment within which we can see broadband out
in our communities, giving people access to affordable
broadband that works both for the economic growth of
regional and country Victoria and also provides access
to the globe for individuals and communities. This is
vitally important — as important as roads and
traditional telephones. It is the next line of
communication and one upon which we will all have to
rely more and more as technology develops. Because
we are not prepared to sit back and wait for the federal
government to act, we have put a number of initiatives
in place in Victoria to try to encourage an environment
where we see broadband come to Victorians earlier
than might otherwise be the case.
Regarding the $6 million of funding that was referred to
in the Moving Forward project by Ms Hadden, we are
calling for expressions of interest now to have a look at
how we might formulate the final request for tender to
put in place a program to assist in getting better access
to broadband services for people in regional and rural
parts of the Grampians and Loddon regions. It is
unfortunate that we have to do this; that the federal
government has not set the right parameters to
encourage broadband uptake. It is very hard when you
have a conflict of interest, when on the one hand you
are the major shareholder of Telstra and you want the
best possible price when you sell it, and on the other
hand you are also the regulator.
It is important that a framework be put in place that will
ensure that people get proper access to broadband
services and that there is a strategy in place so that
people can have confidence that if they have not got
access now, they will get it. Unfortunately, that is not
the case. There is no real strategy on a national level for
providing broadband to Australians. There is a
framework, however, in this state to use what levers we
may have available to us to assist in that, whether that

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1934

COUNCIL

means aggregating our own purchasing, which we have
done for data under the telecommunications purchasing
and management strategy, or TPAMS, which will see
every school over the next three years obtaining real
access to real broadband; whether it is through the
number of trials we have put out under the customer
access network demonstrations program, or whether it
is through such programs as the $6 million we are
putting towards the Loddon and Grampians regions.
Supplementary question
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — The particular trouble
areas in my electorate are in the Hepburn shire and the
Moorabool shire. Many small businesses are being
discouraged from either remaining in or relocating to
these rural shires because of the lack of the essential
infrastructure to deliver broadband, as well as the high
costs of running a small business in rural Victoria. Will
the minister outline the time frame within which she
will deliver on her $6 million commitment to bridge
this competitive barrier to small business, particularly
in these two rural shires?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — As I have said,
the matter is now out for expressions of interest, and we
will be interested in talking to any telecommunications
companies which are potentially interested in working
with the Victorian government to provide access to
those communities.
I cannot guarantee that every single community in those
shires is going to get access to broadband services, but
what we do want to see is how far we can spread it. We
do want to give the best and maximum access to those
communities. We hope for positive feedback from the
industry to provide those services, and we have asked
the federal government to think about participating with
us in this project to enhance the possibility of our
communities getting access to broadband, and using it
as a test case for how they may use Connect Australia
money. We are getting on with the job. We are looking
after Victorians. We want the federal government to do
the same.

Budget: sport and recreation
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — My question is to the
Minister for Sport and Recreation. Will the minister
inform the house how the state budget builds on the
success of the Commonwealth Games and enhances
sport and recreation in Victoria at both the community
and elite level?
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome Mr Smith’s particular
interest in sport. I know what a great lover of sport he
is. We live in a great sporting state, and we showcased
that to the rest of the world with the Commonwealth
Games. But we are not resting on our laurels. We are
rising to the challenges. We are doing that with a boost
to sport and recreation in Victoria of $177 million,
which was announced in yesterday’s budget. What is
important about this is that we have great people, great
places and great participation. I encourage members of
the opposition to take on board some of the data I am
giving them today. They should start a file and keep the
information we provide them with so that they can
monitor our policy announcements. They might even
develop a bit of policy on sport and recreation.
Data from the Australian Sports Commission released
last year shows that record numbers of Victorians are
now playing sport or exercising. In fact 85 per cent of
Victorians over the age of 15 are involved in exercise,
sport or recreation. In 2001 the figure was only 77 per
cent, so almost 500 000 more Victorians are more
physically active today than they were in 2001. That is
basically four or five times the capacity of the
Melbourne Cricket Ground — and, just to remind the
opposition, the MCG redevelopment was delivered by a
Labor government.
Our goal is to keep working on our message and getting
more people actively engaged in physical activity. We
are doing that by investing in sport and recreation. We
are turning sporting capital into social capital, and one
way we are doing that is through a $143 million grant
towards a 20 000-seat soccer and rugby stadium. But
this is not just about elite sport, it is about turning elite
sport into a motivator to develop those sports that use
rectangular pitches.
There will be $12 million to increase access to
community sport and recreation facilities by revitalising
specific suburban sporting facilities. The government is
providing $4.2 million to improve community sport and
recreation infrastructure at some of the state’s sporting
facilities, and $2 million to increase the spectator
capacity for the diving events at the FINA World
Swimming Championships to be held next year. As
well as that there will be $10 million to continue
support of regional sports assemblies, state sporting
associations and the Victorian Institute of Sport. This is
on top of the $6 million announced for country football
and netball clubs in the Moving Forward in Provincial
Victoria statement.
Victorians are participating in sport in record numbers.
That is a compliment not only to this government for
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what it is doing but to the Victorians who are getting
out there and doing it — as opposed to members of the
opposition. We are rising to the challenge. We are
building on the huge success of the 2006
Commonwealth Games. We are making Victoria a
better place to live. We will continue to rise to the
challenge of delivering what Victorians need.

families expend large sums of money building a house,
buying a house or renting. We need to ensure that they
are protected and not ripped off. The legislative means
we have at our disposal are crucially important, because
these consumers are most vulnerable when they are
building, buying or renting housing. We do not want to
see those mechanisms not being utilised and relied on.

Consumer affairs: government commitment

It is unfortunate that members of the opposition, when
they were in government, saw fit to do away with the
consumer affairs area. They did not have a minister for
consumer affairs. They saw no need to look after
consumers. It was all about business, business,
business.

Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I direct my
question to the Minister for Consumer Affairs. The
Victorian Parliament has a very long history of working
to protect consumers through legislative means against
traders like dodgy real estate agents, shonky builders
and a range of other scams that target the most
vulnerable consumers in our community. These
legislative protections have ensured that consumers do
not get ripped off when they make significant
purchases. In the budget handed down this week I
noticed that the Bracks government announced a
$42 million commitment to reducing red tape for
business. In light of that announcement, can the
minister assure the house of the Bracks government’s
ongoing commitment to consumer protection via
legislative and regulatory means?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I welcome the government’s commitment
to cutting red tape. I am very proud to be part of a
government that is committed to ensuring that we look
at the way businesses are burdened by red tape. We are
conscious of the fact that as the regulator we should
take into account in all that we do what we are asking
of businesses by way of compliance. Having said that,
by no means should cutting red tape be interpreted as
meaning that we will be doing away with adequate
protection for consumers. There are a number of
mechanisms at the disposal of Consumer Affairs
Victoria in relation to how businesses comply and how
we protect consumers. They can be simple measures
like an education program through to infringement
notices. They can range from codes of conduct through
to quite detailed regulations and laws that we put in
place to protect the most vulnerable in our community.
It is important that we use all the mechanisms that are
within a government’s armoury to protect consumers. It
is about the appropriateness of legislation and
regulations we may put in place — and deciding what
mechanisms we should use is vitally important in
dealing with the problems we confront.
We have within our community some very vulnerable
consumers. Some consumers are very vulnerable at
certain periods of time to being ripped off, exploited
and losing large sums of money. Some Victorian

It is not about business, business, business. It is about
balance, balance, balance — balance between the
consumer, balance for businesses and balance in
regulation. The Liberal Party recently released its
policy in relation to this. It is silent on building, it is
silent on buying and it is silent on renting and
protecting the most vulnerable of residents.
An honourable member — They don’t care.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — Not only do Liberal
Party members not care, they are vacant space when it
comes to consumers. What we will see is the abolition,
again, of Consumer Affairs Victoria rather than the
protection of consumers in this state.
Supplementary question
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — In the
absence of legislative protections and regulation to
protect the most vulnerable consumers in our
community, what would the impact be on consumers if
policy shifted to voluntary codes of conduct and the
like?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — There are times when voluntary codes of
conduct are appropriate, such as when you are not
looking at truly exploitative practices, where large sums
of money are not involved or where there is no large
detriment to consumers. However, that is not the case in
all instances. It would be unfortunate if you started
winding back some of the legislative practices and
programs we have in place to look after the most
vulnerable at the most vulnerable point in their lives.
The government believes not only in using all the
powers it has at its disposal to protect Victorians, but
also to use them in a way that is responsible, that makes
it easy for businesses to comply and that protects
consumers. It is time that the opposition stood up for
consumers in this state.
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Information and communications technology:
broadband access
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — My question is to the
Minister for Information and Communication
Technology. As part of the Bracks government’s social
policy statement, A Fairer Victoria, $3.5 million was
allocated to ensuring public Internet access to
disadvantaged Victorians. Can the minister inform the
house of the progress of this initiative?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
member for his question because I know that he has a
real interest in helping communities that otherwise
would not be able to breach the digital divide. The
Bracks government has allocated $9 million over four
years for community information and communications
technology projects. We have a commitment to doing
what we can to ensure that communities and individuals
can breach the digital divide. Part of that commitment is
the $3.5 million public Internet access points, or what
we call the PIAP program. Under this program the
government’s aim was to provide more than
500 000 hours of free or affordable Internet access
through community organisations to Victorians who
might otherwise not have access to the Internet.
Already we have funded around 90 community
organisations, which has provided over 12 000 hours of
Internet access to Victorians.
Recently I announced the recipients of the second
round of grant funding under this program. They are a
good representation of the communities that the Bracks
government is working with to ensure that Victoria, no
matter where you are or where you live, is a great place
to live and raise a family. Peterborough general store
received $5000 to help seniors and young people in
outlying areas to get online. Members might remember
Tim from Timboon. He might want to pop in and use
that one the next time he goes down the beach.
Kaleidoscope neighbourhood house in Whittlesea
received $5000 to help seniors and unemployed people
get online. Fawkner community house received $7500
to help people from non-English-speaking
backgrounds, including recent migrants and refugees, to
get online. The Natimuk National Hotel, working with
the Horsham Rural City Council, received $5000 to
help seniors, unemployed people and young people get
online. I know, too, that Ms Carbines has been visiting
Casterton, which has another program that received
funding.
It is interesting to note that a number of the grants under
the program went to facilities that were set up under the
federal government’s Networking the Nation program.
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Unfortunately the federal government has not seen fit to
continue funding that program. That is the difference
between Labor governments and Liberal governments.
We are there to support communities where they are
and where they need those services; we do not
withdraw those necessary services but provide them.
The Bracks government is committed to growing a
fairer Victoria and making this the best place to live and
raise a family.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 5829–38,
5870, 5881, 5883, 6546–8, 6559–67, 7202–9, 7212,
7214, 7215, 7219, 7404, 7405, 7408, 7409, 7411,
7414–16, 7421–30, 7510, 7572, 7573, 7614, 7615,
7656, 7657, 7757, 7782, 7783, 7799, 7871, 7872, 7901,
7913, 7914, 7943.

BUDGET PAPERS 2006–07
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2006–07.

I graciously relinquish my 60 minutes so that the lead
opposition spokesman can address us.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the Minister for Finance for his good grace in
allowing the lead opposition speaker to have more than
15 minutes to comment on the budget papers. I would
like to start my contribution this afternoon by
congratulating the Leader of the Liberal Party in the
other place, Ted Baillieu, on his inaugural reply to the
budget as party leader. Ted Baillieu articulated a
Liberal vision for a better Victoria. In his speech he
spoke about the lack of leadership that Victoria has had
under this government over the last six years.
As all Victorians know, with the current Premier we
have somebody who, by his own comments, has as a
key policy tool a mirror: a Premier who looks into
things and who looks back at things but who has not
been driving the state forward over the last six years. As
Ted Baillieu said, with this government we have
basically had a Slumber Party for six years, a period
when nothing has progressed, where the government
has been content to let things drift and where, as a
consequence, Victoria has not achieved all that it could
have done. It has been a government that has been
willing to accept mediocrity rather than pursue
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excellence. The budget is another example of this
government’s acceptance of mediocrity.
In listening to treasurers delivering budget speeches I
often think of how they would be received in a
corporate context.
Mr Lenders — Isn’t he a good speaker? He is a
class act!
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I will come back
to that, Minister. If a Treasurer were to deliver a speech
akin to a budget speech at a company annual general
meeting, how would it be received? I suspect
shareholders in a corporate context would not receive a
budget speech well — a speech which outlines
commitments to spend more money and to throw more
resources at things without identifying what will be
achieved through that process would not be well
received. Of course it is not only a direct comparison
between a government and a corporation, but it is a
salient point that Victorians are entitled to know what
they are getting for their government’s expenditure.
That is where this budget breaks down, as have the
previous budgets that have been delivered by the
Treasurer.
It is often the case when budgets are delivered that a
government can adopt a certain arrogant approach that
basically says, on the one hand, ‘Let’s raise as much
money as possible’ while, on the other hand, ‘Let’s find
ways to spend it’. In the budget immediately prior to an
election we have a certain amount of pre-election pork
barrelling and elements of middle-class welfare.
Rather than essential expenditure being identified and
then funded on a needs basis, we simply have a grab for
the maximum amount of cash possible, then the
government doling it out to get the maximum political
benefit. The resultant attitude from government is that
Victorians are expected to be grateful and the
government expects to be rewarded for the miniscule
tax cuts it ultimately gives, such as the announcements
made by the Treasurer on Tuesday and which I will
come to later. It is certainly the case that Victorians
deserve better than they are getting from this
government in terms of the way in which public money
is spent.
The most interesting aspects of this budget are the
capital transactions or capital funding. Under this
government the budget could take the state of Victoria
to record levels of debt. Nobody pretends that debt is
always a bad thing; of course it is not. Most people in
this country would not be able to buy houses without
going into debt, and in that context the acquisition of
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assets is a very good use of debt. However, debt for
consumption or debt for a holiday — or worse, using
debt to buy groceries — is not a good use of debt.
That is why Victorians have the right to be concerned
about the Labor government’s use of debt, because
Labor governments in this state have form when it
comes to debt. While we would accept the sensible use
of debt for capital expenditure, when that debt is
ultimately used for recurrent expenditure as we saw
under the previous Labor administration in this state,
then people have a right to be concerned.
I turn to budget paper 2 at page 68, which outlines the
future scenario for debt under the budget as it was
announced on Tuesday. It reports on general
government net debt, which was $4.8 billion in 1999
and fell to $1.5 billion as of June 2005 and is projected
to rise to $7.1 billion as at 2010.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — If the Minister for
Finance wants to talk about debt levels under the
previous Labor government, I am certainly happy to go
there.
The reason these figures are important is because of the
dishonest press release that came from the office of the
Premier on Tuesday, saying, ‘Yes, we acknowledge
that debt is rising but as a share of gross state product
(GSP) it is going to be lower than it was under the
previous administration when we took over’.
I have to give credit to Ian Little, the Secretary of the
Department of Treasury and Finance, because on
page 69 of budget paper 2 a chart shows the level of
general government net debt in dollar terms projected
out to 2010 and also expressed as a percentage of GSP.
The chart, and I can only credit Mr Little for this,
includes the year 1995 before jumping to 1999; so we
can see the level of debt that was inherited from the
previous Labor administration and which had to be
managed by the previous Liberal administration.
Mr Lenders — Whose name is on the front of the
book? Why not give the Treasurer credit?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Mr Lenders says,
‘Give the Treasurer credit’. Based on past form I do not
think there is much to give the Treasurer credit for
when it comes to disclosure, and I will come to that
again later.
The chart on page 69 shows that in 1995, three years
into the Kennett government, the state was carrying
general government net debt of 20 per cent of GSP —
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and that is after some of it had been drawn down under
the Kennett administration. That demonstrates the sort
of problem that the previous Labor administration got
this state into, and now we are seeing the trend start
again.
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GST. This is compared to an average of all of the states
of $328. Victorians pay an extra $50 per annum for
their compulsory third-party motor vehicle insurance,
but where does it go?
Mr Lenders — Roads, injuries.

While thus far the projections for 2010 — I remind
members it is now only 2006 — are for general
government net debt as a lower percentage of GSP than
when this government came to power, there is no
indication that we will not see a further increase in debt
beyond the current projections next year, in the year
after and in the year after that; and in dollar terms
general government net debt will be higher than that
inherited by this government when it came to power.
The other factor to bear in mind when talking about
general government net debt is that it is not the
percentage of GSP that is important for Victorians, it is
the dollar figure, because it is the dollar figure that has
to be repaid, and it is the dollar figure on which the
interest bill has to be paid.
I turn to budget paper 4 at page 186. It looks at the cost
of servicing that debt over the next four or five years.
The table on page 186 shows two lots of interest
expense — one for superannuation and the other being
for ‘other’ interest expense. It shows that for 2006–07,
being the budget year, interest expense for the state will
be $415 million. Of course with this government
moving towards rising debt levels that figure will rise to
$604 million by 2010. Over the four years of the budget
period the cost of servicing this government’s debt will
rise by more than $200 million per annum. Every
member of this place and every citizen of Victoria
knows what could be funded with the $200 million
recurrent that will be lost from this state as a
consequence of the increase in debt this government is
taking on.
A couple of other capital transactions in this budget are
worth looking at. I turn to the situation with the
Transport Accident Commission (TAC). It has been a
bit of a cash cow for this government over the past five
or so years. I start by placing on the record the fact that
according to the Insurance Council of Western
Australia, Victorian motorists pay higher premiums for
their compulsory third-party motor vehicle insurance
than motorists in any other state in Australia.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — According to the
figures from the Insurance Council of Western
Australia, Mr Lenders, in 2005 the Victorian TAC’s
average private motor premium was $381, including

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Mr Lenders says
injuries. If only that were the case. If only the money
Victorian motorists pay in TAC premiums actually
went into running the TAC scheme. However, under
this government we have seen a growing trend to strip
out tax-equivalent payments and special dividends.
Mr Lenders — Two years, no dividends.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Mr Lenders says,
‘Two years, no dividends’, but before coming to the
arrangements in this year’s budget the government had
more than made up for that in the past few years. I look
back at the history of this government over the past
couple of years. If you go back to 2000, Victorian
motorists paid into the TAC premiums of $772 million.
What did the government do? It took out almost
$400 million in dividends and tax-equivalent payments.
Victorian motorists pay in $770 million and the
Treasurer and Mr Lenders come along and put their
hands in the TAC’s pocket and take out $400 million.
Instead of those funds being used for accident benefits,
as Mr Lenders suggested, the bulk of them went
directly to the government.
It was a bit better the following year — $767 million in
premiums and $175 million taken out in dividends and
tax-equivalent payments. The story goes on. The next
year, $800 million in premiums and $100 million taken
out in dividends and tax-equivalent payments. In 2003,
$860 million in premiums and $111 million taken out
in tax-equivalent and dividend payments. The trend
continued. In 2004, $917 million in premiums and
$180 million taken out in tax-equivalent payments. In
2005, $973 million was paid in by Victorian motorists
and $464 million was immediately taken out by
Mr Lenders and the Treasurer, Mr Brumby:
$169 million in tax-equivalent payments and a
whopping $295 million taken out as a dividend. It is
drawing a very long bow for Mr Lenders to sit there
and say that the money motorists pay into the TAC
goes to accident benefits. A proportion of premium
income — upwards of 50 per cent in some years —
flows straight through to the government as
consolidated revenue, in either tax-equivalent payments
or dividends.
Mr Lenders — Promise you won’t sell it if you get
into government.
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Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — The TAC has
been a real cash cow for this government over the past
five years. This budget demonstrates that that will be
the case yet again.
Mr Lenders — Mr Theophanous, he refuses to rule
out selling the TAC if he gets into government.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I draw the
attention of the house to — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Are you going to flog
the TAC? Are you selling the TAC?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I commend
Mr Theophanous for his originality — if he has to get
his lines from Mr Lenders, he is obviously slipping.
I draw the attention of the house to page 45 in budget
paper 2. It contains some interesting statements about
the TAC and the government’s intentions. Under the
heading ‘Public order and safety’ it states:
This funding also includes measures to further enhance road
safety for Victorians. In addition, $471 million capital
funding and $55 million over four years will be provided by
the Transport Accident Commission to extend the safer roads
infrastructure program, as part of Meeting Our Transport
Challenges.

That is $526 million announced there. Budget paper 3
confirms that figure on page 37 but contradicts it on
page 32 where it states:
$597 million over 10 years provided by the Transport
Accident Commission to extend the safer roads infrastructure
program …

We have a contradiction of roughly $50 million within
the budget papers about the amount that will be taken
out of the Transport Accident Commission, ostensibly
for the government’s road funding program.
This claim as to what this $600 million being stripped
out of the TAC is for is at odds with what the Secretary
of the Department of Treasury and Finance, Mr Little,
said at the briefing on the budget held by the
Department of Treasury and Finance and the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee this morning.
When he was asked a question, I am not sure if it was
by the shadow Treasurer, Mr Clark, from another place,
or Mr Forwood, Mr Little said this money was being
taken out of the TAC following an investigation by the
Auditor-General into the government-run insurance
schemes. He said the Auditor-General had
recommended that the government appropriately
undertake a review of the capital adequacy of these
insurance schemes. As a result of that review of capital
adequacy the government decided that the capital base
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of the TAC was too adequate and that it would take out
$600 million.
Mr Little went on to provide some more interesting
information which is at odds with what the budget
papers report. He said the $600 million to be taken out
of the TAC would be taken before 30 June and it would
be provided by the TAC being required to liquidate
some of its investments. Rather than it being funding
over 10 years or 4 years, depending on which version of
the budget papers you believe, for road funding, this
money will be stripped out of the TAC before the end
of this month to provide that cash to the budget bottom
line. Mr Little also said that this funding would not be
hypothecated for roads funding, as the budget suggests.
In fact, Mr Little did not mention roads funding. He
said it would go to drawing down the government’s
superannuation liability. There was absolutely no
mention of roads funding when Mr Little talked about
the funds to be stripped from the TAC, which
apparently will happen in the next couple of months.
Another interesting capital transaction in this budget
relates to the cashing in of the concession notes on
Transurban. I know this is an issue Mr Baxter raised
with the Minister for Finance earlier this week.
Mr Baxter asked whether it was the government’s
initiative or Transurban’s initiative to undertake that
deal. The fact there was no answer to that question
suggests that it was more than likely Transurban’s
initiative to do that. I am sure Mr Baxter, as a member
of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, and I
look forward to exploring this issue in far greater depth
with the Treasurer and the Minister for Finance when
they appear before the committee next week.
It is interesting to note the reference in the budget
papers to the cashing-in of the concession notes.
Page 96 of budget paper 2 makes reference to the fact
that an agreement — a letter of intent, as the budget
papers refer to it — was signed on 17 May under which
Transurban will purchase existing concession notes
held by the state and all future concession notes for a
total of $614 million in nominal payments over the next
four years. That is all the budget papers provide.
I was therefore surprised when I went to the Australian
Stock Exchange web site and looked at notices that had
been filed by Transurban, because it would appear that
Transurban, in undertaking its corporate governance
responsibilities under the listing requirements of the
stock exchange, feels it needs to be far more
informative to the stock market than the Victorian
government feels it needs to be to the Victorian
taxpayer in the information it discloses in the budget
papers. A notice issued to the stock exchange on
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17 May provides considerably more detail about this
deal than the Treasurer saw fit to provide to Victorian
taxpayers in the budget.
The statement from Transurban notes that the deal has
been done to purchase the concession notes for
$609 million. I note there is a discrepancy in that figure
between the budget paper, which I think says
$614 million, and the Transurban announcement, of
$609 million. So $2.9 billion worth of future
concession notes are to be purchased for $609 million.
The Transurban statement then gets even more explicit
because, as companies do, the management of
Transurban was keen to make clear to the market that it
had done a good deal with the Bracks government. The
statement notes that:
The payments to the state —

commercial transactions, and this is something that I
know as a member of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee we heard in evidence when we
held our inquiry into public-private partnerships, and
this is just the latest demonstration of that situation.
I will be absolutely fascinated to see what defence the
Treasurer has when it is clear for all, in black and white,
in documents released to the stock exchange that
Transurban has a 3 per cent advantage over the
government in this funding arrangement put in place to
purchase back the concession notes. The government
has elected to go down this path of — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What about the
shonky deal you did with Transurban originally?
Setting them up, concession notes that they only had to
give as IOUs — that is what you set up.

being Victoria —
— in relation to concession notes are being repurchased at a
discount rate of 9.7 per cent and are proposed to be funded
from new subordinated loan facilities at a cost of
approximately 6.8 per cent.

So we have evidence given to the stock exchange that
there is an effective 3 per cent margin on the funds that
the Victorian government is borrowing from
Transurban, that they themselves are borrowing it for
3 per cent less.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — What a good deal for them!
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — It is a fantastic
deal for them, Mr Baxter, so much so that on the day
this was announced the Transurban share price went up
20 cents. There has been a lot of conjecture about
media reports written in relation to this issue, but it is in
black and white from Transurban that it has a 3 per cent
margin on the deal over the Victorian government. I
will be interested, as I am sure all members of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee will be
interested, to know how this deal done with the Bracks
government is in the interests of the Victorian taxpayer.
Transurban has certainly made it clear that it is a
beneficiary.
The statement signed by the company secretary
concludes:
The deal is a clear demonstration of Transurban’s focus on
long-term concession management and our ability to extract
maximum value from portfolio assets.

I can only concur with that. It is very clear that
Transurban has got the better end of this deal with the
Bracks government. Yet again this is a demonstration
of how this government fails to get a grip on

Thursday, 1 June 2006

Hon. W. R. Baxter — He didn’t. I did it.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Sorry, Mr Baxter did
it.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I was going to
leave Mr Theophanous’s interjection alone, but given
Mr Baxter has picked it up, I will record that at the time
that deal was done I was 19 years old and nowhere near
the Parliament, so I do not know how he can accuse me
of doing the deal.
But it raises the question: why is the government going
down the path of debt funding for its infrastructure
program? Year after year we have heard how robust the
Victorian economy is; and year after year we have
heard how robust the budget is. So why do we need to
go down this path of debt funding? The answer is:
because the government has consistently demonstrated
a lack of fiscal discipline.
I draw the attention of the house to the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee’s report on the 2004–05
budget outcomes. At page 82 is the chapter on the
budget overview. Page 82 includes a table which
demonstrates the difference between budgeted
expenditure and actual expenditure for this government
since 1999–2000, which was the first year of this
government. In 1999–2000 the budgeted expenditure
for the state was $19.36 billion whereas the actual
expenditure was $20.5 billion. The following year the
budget was $21.6 billion and the actual expenditure was
$22.2 billion. In 2001–02 we had budget expenditure of
$23 billion and an actual expenditure of $25 billion. In
2002–03 budget expenditure was $24.7 billion while
actual expenditure was $26.4 billion, and on it goes
indeed to 2004–05, which was the only year in this
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government’s period in office where actual expenditure
was less than budgeted expenditure.
As a consequence, over the six years from 1999–2000
to 2004–05, which was the last complete actual figure
available to the committee, the government overspent
its own budgets by a total of $5.8 billion. These are not
budgets anyone else imposed on it; these are budgets
that the Treasurer introduced in the Legislative
Assembly and said, hand on heart, ‘This is what the
government will do’. If it had been able to stick to its
own budgets the state’s position would be better off by
$5.8 billion and we would not need to go down the path
of debt funding for this infrastructure program. So the
only reason why we find ourselves in this position is
because of the Treasurer’s lack of fiscal discipline and
because of the inability of the Treasurer and the
Premier to manage the budget.
I would now like to turn briefly to the issue of the GST
because the allocation of GST revenue to Victoria
versus all the other states is an issue that comes up
annually in the budget. It is a matter that Mr Little
touched on briefly this morning in his budget breakfast
presentation. On page 76 of budget paper 2 there is a
chart numbered 5.2 and entitled ‘Fiscal subsidy for
2006–07 based on GST raised’. The government makes
the point that Victoria on a per capita basis is receiving
less than its fair share of GST revenue. Mr Little noted
that for the financial year 2006–07, 86 cents of every
dollar of GST paid by Victorian taxpayers will be
returned to this state. There is nobody in this house or
in this state who would not like to see that figure get
closer to 100 per cent, but I have to say that if the
government is to be successful in this endeavour and at
the meeting of the heads of Treasury, which will
consider this, they will need a more sophisticated
argument than one simply based on funds paid per
capita.
An argument could be advanced within the state that
people in particular postcodes that pay certain amounts
of state taxes should receive those state taxes back. I do
not think anybody argues that that should be the case:
that the land taxpayers in Toorak or Portsea should be
receiving back into their postcodes the same amount of
state tax revenue that is collected. In the same way I do
not think Victoria can simply argue that because on a
per capita basis we collect $X in GST, all of that money
should come back to this state. If the government is to
be successful in getting a bigger cut of the GST pie than
is currently the case, it will need a more sophisticated
argument than one based merely on a distribution of
revenue on a per capita basis, which is what it has been
running for the last couple of years.
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I also make the point that state Labor governments have
a unique opportunity under the current arrangements for
GST to resolve this issue among themselves. We have
every state and territory in the country under Labor
administrations. We know that the state and territory
administrations are the sole beneficiaries of the GST
revenue, so they are all in a unique position to resolve
this issue to their mutual satisfaction, yet we continue to
see individual state premiers and treasurers call on the
federal Treasurer to intervene and do it for them. Given
that they are all of the same political persuasion, I
would think that as a group the premiers, treasurers and
chief ministers are in a far better position than the
federal Treasurer to resolve this in a manner that is
satisfactory to all the states and territories.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I hear it is going
around! I would now like to turn to the economic
environment that prevails in Victoria. The budget
papers forecast for 2005–06 real gross state product
(GSP) growth of 2.5 per cent. Ian Little noted in his
presentation this morning that this expected outcome
falls short of 3 per cent, which was the forecast in last
year’s budget paper, due primarily to the failure of
Victorian exports to recover following a slump from the
high Australian dollar two years ago.
I note that there are a number of ongoing concerns
about the macro-economic environment in Victoria. I
draw the house’s attention to page 355 of budget
paper 3, which sets out some of the macro-economic
indicators for the state. Chart B.9 on that page shows
Victoria’s export performance over the last five to six
years. It shows that 2004–05 was the first year that
Victoria’s export performance had returned to positive
growth. Since 2001–02 Victorian exports have been
falling, and the government has, according to the
budget papers, set an export target of $30 billion by
2010. However, this will only return Victorian exports
to the same level as they were at in 2000–01. So
effectively the government is saying that over the
nine-year period between 2000–01 and 2009–10 there
will be no real export growth. That is an indictment of
this government, given that elsewhere in Australia there
has been strong export performance following the dip
that occurred earlier in the decade.
Another worrying trend is demonstrated on page 351,
which contains a section on productivity expressed as
real GSP per employee. It demonstrates that from
2003–04 to the latest reported year, 2004–05, there has
actually been a fall in productivity in the Victorian
workplace. The reasons for that could be many and
varied. It is not something I would even attribute to the
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Bracks government, but it is a worrying trend if
Victoria is to continue to have strong economic
performance.

it goes to how the government has organised DIIRD
and the operation of its international offices that we see
this unfortunate trend developing.

Another area where I do have concerns about the
Bracks government’s involvement is in manufacturing
investment. Over the life of this government we have
seen a rapid decline in the level of manufacturing
investment attracted to this state. When this
government came to power in 1999 Victoria attracted
$1 in $3 of new manufacturing investment generated in
Australia. That is now down to less in $1 in $4 — from
33 per cent down to less than 24 per cent. That is a
dramatic decline in Victoria’s share of manufacturing
investment. A state that used to dominate Australia in
manufacturing is now second to New South Wales and
falling. If that trend in investment continues, it can only
point to a further decline in Victoria’s relevance as a
manufacturing state in Australia and a further decline in
Victoria’s share of manufacturing employment.

I would like to look at the budget in its historical
context. As usual, and as expected, the Treasurer’s
budget speech was full of spin. He spoke about what he
claimed were $1.4 billion in tax cuts, but from
Mr Forwood’s exchange with Mr Little this morning,
one could argue about how accurate that figure is. One
thing the Treasurer’s budget speech does not
acknowledge is that for every year of the forward
estimates period, Victorians will pay more tax. There is
no decline in total tax revenues over the next four years
in the state budget.

As members who have heard me speak in this place
before will know, I have long been concerned about the
way Victorian government business offices (VGBOs)
have been organised and coordinated by this
government. It seems that whenever the Premier travels
we get an announcement of a new VGBO, whether it is
in Asia or — more recently — India. There seems to
have been little coordination in the network of VGBOs,
as to where they are located and what their purposes
are. This is reflected in some of the performance
measures for the Department of Innovation, Industry
and Regional Development (DIIRD) shown in budget
paper 3. I draw the house’s attention to pages 147 and
148. Page 148 looks at the issue of export promotion
and indicates that from the last available actual in
2004–05 to the target in 2006–07 companies that will
be provided with export assistance from the
government will fall from 3700 to just 3050.
Importantly, the value of exports facilitated and imports
replaced will fall from $1.1 billion to just $689 million.
This is at a time when the budget for that unit within the
department has actually increased from $9 billion to
$11 billion.
In the area of investment attraction, which also falls
under DIIRD, we see again from the actuals of
2004–05 and the target of 2006–07 that investment
projects under development will fall from 263 to 250.
The number of jobs derived from investments
facilitated will fall from 5866 to 5000, and,
significantly, the level of new investment facilitated
will fall from $2.1 billion to just $1.6 million. So there
has been a decline across the board in both investment
facilitation and export performance in the government
agencies charged with these two particular tasks. I think

Page 186 of budget paper 4 goes into detail as to
expected revenue from state taxes from the current
financial year to the 2009–10 estimate. For the current
financial year, taxation revenue is estimated at
$10.77 billion, rising to $12.11 billion in 2009–10 —
that is, $2400 for every Victorian. And over the life of
this government to 2005–06, taxes have already
increased by more than 28 per cent.
Earlier, in my introductory comments I spoke about the
way the government talks about increased spending
without any regard for outcomes — for what that
spending actually achieves. By way of example, I will
talk about some of the figures covered in the section on
general government expenditure by purpose. I draw
honourable members’ attention to the table on
pages 220 and 221 of budget paper 4 and highlight
some of the figures with respect to the health budget,
because this is an area that the government often likes
to trumpet about.
People like Ms Darveniza get up and talk about what
the government has done for health, for nurses and so
forth, but I point out to the government that the health
system is not actually about nurses, doctors or
bureaucrats — it is supposed to be about patients. That
is why some of these figures are quite concerning. In
1999–2000 health expenditure was $5.003 billion while
for 2005–06 it is estimated that expenditure on health
will be just over $8.04 billion. That amounts to a
$3 billion increase, or a 60 per cent increase over the
six years of the Bracks government. Over that same
period the population growth has been approximately 5
or 6 per cent, which is substantially less than the budget
increase.
With a 60 per cent increase in budget — or roughly
50 per cent if you take out the impact of the population
increase — Victorians would expect to get more out of
the health system, so it is interesting to look at the
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health outcomes section of appendix B to budget
paper 3, called ‘Growing Victoria Together progress
report’. I have to say Victorians have not got a lot for
the 60 per cent increase in health spending.
On page 363 is a table that looks at waiting times for
emergency, elective and dental treatment. The table
shows that between 1999–2000 and 2004–05 there has
been absolutely no improvement in the rate of treatment
within ideal times for semi-urgent emergency patients;
there has been a very slight improvement of 1 or 2 per
cent for urgent emergency patients; and there has been
a decline for the treatment of semi-urgent elective
patients.
The following page shows that the waiting periods for
general or restorative dental care and non-priority
dental care have increased substantially, despite the
60 per cent increase in the health budget. On the
following page, page 365, there are some statistics on
Victorians’ satisfaction with the health system, and they
show a decline. It is very interesting that we have such
a focus on increased expenditure — in this case of the
order of 60 per cent, or 50 per cent after allowing for
population growth — yet no commensurate increase in
services delivered or in the quality of services
delivered. Why, after six years and after a 50 per cent
increase in the health budget after allowing for
population increase, is there no improvement in health
outcomes in this state? It is fine for members of the
government to come in here and trumpet about how
much money has been spent, but why do we not see
any benefit for that?
I would now like to be a little parochial and talk about
some of the issues in my electorate that have not been
addressed in this budget. As many members know, the
outer south-eastern suburbs of Melbourne is an area of
Victoria that is undergoing enormous change and
extraordinary growth, and as a consequence of that
growth there is an insatiable demand for infrastructure.
Whether it is road infrastructure, public transport
infrastructure or school infrastructure, the demand is
such that there is an ongoing need for the government
to deliver on that infrastructure. Regrettably there are a
number of projects that this government has talked
about, but, yet again, on which it has failed to deliver.
I place on record that one of the key projects is a grade
separation and traffic lights at Enterprise Avenue and
Clyde Road. Time and time again the Berwick
community has called for the government to address the
intersection of the railway line and Clyde Road, and
time and time again it has been ignored. At
Beaconsfield, in the seat of Narre Warren South,
residents living along the Princes Freeway near Soldiers
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Road have been calling for the last three years for the
remedial installation of sound barriers along the Princes
Highway. The member for Narre Warren South has
been absolutely absent and has now been disendorsed
by his party, but as a candidate during the 2002 election
campaign he gave certain undertakings that the Minister
for Transport in the other place would deliver in
Beaconsfield. More than four years later, still nothing
has been done and no funding has been provided in this
budget.
Moving out of the new region but still in
Eumemmerring Province, at the intersection of
Tivendale Road and Princes Highway at Officer there is
a desperate need for an upgrade. It is something that has
been raised by members of Parliament with the minister
in this place time and time again. My former
parliamentary colleague, now the administrator of
Christmas Island, Neil Lucas, raised the matter many
times with the Minister for Transport, but still nothing
has been done, and no funding has been provided.
This is going to be a key issue for that seat in the 2006
election, and the people of Officer will not thank the
government if it makes a last-minute announcement in
a bid to save the current member for Gembrook in the
dying days of the election campaign. If the government
is serious about providing this infrastructure, the people
of Officer expect an announcement from this
government now — not a couple of weeks before the
election. They have waited long enough, and they
deserve to have provided what they have been led to
believe they will get.
Another issue in the region that I will seek to represent
from this year is a railway station at Cranbourne East,
as promised by the Bracks government in 1999, but
again no funding was provided; six years later there is
still no funding. A Cranbourne bypass is becoming a
critical piece of infrastructure. Cranbourne is now a
major suburban hub. It is not the outer suburban centre
it used to be; its streets now form a major thoroughfare.
There has been enormous growth in Cranbourne and
Cranbourne South. It is surrounded by high density
housing development. That has put enormous pressure
on the South Gippsland Highway, which continues to
be the only arterial link to South Gippsland. There is a
mix of heavy vehicular traffic and an enormous amount
of residential traffic. There is a clear need for work to
develop a Cranbourne bypass, but it is a call from the
Cranbourne community that the Bracks government has
been ignoring.
There continues to be a shortage of funding provided to
the outer south-eastern suburbs. I do not know whether
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it is that the incumbent members there do not take the
message from their electorates back to the ministers or
it is simply the case that the ministers do not listen.
These are projects that the people of south-eastern
Melbourne will be looking to have funded by this
government prior to the next election. This budget is yet
another mediocre performance from the Bracks
government. As the Cain and Kirner governments did,
this government burdens Victorians with further debt
and fails to deliver a long-term plan for this state.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I
commend Mr Rich-Phillips for his contribution to
debate on the budget this afternoon. He covered a lot of
ground, some of which I will also allude to — and he
did it with some difficulty, with a problem in his
throat — but he drew attention to a number of
deficiencies in the budget. I want to do the same,
because, like Mr Rich-Phillips, I think this budget is a
very misleading document indeed.
Firstly, I want to complain about the fact that the budget
was delayed, because the implication of that delay from
early May to 30 May is that it has put a lot of pressure
on a lot of people who have to deal with the budget,
none more so than the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee, which honourable members know goes
through an estimates process; it has each of the
ministers in seriatim for discussions on their portfolios.
The delayed budget has increased the pressure to meet
the time lines required by the committee’s meeting next
week and the following week whilst the house is sitting.
I think that is a disgrace. It denigrates and downgrades
the Parliament if members are expected to be at the
committee rather than in this chamber.
I am particularly concerned about that. I had taken an
initial decision that I was not going to attend the
committee whilst the house was sitting, as a matter of
principle, but I had to moderate that view on the basis
that I owe it to my party and I owe it to my committee
colleagues to be there as often as I can. But I have been
in conversation with the Leader of the Government
today as to how that might best be accommodated in
the terms of the responsibilities that I might have on
behalf of my party to contribute to and be the lead
speaker on some of the bills coming up in the next
fortnight. I should not have to do that.
It is an absolutely outrageous situation that the
Parliament is being treated in this way by this
government because it suited it to bring in the budget
somewhat later. I do not believe for one moment that
the alleged excuse of the Commonwealth Games had
anything to do with it. That has no credibility at all.
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The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee process
is held up by government members as being a great
advance and far better than the former government.
That is simply not so. I think this business of having all
the ministers in one after the other, which on paper
might appear to be a good idea, actually lets them off
the hook because it means we have a very limited time
to interview the ministers. Basically each minister gets
the same amount of time, regardless of the significance
or importance of their portfolio — that is not exactly so,
but nearly so. We find ourselves spending quite some
time with Ms Delahunty, who has very few
responsibilities in this government, yet we have totally
insufficient time with someone like the
Attorney-General, for example, who is also the
part-time Minister for Planning and Minister for
Industrial Relations and various other things. I think it
is not a very good system at all.
I think, moreover, that the system operated by the
former government under the chairmanship of
Mr Forwood, when the committee itself determined
which ministers it was going to have appearing before it
and had those ministers in for a proper interrogation
and discussion of the budgetary implications for
particular departments, was a far better way of doing it.
I am sick and tired of hearing Mr Forwood being
criticised by the government front bench in this house
on the basis that somehow or other the committee under
his chairmanship did not do its job properly and that the
committee operating under this Parliament is absolutely
marvellous. Neither of those things are true entirely. I
certainly have not been happy with the current process,
and I am less than happy with the way it is going to
work this time around. I find myself having to be in
Melbourne five days a week for the next five weeks, I
think, while we get through all this. I do not think that is
fair to me, I do not think it is fair to my electors and I
do not think it is fair to the Parliament.
As Mr Rich-Phillips has also pointed out, these budget
documents are very difficult things to come to grips
with. They have a lot of graphs in them, as budget
documents usually do. Graphs can be helpful, but the
graphs in this budget — and I suppose the last few
Labor budgets have been similar — are not consistent.
They do not start from the same date. Some of them go
back to 1999, some go back to 1994 and some go back
to 2000. Why is that so? I think it is to make this
government look good and to put the former
government in the worst possible light through the
manipulation of what people are being told. There must
be someone over there in Treasury who is charged with
the responsibility by the Treasurer and by the spin
doctors of the Labor government — —
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Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Someone! There would be
a whole team!

about something else I discovered in the budget, which
I will come to in a moment. He wrote:

Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It probably is a whole
team. They must generate a whole range of these
graphs and tables and then go through them and select
those that achieve their purpose — the purpose I have
just outlined. I note that Mr Hilton smiles. I feel
somewhat encouraged by that. I might have hit the nail
on the head.

While you are snooping around on other initiatives buried in
the budget you might like to see if you can ascertain the level
of increase in HACC —

home and community care —

There are 827 pages of verbiage in this document —
tables, graphs and targets — but it is impossible to
quickly find what you are looking for. I nearly choked
on my Weeties this morning over at the Windsor Hotel
when I heard that the deputy secretary of the Treasury
said that it was the aim of the Treasury officials to make
the budget documents as easily understood and as
informative as possible. That might have been their
aim — I do not doubt it — but I would have to say they
have failed in that aim. Whether they failed in that aim
because it was impossible to achieve or because of the
instructions that were provided by the executive as to
how the documents were to be compiled, I am not sure.
However, you certainly could not say that.

If the Municipal Association of Victoria, the peak body,
cannot find it, how is the ordinary citizen supposed to
find it? I suppose if the MAV cannot find it, it is
probably not there. This government is probably not
going to assist municipalities with their HACC funding,
and there is probably going to be even more cost
shifting onto councils throughout the state.

I refer to an example. In Wodonga we have been
waiting for some time for funding to enable the
Wodonga South Primary School to be relocated, and I
thought provision for that would be in this budget. I
searched as diligently as I could through the budget
documents, but I could not find any reference to it
whatsoever. I then went to the government’s web site
and looked at the media releases. I found one labelled
‘1f Services and support continues for provincial
Victoria’. It says, amongst other things:
The school communities of Colac, Kyabram and Wodonga
will also receive funding to undertake design works for
regeneration projects.

Is regeneration the same as relocation? Can I take it that
that is a reference to Wodonga South, or does it mean
refurbishment of some other school in Wodonga? I do
not know. This is how difficult it is to find things out
from this budget. That is a pretty minor example, but it
is symptomatic of the whole set of documents.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Mr Madden says we should
rely on their press releases — that these are the gospel!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — So he does — I do recall
that, Mr Atkinson.
Yesterday the budget generated a plaintive cry to my
office from the chief executive officer of a municipality
in my electorate after I had made an announcement

funding to local government for existing programs such as
home care. Our costs are going up in excess of 5.5 per cent
but the state government’s operating subsidy goes up at
around 2.6 per cent and our charge to recipients by 5 per cent.
So council ends up putting in and more and more = cost
shifting. The MAV can’t tell us what the increase in the grant
will be this year as it’s ‘buried in the budget’.

There is no single list of capital works initiatives. We
get all these various press releases and comments in the
budget documents themselves about how the
government is going to build a school here, a hospital
or an aged care facility there or put in a pipeline, but
there is no consolidated list. You cannot just look down
and see what this amount — this record amount, so the
Treasury keeps telling us — of $4.2 billion to be spent
on infrastructure projects is actually allocated to in
totality. You cannot find that anywhere.
I say that is what people are mainly interested in. They
are not too interested in all these performance targets
that are in the budget — page after page of these
esoteric performance targets and so on. The average
citizen out there could not care less about that, but he
does want to know if the new hospital is going to be
built. Again, you cannot find that out. Of course there is
this deceptive mechanism all the time of talking about
funding being over four years. We are told not how
much is going to be spent this year or what we are
going to get next year but what it will be over the next
four years. That leads to repeat announcements,
because we will get it all again next year — some of the
stuff we will get this year, we got last year. It is all over
four years, and it is just designed to confuse the average
citizen.
What about WorkCover? Mr Forwood mentioned it this
morning. Mr Lenders claims the saving from the
reductions in WorkCover premiums is $680 million,
but it is over four years. The truth of the matter is that it
is only $170 million. Let us have a look at the opposite
situation. Let us say for a moment that WorkCover
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premiums had gone up by 10 per cent. Would
Mr Lenders be telling us that the extra cost was
$680 million? If Mr Lenders was going to tell us
anything at all, if he was ever going to admit that it had
increased, he would be making it as small as possible. It
would be $170 million. Mr Lenders cannot have it both
ways, but that is what this government tries to do. That
is what it is on about all the time.
Let us look at land tax. The government is saying there
are $167 million of savings in land tax, but again it is
over four years. It is chicken feed compared with the
land tax take of this government. If you look at the
figures year on year over the four years the total take
goes up each year, so how can it possibly make such a
big song and dance about a measly $167 million of
potential revenue that it is actually conceding on this
occasion.
I will look at the budget speech itself, which really is
the classic document. It is an absolutely boasting
document. I do not know how the Treasurer can keep a
straight face when he gets up to read a document like
this. It is also a presumptuous document. The Treasurer
said:
As we head further into the 21st century, these are the
investments that every Australian government — state or
federal — should be making.

How presumptuous it is to be telling other governments
how they should run their show, but this bloke does not
blush apparently. The Treasurer went on in the same
old way with the blame game, blaming the Kennett
government. Well, hello! Labor has been in
government for seven years. Is it not about time the
Treasurer gave that up? People are sick and tired of it.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — What about the Kirner
government?
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Hon. B. N. Atkinson — It has reopened Dargo.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It has reopened the Dargo
school because the population has increased. I will take
Mr Atkinson’s interjection as a correction — it has
reopened Dargo.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Only because it was a good
publicity stunt.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — At the time! Let us look
at what schools the government has closed since it has
been in government. I do not have an up-to-date list;
my list only goes up to 9 April 2003. Since it has been
in power the government has closed the following
schools: Ewing House School, Harrow, Mount Moriac,
Mudgegonga, Tatura East, Wareek, Yan Yean,
Benambra, Gerangamete, Lexton, Watchem, James
Harrison Secondary College in Geelong, Buffalo,
Gelantipy, Heatherton, Mandurang South, Irrewillipe
East, Sunshine West, Brim, Wando Vale, Youanmite,
Kent Road, Hamilton, and Pine Forest Primary School.
As I said, that was the situation when I did the last
count three years ago. Goodness knows how many it
has closed since. I am not complaining about the fact
that those schools have been closed. The point I am
making is that this happens all the time. It happened
during the life of the Kennett government, and it is
happening during the life of the Bracks government. It
is a feature of demographic change.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — But for it to be rolled out
on the first page of the budget speech to somehow
make the Kennett government look dreadful and
somehow say the Bracks government does not do the
same thing, as Mr Drum says, just exposes the lack of
credibility in this budget speech.

Hon. W. R. BAXTER — As Mr Atkinson rightly
said by interjection, perhaps the Treasurer should refer
to the Kirner government if he wants to refer to former
governments. He should have put it in context — —

I also note that the Treasurer at page 2 of the speech
acknowledged — and it must have really hurt to say
this:

Hon. Andrew Brideson — We have had 17 years
of Labor governments in the last 24 years.

I suppose I have to give the Treasurer some credit for
saying that, because it is the absolute truth. The
Treasurer did inherit Aladdin’s cave, and if some of us
had known a bit earlier what was in Aladdin’s cave we
would have emptied it out a bit, but we were not given
the opportunity.

Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is probably a
statistic we could use, Mr Brideson. Labor really has
been in office for quite a while over the last 24 years.
n the first page of the budget we also got the hoary old
chestnut rolled out that the previous government closed
350 state schools. I ask the government whether it has
reopened any of them. It has not reopened one of those
schools!

It is true that we inherited a strong financial position.

The Treasurer then went on in his typical misleading
way of crafting the budget speech to talk about debt. He
said:
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In 1999, Victoria’s net debt was 3.1 per cent of gross state
product. Today, net debt is just 0.9 per cent of GSP and will
rise to 2.5 per cent by 2009–10.

Let us examine that sentence. Yes, in 1999 that was the
state’s net debt ratio to GSP, but the Treasurer might
have put it in a historic context. He might have said
what it was when that government came to office in
1992 and what a great job that government had done in
getting the debt level down to as low as 3.1 per cent of
GSP.
He also might have acknowledged that, as with any
household budget, if you owe a lot of money, there is a
limit to what you can do. After all this crowing about
the fact that this government is spending a record
amount on infrastructure — $4.2 billion this year — as
against what the previous government did, let us make
the comparison: if there is no money in the piggy bank
when you are running the household budget, you
cannot build the pergola or put in the swimming pool,
and it is the same with the government. It has the
Aladdin’s cave. It has had burgeoning tax income and
of course it can expend more on infrastructure but
whether it is doing it sufficiently, as was referred to by
Mr Rich-Phillips, or whether it is getting value for the
money it is spending is another question.
The other point to be got out of this sentence, in which
the Treasurer acknowledges that debt is going to rise
from 0.9 per cent to 2.5 per cent of GSP, is that it is a
hell of an increase. Debt will go up by a factor of three
in only one Parliament. That is pretty alarming. That
shows this state is rapidly getting back on the slippery
slope of debt. We are heading down the track of the
Cain and Kirner governments. If we are going to allow
debt to increase at that rate — regardless of whether or
not debt is a good idea — it should set the alarm bells
ringing. It ought to be monitored very closely indeed.
One has to ask why we need to go into this sort of debt
when Victoria has, as I said, a government whose
Treasurer acknowledged in his budget speech that it
had inherited a very good financial position; it had a
very good start. We have had extraordinary receipts
over the last seven years from stamp duty because of
the property boom, and land tax continues to reap
millions of dollars because this government has not
adjusted the scales to any great extent. It is hooked on
gambling taxes from which it gets over $1 billion a
year, and of course it has got the greatest windfall of all,
despite the whingeing and moaning it goes on with —
that is, the GST. It gets a $900 million cheque in the
post box every month. It has plenty of money so why
do we need to go into debt?
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I remember earlier in the life of this government that
some of its backbench were so spooked by the Cain and
Kirner years that they swore black and blue they would
never allow a Labor government to get into debt at all.
Labor members remembered so well those Guilty Party
ads that were run by the Liberal Party in 1992 and they,
including one minister, as I recall, were not going to
allow it to happen again.
Where are they now? Why are they not so concerned,
seven years later, when the balance has tipped and, as
we saw on the graphs shown at the budget briefing
across the road this morning, debt is beginning to climb
quite steeply again. Where are they now? It is through
mismanagement, as Mr Rich-Phillips said, that we are
not getting value for money. With the increases the
government has enjoyed, why is infrastructure not in
good condition? Why is the government having to
spend this amount of money? Why does it have to
borrow to spend?
I will make this point in passing: oddly enough in all
the talk about how good the government is at providing
infrastructure that famous project, the fast rail, does not
get a mention in the budget speech. Can members
imagine that? The project the government went to the
election with in 1999 saying it was going to do it for
$80 million now has a cost of up to $800 million and is
behind time, but it does not get a mention in the budget.
There are no excuses — no references at all. It has just
disappeared. Government members do not want to
know about it. If it did cost what they said it would cost
originally, would we need to go into debt now? No, we
would have all the cash they have wasted.
What about EastLink, the Mitcham–Frankston
freeway? If they had not broken an election promise
and made it a toll road, where would the debt level be
now? If they are happy to increase debt to the degree
illustrated by this budget, imagine if we were building
the Mitcham–Frankston freeway!
Hon. D. K. Drum — If they hadn’t lied.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — If they hadn’t lied —
goodness knows where the debt would be beginning to
climb to. Then we have got the concession notes on
CityLink. Mr Rich-Phillips dealt with those too, and I
dare say they will be a feature when the Treasurer
appears before the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee. With this $600-odd million they are getting
from Transurban, Transurban is getting a mighty good
deal, having it discounted at 9.8 per cent and going out
to finance it at 6.5 per cent. By Jove, I wish I could do
that with my finances! I will be interested to know
whether Transurban initiated this proposal or whether it
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came from the government. Did the government fall for
Transurban’s blandishments? It seems as if it might
have.
I know from experience that Transurban is a mighty
tough cookie, and it drives a hard bargain. But I have to
say it never drove a bargain with me that was as
disadvantageous to the state as this one. I might have
my druthers on some of the things I agreed to with
Transurban, but I do not feel any guilt at all now — not
at all! — when I see what this government has allowed
Transurban to wring out of it.
I want to know how that $600 million is being
accounted for. Is it part of the debt in this percentage
the Treasurer is quoting, where we are going up to
2.5 per cent of GSP as debt over the next four years, or
is this $600 million quarantined somewhere else and
not considered to be part of that debt? It should be part
of the debt, but knowing this government, I think they
have probably conjured up a set of words that somehow
allows it to be excluded from the debt calculation.
Maybe we will find that out too at the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee.
Then we get to how the government is plundering the
Transport Accident Commission (TAC).
Mr Rich-Phillips dealt with the Transport Accident
Commission and expressed his concern. I think it is
worse than Mr Rich-Phillips alluded to. I think the
government is double dipping because the $587 million
it is putting into road funding is one lot and it is
considering that just to be TAC expenditure. It believes
it is in the TAC’s interest to spend the money on roads
because it should lessen claims on the TAC and
therefore it is a commercial decision. I think that is one
thing. The $600 million that the government is ripping
out to tip into the great sinkhole is another
$600 million. Mr Rich-Phillips was too generous to the
government; he was too kind. My interpretation is that
TAC funds will be lightened by about $1187 million.
One lot of $600 million will be spent on the Safer
Roads program, the other $600 million will go directly
into the consolidated fund. I point out again: imagine if
the government did not have that what the debt level
would be.
What would happen if it were not selling Snowy
Hydro? What about the $600 million the government is
getting from Snowy Hydro? Would the government
have to go out and borrow $600 million to fix the
schools it is going to spend this on, or were those
schools going to be allowed to fall down and deteriorate
further? Surely not. So there was another $600 million
that would have been added to the debt burden, except
for the decision to sell Snowy Hydro.
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If you add all of these things together you get a pretty
alarming scenario. Those of us who lived through the
Cain and Kirner years are getting pretty nervous, I can
tell you, because we are heading in that direction; there
are no two ways about it. It was acknowledged this
morning at the budget breakfast that there is a
slowdown in the economy; and I think that is probably
right. Once the economy slows, debt accumulation
accelerates, and it can get out of hand almost overnight.
I think that is a prospect we are facing now, particularly
if the slowdown in the economy is greater than that
being forecast by Mr Little this morning — and it could
be.
Let us have a look at taxes. The Treasurer, Mr Brumby,
says in his speech that Victoria has the second-lowest
number of taxes around the nation. So we should! I
wonder if he just acknowledged that many of the taxes
that have been abolished were abolished as part of the
GST agreement. I also wonder whether he was
counting in his list of taxes the congestion tax, the
$8000 development tax on each block of land in the
outer suburbs. Is he counting the infrastructure recovery
charge that is in a bill that is currently before the house?
Presumably that is not being counted because it is not
yet implemented.
Hon. D. K. Drum — The charge on TAFE courses.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — There are a whole range
of things, Mr Drum, that the Treasurer could well be
leaving out. I wonder, for example, if he is leaving out
the fire services levy (FSL) on insurance policies. I
suspect he is because on 16 March he wrote to my
colleague Mr Delahunty, the member for Lowan in the
other place, and said:
I refer to your speech made in Parliament on 8 February 2006
regarding Victoria’s fire services levy. I would like to respond
on the government’s behalf.

He then goes on to make a number of claims. He must
have been really stung by Mr Delahunty’s speech
because I do not recall very often occasions where
ministers of their own volition reply to members’
speeches in either house.
Hon. D. K. Drum — You cannot get them to
respond when you beg them to respond!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is right, Mr Drum,
you cannot; but this one was an unsolicited reply, and
the operative words that appeared in Mr Brumby’s
letter were:
The FSL on insurance policies is not a tax.
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I think the Treasurer ought to go out and ask the
average householder, farmer or businessman whether
they think the FSL is a tax or not, and I think he would
soon find out that people believe it to be a tax. But I
also wonder how it is classified by Treasury, because if
we have a look at page 171 of budget paper 4 under the
heading ‘Operating receipts’, ‘Taxation’ and
‘Insurance’ we see that $755 300 000 is going to be
collected in insurance taxes. I assume that includes the
fire services levy, because the figure is so high it could
not but include the FSL.

about that, but really and truly, what I am frustrated
about is that it cannot bring itself to ever give any credit
to anyone on the other side of the house. What it should
have done that day was accept the amendments moved
from this side of the house and not try to make it look
in the budget speech that it was all of a sudden
introducing some brand new initiative. Of course it is
only doing it in response to public pressure, which
indicates to the people at large that opposition members
of Parliament can convince governments of the error of
their ways. I am glad we did so on this occasion.

The Treasurer cannot have it both ways. He cannot
write to Mr Delahunty and say that the FSL is not a tax
and then turn around and include it in this budget as a
tax. Of course it is a tax; everyone knows it is a tax, and
why he wrote to Mr Delahunty and tried to suggest
otherwise I cannot fathom for one moment.

What are my disappointments in this budget? Of course
they are myriad, but I shall look at one or two of them.
For example, a press release of 30 May by the Minister
for Agriculture in the other place says that there will be
a $44.6 million boost for Victoria’s primary industries.
I say that is a disgrace. The budget totals nearly
$32 billion, but what does the state get for primary
industry — $44.6 million.

The Treasurer goes on and makes great play of the fact
that in Victoria we are on about the average level for
taxes throughout the state of Australia — and he is
proud of that. I say that that is nothing to be proud of at
all. We are a small state geographically, and we are a
very productive state. We do not have to provide
services to remote communities hundreds of kilometres
from our capital city. We do not have long lead times to
get our produce to markets. We do not have isolated,
remote communities, except in small parts of the state,
and even they are not remote compared with
Queensland and Western Australia. The cost of
delivering services in Victoria per capita or per service
has got to be a lot less than those huge states. Our level
of taxes should be well below the average, and we
should not be satisfied with just being on the average,
but it seems that the Treasurer, Mr Brumby, is.
I want to say one thing whilst I am talking about taxes.
There has been a small victory for the opposition and
The Nationals in the budget, because while talking
about land tax the Treasurer at page 5 of the budget
speech said:
And — for the first time — we will allow people to appeal
their land valuations at the time they receive their land tax
assessments.

What a win that is for the opposition and The Nationals,
because it was less than a month ago — on 2 May in
fact — that the opposition was moving such an
amendment, and I on behalf of The Nationals also had
an amendment which would have permitted that.
What do we get from this government? All sorts of
specious excuses as to why it could not accept the
amendment, why it could not work and why it was not
necessary. A month later it introduces it. I am pleased

What do you get when you examine it more closely?
You find out that a lot of it has precious little to do with
primary industry in the state — $2.5 million, for
example, is to manage game hunting. That has not
much to do with primary industry. There is $3.2 million
to do with recreational fishing and tourism, which has
not a lot to do with primary industry either. In typical
fashion it has been announced twice, because it is
included in the Moving Forward document and
included in the $44.6 million.
Here we have another example of deception. We find it
all over the place. The Minister for Agriculture, who
has no empathy whatsoever with farmers, clearly has
no clout in cabinet because he does not get a fair deal
for primary industry at all. You only have to look at
what he did in capital investment, for example, in the
primary industry portfolio. If one turns to page 36 of
budget paper 2, under ‘2006–07 budget new asset
funding by department’, what do we find for the
Department of Primary Industries? A lousy $600 000 is
the total investment in capital expenditure.
Compare that, for example, with the Department of
Premier and Cabinet, which is spending $1 million. The
Parliament is spending $3.7 million but poor old
Department of Primary Industries gets a bit over
$500 000. What a disgrace! Is this minister and the
government trying to say to us and the community of
Victoria, and the farmers in particular, that the institutes
at Rutherglen, Tatura, Gippsland, Longerenong and so
on are so state-of-the-art that nothing needs to be done
to bring them up to speed so as to increase
productivity? It is alarming to think that those assets,
which have been so instrumental to the wealth
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generation in the state for 100 years, are treated with
such disdain in a capital budget by this government of
hundreds of millions of dollars, that we cannot even
crack $1 million in primary industry. It really is an
outrage.
We know what is happening in farming — debt levels
are rising and productivity is levelling off. I suggest that
honourable members might look at some good graphs
that were in yesterday’s edition of the Weekly Times. It
is quite alarming to see what is happening. The only
thing that has been keeping farmers afloat in this state
for the last 20 or 30 years, with their production costs
rising at the rate they have, is the productivity increases
which have kept their heads above water. Once
productivity starts to level off, it is bad news for the
farmers, and they will be in a cost price squeeze that
they will not survive.
There is no doubt that we are in a 10 year drought. We
are now at 1 June and we have not had an autumn break
yet. In this budget there is not one mention of drought,
yet clearly it is one of the greatest risks facing this state,
and, regrettably, this season looks as if it might turn out
to be a huge cost and a huge risk to us. I do not want to
cry wolf too early, but the portents are not good. I have
had calls already from farmers, one the other day from
a farmer at Bonegilla who is feeding his cattle every
day and looks like he will now have to do it right
through winter at hugely expensive feed costs. He is
absolutely concerned.
He makes a plea, and I share his plea, that this
government needs to be ready to ensure that if we do
not get rain soon, that exceptional circumstances
provisions, which are mainly funded by the federal
government but implemented and instituted by the state
government, be put into place without any delay.
There is no indication in the budget that this
government has any understanding of the impending
disaster which may well be approaching us, because
farmers have no fat to fall back on. We have had such a
series of dry years now over the last 10 years that any
fat that was there is long gone and many will go under
if rain does not come within the next three to four
weeks at the latest. I simply say that I am exceedingly
disappointed that the government has not mentioned
drought in the budget.
I am also disappointed that there is no funding for a
number of country hospitals, which we were expecting
and which is well overdue. Nathalia, for example, has a
hospital building that was formerly a private home built
more than 100 years ago with some additions in 1955.
It will not meet accreditation in two or three years, yet
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there is nothing in the budget to address that. There is
no mention in the budget of channel deepening, so vital
to the prosperity of this state — a project that has been
on hold for quite some time. There is some money for
roads and bridges in the budget but nowhere near
enough.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, you are, Mr Viney,
and that is very welcome. It is probably well overdue.
Mr Viney — A new 24-hour ambulance station at
Sebastopol.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mr Viney will have his
turn.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Mr Viney can identify a
number of projects that the government is doing. The
situation is that a lot needs to be done and a lot of
expectations for this budget have simply not been met.
They need to be met because the accreditation clock is
ticking; and if action is not taken very soon, hospitals
will close down because they will not be able to keep
their doors open under the law of the land that now
applies.
Mr Viney — You closed hospitals.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Viney, and have
you opened any of them? No, not one of them. I want to
close by asking the government: where is the vision in
this budget? I will tell you where it is — it is
25 November 2006 and it is on the edge of Melbourne.
The main point in the budget so far as the government
is concerned turns out to be an election bribe with an
initiative to pay $300 to the parents of prep schoolers
and year 7 students, but in this year half of it will be
paid at the beginning of the third term — that is,
immediately before the election. I think that is
middle-class welfare. It is giving $300 to those mothers
who come along in their Toorak tractors to pick their
kids up from school.
Where does that fit with Labor philosophy? What about
helping those who are in greatest need? We would not
have objected if it were targeted to those who were in
desperate need, but why should it be targeted to those
who are doing pretty well?
It is nothing but an election bribe. I do not think it is
anywhere near enough to swing voters. I do not think
voters are going to be convinced that $300, or in this
case $150 in October, will change their vote. Many of
them are going to see it for what it is, a bribe. Frankly,
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most people do not like to feel they are being bribed. I
think it could have quite an unexpected reaction from
the government’s point of view, and it is time that the
government had another look at it. Nobody could have
objected if it had been better targeted. For example, it
might have gone to preschools, which are the poor
relation. I might have gone towards encouraging
students to stay longer at school to improve the
retention rate.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — You are not doing too
well, because the retention rate is not as good as it
should be. We have too many kids leaving school
before they have finished year 12. They are either
adding to the jobless pool or they are largely
underemployed, and underemployment breeds boredom
and graffiti vandalism. We had a government with
everything going for it. It got a tremendous inheritance
of booming tax revenue, a stamp duty bonanza and a
land tax windfall, yet we have hospital waiting lists that
are longer, farmers losing confidence, taxes that remain
onerous and citizens worried about debt. And what do
we get? We get a short-sighted election budget instead
of a visionary way forward. The government should
remember the old adage that you can fool some of the
people some of the time but you cannot fool all the
people all of the time. The government ought to
remember that, because I think it is in for a wake-up
call in November.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr VINEY
(Chelsea).
Debate adjourned until next day.
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Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

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

Moorabbin factory fire: government assistance
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
raise a matter for the Minister for Manufacturing and
Export in the other place. It concerns a large industrial
fire that occurred in the last week of April in Keys
Road, Moorabbin. Honourable members may recall that
Selectopedic Bedding and a number of other factories
were involved in that fire. My understanding is that
about 200-plus staff were subsequently out of work
because of the fire. On my information the then Acting
Minister for Manufacturing and Export, Mr Lenders,
visited the site and indicated that the government would
do everything it could to assist the business owners to
reopen their doors. Mr Lenders was quoted as saying:
These factories are important local employers, and we will be
doing everything we can to help rebuild them ….

I am directing this matter to the Minister for
Manufacturing and Export because obviously
Mr Lenders is now no longer in that acting position.
It is important to put on the record that in excess of
200 jobs are at stake, and it is now a month since the
event took place. I understand that two officers from the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development, Trevor Ray and Roger Adams, and a
local council representative, Susan Ferguson, were also
there offering assistance. I refer to the television
recordings that were made of that industrial fire. The
comments made by the Acting Minister for
Manufacturing and Export were recorded, which may
give us some guidance as to what was suggested.
In light of the fact that that we are now a month down
the track, and given I am led to believe that the 200
staff are still in a precarious position and in great need
of assistance, I request that the Minister for
Manufacturing and Export take urgent action to advise
Selectopedic Bedding and the other factory operators of
the status of the commitments made following the fire.

Gaming: problem gambling
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Gaming in the other place. The matter I wish to
raise concerns gaming and particularly the issue of
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problem gambling in the indigenous community in
Victoria.
I know that the Bracks government and the minister
have been instrumental in looking into the way that
gaming is dealt with in Victoria — the number of
gaming machines, where they are situated and where
they are positioned, access to automatic teller machines,
gaming venues, the issue of clocks and natural lighting.
The government has been very keen to pursue all those
sorts of issues because we know they have an impact on
the way that people gamble and that they can influence
people, and problem gamblers in particular, to stop
gambling.
I know that as a government we have dedicated large
amounts of money to campaigns and services to
address the problem of problem gambling, to bring it to
the fore, to make people aware of the fact that it is a
condition and one which is widespread in the
community. We have run a range of advertisements to
let people know what sort of services are available to
assist them with problem gambling.
Our indigenous community, like any other here in
Victoria, faces, among other things, the issue of
problem gambling. Specifically I would like to know
from the minister what initiatives he and the
government are putting in place to ensure that problem
gambling is addressed in our indigenous community
and that the indigenous community is aware that
problem gambling is an issue and that anybody from
anywhere, regardless of socioeconomic standing or
what sort of job they have or what suburb they live in,
can have a problem with gambling. I would like to
know what actions the minister is taking to address the
specific problem of problem gambling within the
indigenous community in Victoria.

Buses: Burwood electorate
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My matter
for the adjournment tonight is for the attention of the
Minister for Transport in the other place. It concerns
critical local bus services in the Burwood electorate
which impact on the municipalities of Whitehorse and
Boroondara and further south as well. The 700 bus
service was a longstanding bus service which went
along Through Road and Thomas Street. It picked up
passengers, particularly older people, in that Through
Road area. The Bracks government has recently cut
back those services — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Outrageous!
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Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — It is outrageous,
Mr Atkinson. It is cruel and heartless. Older people in
the area are now stranded and unable to get to the
Burwood shops.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I think Ms Hirsh should
know better than to make comments like that. The
reality is the government has taken a very cruel and
harsh step. The member for Burwood in another place,
Bob Stensholt, has supported these bus service cuts and
closures. The truth is the new 767 service — the
replacement bus service — cuts out a lot of the stops
the previous service made. There are now no services at
all on Sunday, the services stop earlier on Saturday
night than they used to, they stop earlier on weeknights
and the frequency of Saturday services has been
slashed. This is a cruel cut which is really impacting.
Bob Stensholt rode out in response to the Liberal’s
candidate for Burwood, Graham Bailey. He said:
I am pleased to advise that starting Friday, 17 February,
Ventura Buses have extended route 767 on weekdays to
Burwood Highway.

There was some slight return of a few services but the
fact is there is still no service on Sunday, still no service
on Saturday night in the way there used to be and the
route is still truncated. I joined a number of people at a
rally on a Sunday recently. Thirty-five people marched
along the old bus route to Bob Stensholt’s office, but I
do not hold out any hope that he will listen. He is
handing out flyers in his office saying ‘With
compliments, Bob Stensholt’ with the bus timetable.
There are no Sunday times, no late Saturday times. It is
an outrage.
I call on the Minister for Transport to restore these
critical local bus services, including weekend and
weeknight services, to their former frequency and
reliability.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I remind members that
when they are delivering their adjournment matters it
should not be a set speech. The usual way to define a
set speech is if any of the comments made could be
argued to the contrary. I am sure members on the other
side could have come up with an alternative view of the
comments the Honourable David Davis made. I remind
members of that guidance and the ruling I have made
on the adjournment.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — On your point, President,
I thank you for your guidance but the members on the
other side of the chamber were being provocative and I
felt the need to respond.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Davis will sit
down.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I call the Honourable
Bruce Atkinson, and remind him to bear in mind my
ruling.

Mullauna College: kindergarten
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I would like
to thank the audience from the Labor Party this
evening — I do not know why they are all here. My
matter is for the Minister for Education Services in
another place, Jacinta Allan. I raise with her a problem
which has been brought to me by Mullauna College in
regard to a proposal to locate a kindergarten in four
classrooms at the school. I understand this proposal has
been before the Department of Education and
Training’s legal section for some 18 months awaiting
resolution. The school is obviously quite frustrated, as
indeed are the operators of the kindergarten, which is a
kindergarten of good repute, and the families who have
used this kindergarten’s services and wish to have it
take care of their children in the future.
Mullauna College has buildings in excess of its needs at
this point in time. It was previously a home to the
Monnington school for the deaf for a period, with the
permission of the department. Monnington was located
at Mullauna College only temporarily but in that time it
upgraded the facilities being sought for this Tinkabell
preschool and, as I understand it, applied for
appropriate licences or accreditations to run a
kindergarten service in the school. To all intents and
purposes the facilities are adequate and suitable for the
running of a kindergarten. Debra Martinov, who runs
the Tinkabell preschool and day care centre, is keen to
locate in the school. There are precedents — at Albert
Park Secondary College and Corio Bay Senior College.
The Mullauna school council has approved the location
of this kindergarten within its premises on three
occasions. It believes it is an appropriate use, if you
like, of buildings that are surplus to the school’s
requirements at the moment. It had a favourable
experience as a home to the Monnington school for the
deaf and knows it is quite possible to facilitate
kindergarten services at the school. I ask the minister to
expedite a review of these matters before the legal
section, and to establish a basis upon which the school
can proceed to enter into an agreement with Tinkabell
to locate the facility at the school.
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Industrial relations: WorkChoices
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I
address my important adjournment matter to the
Minister for Industrial Relations in another place, Rob
Hulls. I am deeply concerned and afraid about the
rights of workers in both my electorate and Victoria at
large.
Last week the head of the Office of the Employment
Advocate, Peter McIllwain, when appearing before the
Senate estimates committee, revealed that
6263 Australian workplace agreements (AWAs) had
been lodged with the Office of the Employment
Advocate since the WorkChoices laws were introduced.
A sample of 250 AWAs has been studied: all of the
sample AWAs had excluded at least one protected
condition; 16 per cent had dropped all award
conditions; 64 per cent had removed leave loadings;
63 per cent had excluded penalty rates; and 52 per cent
had discarded shiftwork loadings.
These figures were reported in the Age last week, along
with an article about Spotlight, a national chain with
more than 100 stores, giving a base pay increase of
2 cents an hour to new workers who forfeit weekend
loadings and overtime. It says the contracts comply
with workplace laws. I understand that means up to $90
a week less in pay packets for new workers.
The action I am seeking is for the minister to ask the
new Victorian workplace rights advocate, Tony
Lawrence, to review the content of these Australian
workplace agreements to ensure that they do not
remove important community standards, and where
community standards are removed to advise the worker
of that loss and where possible publicly expose that loss
so that Howard’s industrial relations nightmare is
exposed for all to see.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — On a point of order,
President, you made a ruling in this very adjournment
debate about set speeches. I do not seek for this matter
to be ruled out, because I understand it was a genuine
attempt by the member to bring a matter before the
minister. However, I put it to you, President, that it was
very much a set speech in defiance of the ruling you
made. Not only was a request made to the minister but
further argument was posed after that request. It was
very much a set speech, and I hope members heed your
ruling.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I remind members that
adjournment matters should not be set speeches. I refer
to my previous ruling that sets out four requirements.
They are that a speech should indicate to whom the
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matter has been directed, give a brief resume of the
facts, set out the request, query or complaint and
suggest the action sought. I remind members of that
ruling.

Benambra-Corryong Road: upgrade
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I address
a matter to the Minister for Transport in another place. I
make a plea for some upgrading of the
Benambra-Corryong Road. The road is a very
important link between the Upper Murray and
Gippsland. It is largely in an unsealed condition and
carries an increasing amount of traffic. I know it is a bit
of a chicken-and-egg situation. Some people say there
is not enough traffic to justify sealing the road, and that
if it were sealed, the amount of traffic would increase
many fold. I acknowledge that that it is a difficult issue
of priorities, but I think in terms of its tourist potential
and the potential for cattle producers to move stock
from the Upper Murray and the Riverina to and from
Gippsland, whether in times of drought or good times,
it would provide a significant increase in competitive
edge and productivity.
The road has been subject to numerous inspections by
ministers over the years, including by me when I was
roads minister. I met a deputation on the road in 1994, I
think, and was certainly getting to a situation where
there would have been a start on sealing that road.
Unfortunately the government changed in 1999 and the
work that might have got under way has not proceeded.
I do not particularly blame the current minister for that,
but I think the road — along with the Omeo Highway,
which also has some unsealed stretches — is well
overdue for attention. It is in one of the more difficult
parts of the state in terms of terrain, although the road
itself does not pose any particular difficulties for road
making or pavement sealing. I think it is high time it
got on the list for a significant upgrade because of all
the benefits that would confer not only on local
residents on both sides of the mountains but on tourist
traffic as well.

Responses
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Dalla-Riva raised the matter of an
industrial fire at a Moorabbin factory. I will refer that to
the Minister for Manufacturing and Export in the other
place.
Ms Darveniza raised the matter of problem gambling in
the indigenous community. I will refer that to the
Minister for Gaming in the other place.
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Mr David Davis raised the matter of the Burwood bus
services. I will refer that to the Minister for Transport in
the other place.
Mr Atkinson raised the issue of a specific kindergarten
and its development at a particular school. I will refer
that to the Minister for Education Services in the other
place.
Mrs Buckingham raised the matter of workplace
agreements. I will refer that to the Minister for
Industrial Relations in the other place.
Mr Baxter raised the matter of the Benambra-Corryong
Road. I will refer that to the Minister for Transport in
the other place.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 4.50 p.m.
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Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 30 May 2006
Environment: Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council — capital works
6523.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council’s allocation of funds
to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority
major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Lake Mountain Alpine Resort Management Board — capital works
6525.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Lake Mountain Alpine Resort Management Board’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board — capital works
6528.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.
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Environment: Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board — capital works
6529.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: EcoRecycle Victoria — capital works
6535.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to EcoRecycle Victoria’s allocation of funds to major capital
works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects
that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Environment Protection Authority — capital works
6536.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Environment Protection Authority’s allocation of funds to
major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority
major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Environment Protection Board — capital works
6537.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Environment Protection Board’s allocation of funds to
major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority
major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Victorian Environment Assessment Council — capital works
6568.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Victorian Environment Assessment Council’s allocation of
funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Central Coastal Board — capital works
6569.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Central Coastal Board’s allocation of funds to major
capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major
projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Gippsland Coastal Board — capital works
6570.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Gippsland Coastal Board’s allocation of funds to major
capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major
projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Western Coastal Board — capital works
6571.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Western Coastal Board’s allocation of funds to major
capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major
projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Barwon Water — capital works
6572.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Barwon Water’s allocation of funds to major capital works,
including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects that
were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Central Gippsland Water — capital works
6573.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Central Gippsland Water’s allocation of funds to major capital
works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects
that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Central Highlands Water — capital works
6574.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Central Highlands Water’s allocation of funds to major capital
works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects
that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
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This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Coliban Water — capital works
6575.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Coliban Water’s allocation of funds to major capital works,
including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects that
were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Westernport Water — capital works
6576.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Westernport Water’s allocation of funds to major capital
works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects
that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Glenelg Water — capital works
6577.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Glenelg Water’s allocation of funds to major capital works,
including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects that
were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.
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Commonwealth Games: minister’s office — mobile telephones
6655.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA— To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: What was
the cost of providing mobile telephone services to the Minister’s staff for 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In 2004–05, the cost of providing mobile telephone services to my staff was $9,348.33.

Education services: minister’s office — mobile telephones
6671.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA— To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister
for Education Services): What was the cost of providing mobile telephone services to the Minister’s
staff for 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The provision of the information requested cannot be justified on the grounds that it would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Environment: Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council — stress-related leave
7173.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council took stress-related leave during the 2004–05
financial year.

Environment: Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board — stress-related leave
7174.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management
Board on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost;
and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board took stress-related leave in the 2004–05
financial year.
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Environment: Lake Mountain Alpine Resort Management Board — stress-related leave
7175.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Lake Mountain Alpine Resort
Management Board on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii)
estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Lake Mountain Alpine Resort Management Board took stress-related leave during the
2004–05 financial year.

Environment: Mount Buller Alpine Resort Management Board — stress-related leave
7177.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Mount Buller Alpine Resort
Management Board on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii)
estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Mount Buller Alpine Resort Management Board took stress-related leave in the 2004–05
financial year.

Environment: EcoRecycle Victoria — stress-related leave
7185.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of EcoRecycle Victoria on stress-related leave
in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff
involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of EcoRecycle Victoria took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: National Parks Advisory Council — stress-related leave
7188.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the National Parks Advisory Council on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the National Parks Advisory Council took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial year.
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Environment: Parks Victoria — stress-related leave
7189.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of Parks Victoria on stress-related leave in
2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff
involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Some stress-related leave was taken by staff of the Parks Victoria in 2004–05, however disclosing further details of
this leave could lead to the identification of an individual. I have, therefore, declined to publicly release this
information.

Environment: Reference Areas Advisory Committee — stress-related leave
7190.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Reference Areas Advisory Committee on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Reference Areas Advisory Committee took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial
year.

Environment: Royal Botanic Gardens Board — stress-related leave
7191.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Royal Botanic Gardens Board on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Royal Botanic Gardens Board took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: Scientific Advisory Committee — stress-related leave
7192.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Scientific Advisory Committee on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Scientific Advisory Committee took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial year.
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Environment: Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria — stress-related leave
7193.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Sustainable Energy Authority of Victoria took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial
year.

Environment: Trust for Nature — stress-related leave
7195.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Trust for Nature on stress-related leave in
2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff
involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Trust for Nature took stress-related leave during the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: Corangamite Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7196.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Corangamite Catchment Management
Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Some stress-related leave was taken by staff of the Corangamite Catchment Management Authority in 2004–05,
however disclosing further details of this leave could lead to the identification of an individual. I have, therefore,
declined to publicly release this information.

Environment: East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7197.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the East Gippsland Catchment Management
Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority took stress-related leave in 2004–05.
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Environment: Glenelg-Hopkins Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7198.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Glenelg-Hopkins Catchment
Management Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken;
(ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Glenelg-Hopkins Catchment Management Authority took stress-related leave in the 2004–
05 financial year.

Environment: Goulburn-Broken Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7199.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Goulburn-Broken Catchment
Management Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken;
(ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Goulburn-Broken Catchment Management Authority took stress-related leave in the
2004–05 financial year.

Environment: North Central Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7201.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the North Central Catchment Management
Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Some stress-related leave was taken by staff of the North Central Catchment Management Authority in 2004–05,
however disclosing further details of this leave could lead to the identification of an individual. I have, therefore,
declined to publicly release this information.

Community services: disability services — residential care
7380.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to disability services residential care —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

What was the total capacity at 31 December 2005.
What is the capacity at any one time of government managed shared supported accommodation.
What is the capacity at any one time of non-government managed shared supported
accommodation.
What is the capacity at any one time of government managed congregate care.
What is the capacity at any one time of non-government managed congregate care.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to disability services residential care —
Information collected through the reporting system captures the number of clients accessing residential
accommodation services. The capacity of the system is not reported.

Community services: disability service needs register
7381.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): Further to the answer to Question on Notice No. 4675 given in this House on 21
April 2005 in relation to the Disability Service Needs Register as at December 2004, with a total of
5081 individuals registered, and the answer to Question on Notice No. 5340 given in this House on 16
November 2005 in relation to the movement of 274 people onto the register and 196 people moving off
the Disability Service Needs Register for the six months ending 30 June 2006, with an overall increase
of 78 people, which would give a total of 5159 individuals on the Service Needs Register at 30 June
2005, how is this reconciled with the answer to Question on Notice No 5339 given in this House on 16
November 2005 with a total of 4761 individuals registered on the Disability Service Register as at 30
June 2005, i.e. a difference of 398 individuals.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Service Needs Register figures for 30 June 2006 are not yet available.

Community services: disability service needs register
7382.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to the Disability Service Needs Register, for the six months ending 31
December 2005, for each of Shared Supported Accommodation, HomeFirst and Day Programs —
(1)
(2)
(3)

How many people were registered for the first time.
How many people were moved off the register because they obtained services.
How many people were moved off the register because it was ascertained they no longer needed
to obtain services.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Service Needs Register is a record for the number of people waiting for services and was not intended to
provide this level of detail as readily as specified in this question and others relating to the Service Needs register.

Community services: disability service needs register
7383.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to the Disability Service Needs Register at 31 December 2005 —
(1)
(2)

How many individuals had lodged applications on the Disability Service Needs Register.
How many individuals on the Disability Service Needs Register were waiting for —
(a) shared supported accommodation;
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in-home accommodation support; and
day programs.

(3)

For each category, how many were classified as —
(a) urgent priority;
(b) high priority; and
(c) low priority.

(4)

How many individuals for each category have intellectual disabilities.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Service Needs Register is a record for the number of people waiting for services and was not intended to
provide this level of detail as readily as specified in this question and others relating to the Service Needs register.

Community services: disability service needs register
7384.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to the Disability Service Needs Register at 31 December 2005, how
many of the people registered for shared supported accommodation were aged —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

under 18 years;
18 to 24 years;
25 to 29 years;
30 to 44 years;
45 or more years.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Disability Service Needs Register at 31 December 2005, the number of people registered for
Shared Supported Accommodation aged —
(a)

under 18 years was 178;

(b)

18 to 24 years was 515;

(c)

25 to 29 years was 354;

(d)

30 to 44 years was 908; and

(e)

45 or more years was 604.

Community services: disability service needs register
7385.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to the Disability Service needs register at 31 December 2005, how
many people registered for HomeFirst were aged —
(a)
(b)
(c)

under 18 years;
18 to 24 years;
25 to 29 years;
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30 to 44 years;
45 or more years.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Disability Service Needs Register at 31 December 2005, the number of people registered for
HomeFirst aged —
(a)

under 18 years was 118;

(b)

18 to 24 years was 214;

(c)

25 to 29 years was 133;

(d)

30 to 44 years was 384; and

(e)

45 or more years was 441.

Community services: disability service needs register
7386.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to the Disability Service needs register at 31 December 2005, how
many people registered for Day Programs were aged —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

under 18 years;
18 to 24 years;
25 to 29 years;
30 to 44 years;
45 or more years.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Disability Service Needs Register at 31 December 2005, the number of people registered for Day
Programs aged —
(a)

under 18 years was 2;

(b)

18 to 24 years was 29;

(c)

25 to 29 years was 21;

(d)

30 to 44 years was 243; and

(e)

45 or more years was 199.

Community services: disability service needs register
7387.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to people on the Disability Service Needs Register for Shared
Supported Accommodation at 31 December 2005 —
(1)

How many have a carer.
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How many do not have a carer.
How many have their carer’s age recorded.
How many do not have their carer’s age recorded.
How many of the carers with their age recorded are aged–
(a) under 55;
(b) 55 to 64;
(c) 65 to 69;
(d) 70 or more years

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to people on the Disability Service Needs Register for Shared Supported Accommodation at 31
December 2005–
(1)

The number of people recorded as having a carer was 1,574.

(2)

The number of people not recorded as having a carer was 985.

(3)

The number of people that had their carer’s age recorded was 1,285.

(4)

The number of people that did not have their carer’s age recorded was 289.

(5)

The number of carers with their age recorded aged–
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

under 55 was 594;
55 to 64 was 312;
65 to 69 was 110;
70 or more years was 269.

Community services: disability service needs register
7388.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to people on the Disability Service Needs Register for HomeFirst at
31 December 2005 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

How many have a carer.
How many do not have a carer.
How many have their carer’s age recorded.
How many do not have their carer’s age recorded.
How many of the carers with their age recorded are aged —
(a) under 55;
(b) 55 to 64;
(c) 65 to 69;
(d) 70 or more years.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to people on the Disability Service Needs Register for HomeFirst at 31 December 2005–
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(1)

The number of people recorded as having a carer was 696.

(2)

The number of people not recorded as having a carer was 594.

(3)

The number of people that had their carer’s age recorded was 629.

(4)

The number of people that did not have their carer’s age recorded was 67.

(5)

The number of carers with their age recorded aged–
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

1969

under 55 was 332;
55 to 64 was 163;
65 to 69 was 36;
70 or more years was 98.

Community services: disabilities services — accommodation
7389.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for
Community Services): For the six months ending 31 December 2005 —
(1)
(2)
(3)

How many people with disabilities waiting for shared supported accommodation obtained a place
in a community residential unit.
On average, for how many days had those people been waiting for a place.
How many of those persons were relocated from congregate care to a community residential unit.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For the six months ending 31 December 2005–
(1)

The number of people with disabilities waiting for Shared Supported Accommodation and obtained a place in
a community residential unit was 47.

(2)

On average the people that waited for a Shared Supported Accommodation place who obtained a place in a
community residential unit had waited for 218 weeks, however these people had been receiving a range of
supports and services.

(3)

The number of people who were relocated from congregate care to a community residential unit was 2.

Health: Austin Health — expenditure
7391A.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Austin Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Bayside Health — expenditure
7392A.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Bayside Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Southern Health — expenditure
7393.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Southern health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
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works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: South Western Health — expenditure
7394.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to South Western health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Seymour District Health — expenditure
7395.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Seymour District Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.
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Health: Stawell Regional Health — expenditure
7396.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Stawell Regional Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Inglewood Health — expenditure
7397.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Ingelwood health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Kerang District Health — expenditure
7398.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Kerang District Health for 2004–05 —
(1)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
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What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Royal Children’s Hospital — expenditure
7399.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Royal Children’s Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Royal Women’s Hospital — expenditure
7400.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Royal Women’s Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital — expenditure
7401.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Queen Elizabeth Centre — expenditure
7402.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Queen Elizabeth Centre for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
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Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Agriculture: minister’s office — furnishings
7467.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): What furniture items, including moveable furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods
were purchased for the Minister’s private office in 2004–05 and what was the total cost of the items
purchased.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In 2004–05, no furniture items (including moveable furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods) were purchased
for the Minister for Agriculture’s private office.

Agriculture: charter flights
7552.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): In relation to all chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes used by the
Minister in 2004–05 what was the —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date;
carrier;
destination;
cost; and
purpose.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
All flights chartered flights used by the Minister for Agriculture in 2004–05 were return flights to Bendigo. The
details are as follows:
Date
30/10/04
19/07/04
30/03/05

Carrier
Bendigo Aviation
Australasian Jet
Jetcity

Cost
$1,510
$841
$1,677

Purpose
Industry and community
consultation.

Agriculture: media research and public opinion polling
7594.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): For each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration, what are
the details of all media research and public opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)

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

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department of Primary Industries (DPI) does not conduct media research or public opinion polling.
In regard to agencies and authorities, providing a consolidated response detailing media research and public
opinion polling conducted by each individual agency and authority within my administration, would place an
undue strain on Departmental resources.

Agriculture: minister’s office — international travel
7636.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): What was the cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all international
travel undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The total cost of international travel undertaken by the Minister for Agriculture and his staff in 2004–05 was
$26,423. The largest component of which was to lead an agribusiness trade delegation, promoting the “Naturally
Victorian” Brand.

Agriculture: minister’s office — interstate travel
7678.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): What was the cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all interstate travel
undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The cost of interstate travel undertaken by the Minister for Agriculture and his staff in 2004–05 was $9,461.

Agriculture: minister’s office — intrastate travel
7720.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): What was the cost, including airfares, air charter, accommodation and expenses of all
intrastate travel undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The cost of all intrastate travel undertaken by the Minister for Agriculture and his staff in 2004–05 was $11,207.
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Children: minister’s office — entertainment expenses
7740.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
What entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, were incurred by the Minister and
ministerial staff in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The broad nature of this question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and, as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Community services: minister’s office — entertainment expenses
7741.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, were incurred by the
Minister and ministerial staff in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7440.

Sport and recreation: minister’s office — alcohol purchases
7844.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: What expenses were
incurred by each Department and Agency for the purchase of alcohol for the Minister ministerial staff
and the Minister’s office in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department for Victorian Communities and its agencies have not purchased any alcohol for the Minister for
Sport and Recreation’s Office in 2004–05.

Commonwealth Games: minister’s office — alcohol purchases
7845.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: What expenses were
incurred by each Department and Agency for the purchase of alcohol for the Minister ministerial staff
and the Minister’s office in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department for Victorian Communities and its agencies have not purchased any alcohol for the Minister for
Commonwealth Games’ Office in 2004–05.
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Consumer affairs: minister’s office — secondments
7985.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: How many public servants
were on secondment to the Minister’s private office at 1 March 2006 and were not counted within the
ministerial staffing budget.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The number of public servants on secondment to the Minister’s private office as at 1 March 2006 is Nil.

Multicultural affairs: multicultural affairs — funding
8005.

THE HON. JOHN VOGELS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs): In relation to the Department of Victorian Communities Output Summary 2005-06 (Budget
Paper No. 3), of the total output cost of $9.1 million for Multicultural Affairs —
(1)
(2)

How much did your Portfolio receive.
How much was delivered to Multicultural Affairs and strategic grants to community
organisations.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the 2005-06 year is currently still in progress, details regarding the full amount of output revenue received and
how much will be delivered to Multicultural Affairs and strategic grants to community organisations is currently
unavailable.
Estimated outturns for 2005/06 will be available as part of the 2006/07 Budget Papers.

Women’s affairs: women’s policy — funding
8006.

THE HON. JOHN VOGELS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Women’s Affairs): In relation to the Department of Victorian Communities Output Summary 2005-06
(Budget Paper No. 3), of the total output cost of $3.1 million for Women’s Policy —
(1)
(2)

How much did your Portfolio receive.
How much was delivered to programs for women.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the 2005-06 year is currently still in progress, details regarding the full amount of output revenue received and
how much will be delivered to programs for women is currently unavailable.
Estimated outturns for 2005/06 will be available as part of the 2006/07 Budget Papers.

Premier: seniors and veterans — funding
8007.

THE HON. JOHN VOGELS — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Premier): In relation to the
Department of Victorian Communities Output Summary 2005-06 (Budget Paper No. 3), of the total
output cost of $7.8 million for Seniors and Veterans —
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How much did your Portfolio receive.
How much was delivered to programs to support Seniors and Veterans.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the 2005-06 year is currently still in progress, details regarding the full amount of output revenue received and
how much will be delivered to programs to support Seniors and Veterans is currently unavailable.
Estimated outturns for 2005/06 will be available as part of the 2006/07 Budget Papers.
I am responsible for the Veterans component only within the Seniors and Veterans Output.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Wednesday, 31 May 2006
Environment: Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Authority — entertainment expenses
5349.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Authority’s
entertainment expenses incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess
of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Goulburn-Murray Rural Water Authority — entertainment expenses
5350.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Goulburn-Murray Rural Water Authority’s entertainment
expenses incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500,
including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.
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Environment: Lower Murray Urban and Rural Water Authority — entertainment expenses
5351.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Lower Murray Urban and Rural Water Authority’s
entertainment expenses incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess
of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Authority — entertainment expenses
5352.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Authority
entertainment expenses incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess
of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: City West Water Ltd — entertainment expenses
5353.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to City West Water Ltd’s entertainment expenses incurred in
2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
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name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Melbourne Water Corporation — entertainment expenses
5354.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Melbourne Water Corporation’s entertainment expenses
incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: South East Water Ltd — entertainment expenses
5355.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to South East Water Ltd’s entertainment expenses incurred in
2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.
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Environment: Yarra Valley Water Ltd — entertainment expenses
5356.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Yarra Valley Water Ltd’s entertainment expenses incurred in
2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Royal Melbourne Zoological Park and Gardens — entertainment expenses
5357.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Royal Melbourne Zoological Parks and Gardens’
entertainment expenses incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess
of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Healesville Sanctuary — entertainment expenses
5358.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Healesville Sanctuary’s entertainment expenses incurred in
2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Open Range Zoo, Werribee — entertainment expenses
5359.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Victoria’s Open Range Zoo at Werribee entertainment
expenses incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500,
including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider?

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Alpine Advisory Committee — entertainment expenses
5370.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Alpine Advisory Committee’s entertainment expenses
incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose and name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Victorian Mineral Water Committee — entertainment expenses
5372.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Victorian Mineral Water Committee’s entertainment
expenses incurred in 2004–05, what are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500,
including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
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name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council — entertainment expenses
5807.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council’s entertainment
expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board — entertainment expenses
5808.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.
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Environment: Lake Mountain Alpine Resort Management Board — entertainment expenses
5809.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Lake Mountain Alpine Resort Management Board’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Mount Baw Baw Alpine Resort Management Board — entertainment expenses
5810.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Baw Baw Alpine Resort Management Board’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Mount Buller Alpine Resort Management Board — entertainment expenses
5811.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Buller Alpine Resort Management Board’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
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name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board — entertainment expenses
5812.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board — entertainment expenses
5813.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: EcoRecycle Victoria — entertainment expenses
5819.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to EcoRecycle Victoria’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
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What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Environment Protection Authority — entertainment expenses
5820.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Environment Protection Authority’s entertainment
expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Environment Protection Board — entertainment expenses
5821.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Environment Protection Board’s entertainment expenses
for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: National Parks Advisory Council — entertainment expenses
5822.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the National Parks Advisory Council’s entertainment expenses
for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Parks Victoria — entertainment expenses
5823.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Parks Victoria’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Reference Areas Advisory Committee — entertainment expenses
5824.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Reference Areas Advisory Committee’s entertainment
expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
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number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Royal Botanic Gardens Board — entertainment expenses
5825.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Royal Botanic Gardens Board’s entertainment expenses
for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Scientific Advisory Committee — entertainment expenses
5826.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Scientific Advisory Committee’s entertainment expenses
for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.
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Environment: Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria — entertainment expenses
5827.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria’s entertainment
expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: South West Water — entertainment expenses
5858.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to South West Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Western Region Water Authority — entertainment expenses
5859.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Western Region Water Authority’s entertainment expenses
for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Wednesday, 31 May 2006

(c)
(d)
(e)

COUNCIL

1993

number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Westernport Water — entertainment expenses
5860.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Westernport Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: First Mildura Irrigation Trust — entertainment expenses
5861.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment):In relation to the First Mildura Irrigation Trust’s entertainment expenses for
2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Southern Rural Water — entertainment expenses
5862.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Southern Rural Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Goulburn-Murray Water — entertainment expenses
5863.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Goulburn-Murray Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–
05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.
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Environment: City West Water — entertainment expenses
5864.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to City West Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Melbourne Water — entertainment expenses
5865.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Melbourne Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: South East Water — entertainment expenses
5866.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to South East Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
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number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Yarra Valley Water — entertainment expenses
5867.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Yarra Valley Water’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Royal Melbourne Zoological Parks and Gardens — entertainment expenses
5868.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Royal Melbourne Zoological Parks and Gardens’
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Healesville Sanctuary — entertainment expenses
5869.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Healesville Sanctuary’s entertainment expenses for 2004–
05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board — capital works
6524.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board’s allocation
of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Mount Baw Baw Alpine Resort Management Board — capital works
6526.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Baw Baw Alpine Resort Management Board’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.
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Environment: Mount Buller Alpine Resort Management Board — capital works
6527.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mount Buller Alpine Resort Management Board’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: National Parks Advisory Council — capital works
6538.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the National Parks Advisory Council’s allocation of funds to
major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority
major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Parks Victoria — capital works
6539.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Parks Victoria’s allocation of funds to major capital works,
including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects that
were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Reference Areas Advisory Committee — capital works
6540.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Reference Areas Advisory Committee’s allocation of
funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Royal Botanic Gardens Board — capital works
6541.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Royal Botanic Gardens Board’s allocation of funds to
major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority
major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Scientific Advisory Committee — capital works
6542.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Scientific Advisory Committee’s allocation of funds to
major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority
major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria — capital works
6543.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria’s allocation of
funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Trust for Nature — capital works
6545.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Trust for Nature’s allocation of funds to major capital
works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major projects
that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Health: Peter McCallum Cancer Institute — expenditure
7403.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Peter McCallum Cancer Institute for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: expenditure
7406.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to North-Eastern health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department advises that there is no Health Services known as North-Eastern Health.

Health: expenditure
7407.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to North-West health for 2004–05 —
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What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department advises that there is no Health Service known as North-West Health.

Health: Northern Health — expenditure
7410.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Northern health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Wodonga hospital — expenditure
7412.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Wodonga hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Wangaratta hospital — expenditure
7413.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Wangaratta hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Ballarat Health — expenditure
7417.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Ballarat health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
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works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Bendigo Health — expenditure
7418.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Bendigo health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Eastern Health — expenditure
7419.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Eastern Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.
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Health: Benalla hospital — expenditure
7420.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Benalla Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Children: minister’s office — furnishings
7445.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
What furniture items, including moveable furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods were purchased
for the Minister’s private office in 2004–05 and what was the total cost of the items purchased.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The total cost of the items purchased was $415.

Community services: minister’s office — furnishings
7446.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What furniture items, including moveable furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods were
purchased for the Minister’s private office in 2004–05 and what was the total cost of the items
purchased.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7445.

Consumer affairs: minister’s office — furnishings
7480.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: What furniture items,
including moveable furniture, fixed furniture and electrical goods were purchased for the Minister’s
private office in 2004–05 and what was the total cost of the items purchased.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, no furniture items were purchased in 2004–05.

Children: Human Services — entertainment expenses
7488.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
What was the total amount spent by the Minister’s department on entertainment expenses including
alcohol, food, admission to Commonwealth Games events, admission to other entertainment events,
special gifts, all transport and corporate box leasing for their invited guests and those who were hosting
them at the Commonwealth Games.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The broad nature of this question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and, as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Community services: Human Services — entertainment expenses
7489.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What was the total amount spent by the Minister’s department on entertainment expenses
including alcohol, food, admission to Commonwealth Games events, admission to other entertainment
events, special gifts, all transport and corporate box leasing for their invited guests and those who were
hosting them at the Commonwealth Games.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7488.

Gaming: charter flights
7547.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Gaming): In relation to all chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes used by the Minister
in 2004–05 what was the —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date;
carrier;
destination;
cost; and
purpose.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s time and resources to provide an answer to this
question.
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Racing: charter flights
7549.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Racing): In relation to all chartered flights, including helicopters and light planes used by the Minister in
2004–05 what was the —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

date;
carrier;
destination;
cost; and
purpose.

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

Children: ministerial staff — number
7908.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
How many ministerial staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities as the engagement of ministerial staff falls within
the budget of the Department of Premier & Cabinet.

Community services: ministerial staff — number
7909.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): How many ministerial staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7908.

Children: minister’s office — secondments
7950.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
How many public servants were on secondment to the Minister’s private office at 1 March 2006 and
were not counted within the ministerial staffing budget.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
2 public servants were on secondment to the Minister’s private office at 1 March 2006.
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Community services: minister’s office — secondments
7951.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): How many public servants were on secondment to the Minister’s private office at 1 March
2006 and were not counted within the ministerial staffing budget.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7950.

Multicultural affairs: minister’s office — secondments
7955.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs): How many public servants were on secondment to the Minister’s private office at 1 March
2006 and were not counted within the ministerial staffing budget.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The answer is nil.

Victorian communities: minister’s office — secondments
7956.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Victorian
Communities): How many public servants were on secondment to the Minister’s private office at 1
March 2006 and were not counted within the ministerial staffing budget.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The answer is nil.
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Environment: Trust for Nature — entertainment expenses
5829.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Trust for Nature’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Corangamite Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5830.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Corangamite Catchment Management Authority’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.
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Environment: East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5831.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Glenelg-Hopkins Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5832.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Glenelg-Hopkins Catchment Management Authority’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Goulburn-Broken Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5833.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Goulburn-Broken Catchment Management Authority’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
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name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Mallee Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5834.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mallee Catchment Management Authority’s entertainment
expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: North Central Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5835.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the North Central Catchment Management Authority’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: North East Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5836.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the North East Catchment Management Authority’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
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What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management Authority — entertainment
expenses
5837.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management
Authority’s entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — entertainment expenses
5838.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority’s
entertainment expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Victoria’s Open Range Zoo, Werribee — entertainment expenses
5870.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to Victoria’s Open Range Zoo at Werribee’s entertainment
expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Alpine Advisory Committee — entertainment expenses
5881.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Alpine Advisory Committee’s entertainment expenses for
2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
(c) number of guests;
(d) purpose; and
(e) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Victorian Mineral Water Committee — entertainment expenses
5883.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Victorian Mineral Water Committee’s entertainment
expenses for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)

What was the total cost incurred.
What are the itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including —
(a) date incurred;
(b) cost;
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number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
The research required to answer these questions would place an unreasonable burden on public time and resources.

Environment: Corangamite Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6546.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Corangamite Catchment Management Authority’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6547.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Glenelg-Hopkins Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6548.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Glenelg-Hopkins Catchment Management Authority’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Thursday, 1 June 2006

COUNCIL

2015

This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Goulburn-Broken Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6559.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Goulburn-Broken Catchment Management Authority’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Mallee Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6560.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Mallee Catchment Management Authority’s allocation of
funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: North Central Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6561.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the North Central Catchment Management Authority’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: North East Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6562.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the North East Catchment Management Authority’s allocation
of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
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priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6563.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management
Authority’s allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and
upgrades, what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each
of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6564.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority’s
allocation of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades,
what were the priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these
priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Wimmera Catchment Management Authority — capital works
6565.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Wimmera Catchment Management Authority’s allocation
of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.
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Environment: Victorian Catchment Management Council — capital works
6566.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Victorian Catchment Management Authority’s allocation
of funds to major capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the
priority major projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects
achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: Victorian Coastal Council — capital works
6567.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to the Victorian Coastal Council’s allocation of funds to major
capital works, including major maintenance, replacement and upgrades, what were the priority major
projects that were approved for the year 2004–05 and were each of these priority projects achieved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available. All major capital works conducted by a statutory authority would be
disclosed in the authority’s annual report of operations.

Environment: North East Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7202.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the North East Catchment Management
Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the North East Catchment Management Authority took stress-related leave in the 2004–05
financial year.

Environment: Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management Authority — stress-related
leave
7203.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment
Management Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken;
(ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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No staff members of the Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management Authority took stress-related leave
in the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7204.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the West Gippsland Catchment Management
Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Some stress-related leave was taken by staff of the West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority in 2004–05,
however disclosing further details of this leave could lead to the identification of an individual. I have, therefore,
declined to publicly release this information.

Environment: Wimmera Catchment Management Authority — stress-related leave
7205.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Wimmera Catchment Management
Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Wimmera Catchment Management Authority took stress-related leave in the 2004–05
financial year.

Environment: Victorian Catchment Management Council — stress-related leave
7206.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Victorian Catchment Management
Authority on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Victorian Catchment Management Council took stress-related leave in the 2004–05
financial year.

Environment: Victorian Coastal Council — stress-related leave
7207.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Victorian Coastal Council on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Thursday, 1 June 2006

COUNCIL

2019

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Victorian Coastal Council took stress-related leave during the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: Victorian Environment Assessment Council — stress-related leave
7208.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Victorian Environment Assessment
Council on stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated
cost; and (iii) total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Some stress-related leave was taken by staff of the Victorian Environment Assessment Council in 2004–05,
however disclosing further details of this leave could lead to the identification of an individual. I have, therefore,
declined to publicly release this information.

Environment: Central Coastal Board — stress-related leave
7209.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of the Central Coastal Board on stress-related
leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of
staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No staff members of the Central Coastal Board took stress-related leave during the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: Barwon Water — stress-related leave
7212.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of Barwon Water on stress-related leave in
2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff
involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
Some stress-related leave was taken by staff of Barwon Water in 2004–05, however disclosing further details of
this leave could lead to the identification of an individual. I have, therefore, declined to publicly release this
information.
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Environment: Central Highlands Water — stress-related leave
7214.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of Central Highlands Water on stress-related
leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of
staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
No staff members of Central Highlands Water took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: Coliban Water — stress-related leave
7215.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of Coliban Water on stress-related leave in
2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii) total number of staff
involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
No staff members of Coliban Water took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial year.

Environment: Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water — stress-related leave
7219.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the
Minister for Environment): In relation to staff members of Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water on
stress-related leave in 2004–05, what was the — (i) number of days taken; (ii) estimated cost; and (iii)
total number of staff involved.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question should more appropriately have been asked of me as Minister for Water and I answer it in that
capacity.
No staff members of Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water took stress-related leave in the 2004–05 financial year.

Health: Portland and District Hospital — expenditure
7404.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Portland and District Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
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What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Peninsula Health — expenditure
7405.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Peninsula Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Mercy hospital — expenditure
7408.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Mercy hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Melbourne Health — expenditure
7409.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Melbourne Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: St Vincent’s Hospital — expenditure
7411.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to St Vincent’s Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
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Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Western Health — expenditure
7414.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Western health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Alpine Health — expenditure
7415.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Alpine Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.
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Health: Barwon Health — expenditure
7416.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Barwon Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Bass Coast Regional Health — expenditure
7421.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Bass Coast Regional Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Latrobe Regional Hospital — expenditure
7422.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to La Trobe Regional Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
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What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Gippsland Southern Health — expenditure
7423.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Gippsland Southern Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Goulburn Valley Health — expenditure
7424.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Goulburn Valley Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Angliss Hospital — expenditure
7425.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Angliss Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Angliss Hospital ceased to operate in its own right from 31 July 1995 and became part of the Eastern Health
Care Network.

Health: Wimmera Health Care Group — expenditure
7426.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Wimmera Health Care Group for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.
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Health: Central Gippsland Health — expenditure
7427.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Central Gippsland Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: West Gippsland Health — expenditure
7428.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to West Gippsland Health for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: South Gippsland Health — expenditure
7429.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to South Gippsland Health for 2004–05 —
(1)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
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What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Health: Kilmore and District Hospital — expenditure
7430.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to Kilmore Hospital for 2004–05 —
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality.
What was the total amount spent on entertainment and hospitality by the Chief Executive.
What was the total amount spent on travel.
What was the total amount spent on travel by the Chief Executive.
How much was spent on capital works and infrastructure.
How much was spent on repairs and maintenance.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
My department does not collect this information from health services and the resources required to collect it could
not be justified.
Details of spending on entertainment, hospitality and travel are not required to be reported under the Financial
Management Act 1994. However, the Honourable Member may obtain information on expenditure on capital
works and infrastructure, repairs and maintenance, from the 2004–05 Annual Reports of Health Services that were
tabled in the Autumn Session.

Agriculture: Primary Industries — entertainment expenses
7510.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): What was the total amount spent by the Minister’s department on entertainment expenses
including alcohol, food, admission to Commonwealth Games events, admission to other entertainment
events, special gifts, all transport and corporate box leasing for their invited guests and those who were
hosting them at the Commonwealth Games.

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

Children: media research and public opinion polling
7572.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children): For
each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration, what are the details of all
media research and public opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

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

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The broad nature of this question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and, as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Community services: media research and public opinion polling
7573.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): For each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration, what are the
details of all media research and public opinion polling conducted in 2004–05, including —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

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

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7572.

Children: minister’s office — international travel
7614.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
What was the cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all international travel
undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff in 2004–05.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The total cost was $25,534

Community services: minister’s office — international travel
7615.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What was the cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all international
travel undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7614.

Children: minister’s office — interstate travel
7656.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
What was the cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all interstate travel undertaken
by the Minister and ministerial staff in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The total cost was $6,000.

Community services: minister’s office — interstate travel
7657.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What was the cost, including airfares, accommodation and expenses, of all interstate travel
undertaken by the Minister and ministerial staff in 2004–05.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7656.

Gaming: minister’s office — entertainment expenses
7757.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Gaming): What entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, were incurred by the
Minister and ministerial staff in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, no entertainment expenses were incurred in 2005.
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Children: minister’s office — alcohol purchases
7782.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Children):
What expenses were incurred by the Minister and ministerial staff for the purchase of alcohol in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The broad nature of this question and given that identical questions have been asked across government indicates
that this is not a genuine inquiry but a speculative question and, as such a response would require an unreasonable
diversion of time and resources.

Community services: minister’s office — alcohol purchases
7783.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What expenses were incurred by the Minister and ministerial staff for the purchase of alcohol
in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Please see response for Question 7782.

Gaming: minister’s office — alcohol purchases
7799.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Gaming): What expenses were incurred by the Minister and ministerial staff for the purchase of alcohol
in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, no alcohol expenses were incurred in 2005.

Multicultural affairs: ministerial staff — cost
7871.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs): What was the total cost associated with the engagement of ministerial staff, including salaries,
superannuation and WorkCover in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Costs for the engagement of Ministerial staff are managed by the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Victorian communities: ministerial staff — cost
7872.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Victorian
Communities): What was the total cost associated with the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover in 2005.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Costs for the engagement of Ministerial staff are managed by the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Consumer affairs: ministerial staff — cost
7901.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: What was the total cost
associated with the engagement of ministerial staff, including salaries, superannuation and WorkCover
in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Ministerial Staff are employed by the Premier.

Multicultural affairs: ministerial staff — number
7913.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs): How many ministerial staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As Minister for Multicultural Affairs, I do not employ Ministerial staff.

Victorian communities: ministerial staff — number
7914.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Victorian
Communities): How many ministerial staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
I do not employ Ministerial staff.

Consumer affairs: ministerial staff — number
7943.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: How many ministerial staff
were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Ministerial Staff are employed by the Premier.
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