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ROYAL ASSENT
Tuesday, 13 June 2006

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 13 June 2006
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 2.02 p.m. and read the prayer.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:
Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Act
Infringements (Consequential and Other
Amendments) Act
Planning and Environment (Growth Areas
Authority) Act
Primary Industries Acts (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Act
Victorian Urban Development Authority
(Amendment) Act.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Government: financial reporting
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for Finance,
Mr Lenders. On 4 May I asked him in question time
how many irregularities had been reported to him under
section 54B of the Financial Management Act, and
further, in my supplementary question on that day, what
action he took in relation to the iSOFT tender
irregularities, and would he make the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board report into that tender
available to the house. What action has he taken on
these matters since 4 May, a period of some 40 days or
nearly six weeks?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I thank
Mr Forwood for his question. I always welcome
Mr Forwood’s questions and acknowledge his ongoing
interest in all matters of public administration; and I
acknowledge the time he has spent as chair of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and, more
recently, as deputy chair of that committee. I took that
question on notice from Mr Forwood, I recall, as he
reminds me. I will get him a reply to that promptly.
Hon. Philip Davis — When?
Mr LENDERS — The Leader of the Opposition
asked when. I am proud to say that we are very timely
in this area. There are very few questions of mine on
the notice paper that have not made the 30-day period. I
will always be happy to take questions in this place on
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my portfolio, and I welcome them. I will take that
question from Mr Forwood on notice, and I will make
sure he gets a rapid response. I can assure Mr Forwood
that this government is always open and transparent.
We published the reports of the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board. We publish annual reports of all
departments.
Hon. D. McL. Davis interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr David Davis once again does
not understand open and transparent government. The
Premier had said that all the reports this year will be
brought forward to meet the closure time of Parliament,
so I look forward to Mr Forwood’s supplementary
question and hope I can be of more assistance to him on
that.
Supplementary question
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Given
that the iSOFT share price has plummeted from £4.60
to 53p since the Victorian government entered its
$22 million contract late last year, and given that
iSOFT’s chief executive officer, Tim Whinston, is
likely to be sacked today or tomorrow, what action will
the minister take to protect Victoria’s position?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — It is
appropriate for Mr Forwood to ask if he has any
concerns about how we operate on a contract or where
it goes, but in assuring Mr Forwood about whether this
government looks at the share price of a company every
time we have a contract, I will just use Multiplex as an
example. It is a company that has done fantastic work
for the state of Victoria in building a convention centre,
in building the showgrounds and in a range of other
things. Its share price has gone up and down, which has
not in the slightest way affected its performance in
delivering those two great projects for the state of
Victoria. Mr Forwood is drawing a very long bow on
the issue of whether the share price of a company is
relevant to a contract with government.
As to the issue of the chief executive officer of a
company or those other issues, I will certainly take
those on notice. It is prudent for members to be
concerned about those issues, but there is more than just
the share price to consider in seeing whether a company
can actually perform and deliver its contractual
obligations to the state of Victoria. If it does not, we
will obviously enforce them and seek restitution.

Soccer: government support
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I have a question
without notice to the Minister for Sport and Recreation.
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I think I can remember what it is, although I am very
bleary-eyed from a late night! Given the enthusiasm for
the world game known as soccer and the success of the
Socceroos in their first-round match last night, can the
minister inform the house what the Bracks government
is doing to improve grassroots participation in this great
sport?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — No doubt there are a lot of excited
members in the chamber based on the result of last
night’s World Cup game, and we would like to
congratulate the Socceroos on an outstanding
performance. It is worth appreciating that in Victoria
over 100 000 young people play soccer and that 80 000
of them are members of Football Federation Victoria.
Government funding of soccer, or the world game as
we might well refer to it, and of player participation in
that sport’s development has been of the order of
$1 million over the past six years. A substantial amount
of that funding is directed to junior development
through primary school visitations and the GoalKick
program. Mr Drum no doubt appreciates the high
degree of investment in grassroots community sport. As
well as that, major and minor soccer bodies have
received of the order of $4 million over the past five
years for both new facilities and improvement of
existing facilities.
Friday a week ago I had the good fortune to attend my
seventh annual Active Girls Breakfast, which provides
an opportunity to inspire young women to continue to
involve themselves in sport. It is worth appreciating
that it is important to reverse the trend we have seen in
relation to under-participation across Victoria. In
particular during the Active Girl Breakfast I highlighted
some of the great achievements in women’s sport. One
of the great achievements I want to talk about is
happening in the sport many of us grew up calling
soccer but which we now refer to as the world game or
football.
While we know that the Socceroos are performing
particularly well in the World Cup in Germany, I would
bet Mr Drum did not know that the Young Matildas,
Australia’s under-20 women’s football team, have just
qualified for the World Cup. This means they will be
going to the under-20 World Cup in Russia in August. I
would like to congratulate all of the team’s members
and encourage them to perform particularly well. I
make particular mention of five of the Young Matildas
in that under-20 team who are also members of the
senior Matildas side, which shows just how well they
are performing. They were part of the team that beat
Mexico 2 goals to 1 goal at the Melbourne Cricket
Ground a few weeks back before the men’s Australian
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team played against Greece. Our attention may have
been on the later game, but prior to it we saw the
Matildas beat Mexico. What an outstanding
performance that was. It is a great reminder that you
can achieve amazing things if you stay involved in
sport.
Football Federation Victoria has also had a great
achievement. At the Melbourne Active Girls Breakfast
it was able to field a full team. It had 11 women from
the premier soccer — or, should I say, football —
competition as role models on that day. We have seen
16 000 registered girls or women playing soccer, which
is a significant increase of 10 per cent over the past five
years. Over that time we have invested $200 000
directly towards the development of women’s
participation in soccer.
As I have talked about on a number of occasions, we
are seeing increased participation in sport in this state
right across the board, but particularly in the world
game, because of the fantastic contribution we are
making as a government when it comes to developing
and supporting grassroots sport, and particularly the
world game, in this state. We are making Victoria a
better place to live and raise a family, and also to
participate in the world game.

Government: financial reporting
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — My
question is to the Minister for Finance. I would like to
ask rhetorically whether he would invest in a company
that had lost 90 per cent of its value in seven months,
but my actual question is: can the minister confirm the
finding of the Victorian Government Purchasing Board
inquiry into the iSOFT tender, that Anthony Bibby — a
senior Department of Human Services employee who
was then and still is the manager of patient and client
management systems under the HealthSMART
program and who was the go-to person in relation to the
tender — had breached Victorian Government
Purchasing Board guidelines in his dealings with
iSOFT?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — In
response to Mr Forwood’s rhetorical question at the
start, I suggest that a lot of Australians invested in
Telstra. Given that his federal leader’s misadventure
with the Snowy float has probably stripped a few
billion dollars off the price of Telstra, a lot of
Australians are probably questioning why they had faith
in the ability of the Prime Minister, Mr John Howard,
to manage the economy.
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Leaving Mr Forwood’s rhetorical question aside, he
raises a couple of issues. Without shirking the
question — and I have taken this on notice — as
Mr Forwood well knows, individual contracts are the
responsibility of the portfolio minister. The Minister for
Finance is responsible for setting whole-of-government
guidelines, which individual ministers are then required
to comply with. We have 600-plus agencies, as
Mr Forwood well knows. The whole point of
guidelines — whether they be the purchasing board
guidelines, the directions of the Minister for Finance or
others — is to ensure we have the best possible practice
and that these bodies adhere to a high standard. These
bodies are accountable to portfolio ministers.
Beyond that we have the issue of what happens if they
do not comply, and I guess that is what Mr Forwood’s
supplementary question will be about. First and
foremost, it is the responsibility of the portfolio minister
to ensure that contracts meet the guidelines and criteria.
If they do not, as we know, this government has
empowered the Auditor-General — and I will not go
through my normal recitation of what the Kennett
government did when Mr Forwood chaired the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee as the agent of the
executive government and nobbled the Auditor-General
by taking his powers away — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — You just did!
Mr LENDERS — I will not digress one more time
on that, but I will say there are a number of tests in
relation to any contract that does not meet its
objectives. Clearly if there is a reporting mechanism,
the Auditor-General, first and foremost, can of his own
volition, or if requested, advise on those areas. There
are a number of other checking areas if there is a breach
of things like credit cards, or a number of other things
which are reported to me as Minister for Finance. At
the end of the financial year, any outstanding matters
from the Auditor-General are put into a single report
which is brought to the Parliament so that questions can
be asked about it.
I guess that Mr Forwood can have the assurance that in
the end, when you have a government with a budget of
$30 billion, much of which is in contracts, there will
always be one or two that get through. The test of a
good government and a good system is how you learn
lessons when a contract does not work well, how you
hold those accountable who have not done the right
thing and then, obviously, how you apply those lessons
for the future. I look forward to Mr Forwood’s
supplementary question, which I am sure is designed to
make me look not good.
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Supplementary question
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Given
that it is a fact that the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board held an inquiry itself into the iSOFT
tender, was the minister made aware, one, of that fact;
and two, of its findings as the minister responsible for
the Victorian Government Purchasing Board?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I do not
recall that being drawn to my attention, although I will
obviously go to my office and check whether this was
the case. Again, as to Mr Forwood’s case and the
process involved, the role first and foremost of a
department is that the responsible minister is advised,
and second, lessons learnt come to me as the
minister — and these tend to come at the time the
annual report is compiled or when I have a meeting —
about every six months — with the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board, when I discuss ongoing
issues, directions and agendas with its members. I
cannot recall such a report, but obviously I will look
into it when I get back to my office and make sure that
Mr Forwood has a prompt response to his question
without notice.

Olympic Park: rectangular sports stadium
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I direct
my question to the Minister for Major Projects.
Australian football fans are on a high after a
scintillating and deserved come-from-behind victory
against Japan last night. In this light, can the minister
inform members of the house of the Bracks
government’s efforts to provide a highly modern and
visually spectacular stadium for football in Victoria?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
thank Mrs Buckingham for her question and I noticed
she has called the game football. Mrs Buckingham is
certainly and absolutely in the spirit of most Australians
who were watching the World Cup last night. Sadly I
was being responsible and went to bed, unlike many
members here, but one of my sons gave me a
blow-by-blow description as to how the game went
when he came home at 2:30 a.m., so I feel I was there.
Anyone who was not there but who read the papers this
morning or saw the replay will know the excitement of
what the game was and the disappointment when
Mr Nakamura scored a goal 26 minutes into the game.
Many people thought that was wrong and that the
referee had it wrong.
Mr Gavin Jennings interjected.
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Mr LENDERS — No, Mr Nakamura! Whether it
was right or wrong, in any case, Mr Nakamura scored a
goal. At 84 minutes, Tim Cahill got the first goal for
Australia; we got the second goal just before the
90-minute close off; and a third goal from Mr John
Aloisi just after the time on. Clearly there is an
enthusiasm about where the game is, but
Mrs Buckingham asked about our world-class venues
here.
The rectangular stadium which the Premier, the
Minister for Sport and Recreation and I announced just
two weeks after the Commonwealth Games will be the
home to a number of sports which use a rectangular
stadium, among them world football, or soccer.
Twenty thousand spectators will be able to watch the
soccer at this venue when it is completed. We also
know that it will be the home of Melbourne Victory,
which is Victoria’s premier soccer club.
In many ways it will be interesting how we see this as
we watch the world soccer now. We can but wonder as
we see some of the world-class stadiums in Germany
like Kaiserslautern, where the match was last night,
which seats 46 000 people and has $81 million invested
in it by a state government. We can look at how that
goes and we can certainly look to Munich when next
week Australia will — hopefully and likely — beat
Brazil. Some of us can live in hope.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Forwood may be a defeatist,
but I am confident we will do our best against Brazil
next week.
There is a $470 million stadium in Munich, which is
the Bayern Munich Football Club’s stadium — again
we are looking at classy and state-of-the-art facilities.
Going forward to the game the following week at
Stuttgart, where Australia will hopefully dispatch
Croatia in much the same way as it dispatched Japan
last night, that city has a fantastic stadium for watching
football. I could even be more ambitious and go
forward to the round of 16, but I will not take the time
of the house on that, although I have great confidence
that we will be in the round of 16.
From all of this we learn lessons as to what is a
true — —
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Ms Mikakos wants to lead a
delegation to the group of 16, but we will have to leave
that to others rather than people in this chamber!
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If we are looking at what is a world-class football
stadium, we can look at the rectangular stadium at
Olympic Park, which will be a world-class stadium.
Not only will it have a unique world-class roof, which
Minister Madden and I have followed very closely — it
uses half the steel, thereby reducing the environmental
effects of a typical stadium roof — but it will also have
facilities that would probably make some of the
managers of these German facilities envious. We will
have facilities such as an elite training centre, a gym, a
pool, medical facilities and office accommodation for
soccer, Rugby and Australian Rules football — a
number of codes — in the one place.
The Bracks government is absolutely committed to
building world-class facilities so that we can play
world-class soccer as well as other codes or sports here
in Melbourne. In partnership with our community we
will build a great stadium. It is one I look forward to
seeing completed — and I look forward to seeing
Melbourne Victory and other clubs continuing with
great success in the game of soccer, which Australia is
doing so well at as we speak.

Major projects: rural and regional
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — My question
without notice today is directed to the Leader of the
Government in his capacity as Minister for Major
Projects, and I ask: how many major projects funded by
the government and managed by Major Projects
Victoria are projects based in country Victoria?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
do not have an exact figure in front of me. Obviously
the very complex long-term containment facility which
Mr Hall’s colleague Mr Bishop regularly regales this
house about is clearly one. The Bonegilla migrant
resource centre in Mr Baxter’s electorate would be a
second one. There are also other projects. Ms Hadden is
normally a very vocal member here; the redevelopment
of the Hepburn Springs bathhouse is certainly being
done.
Hon. W. A. Lovell interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Ms Lovell is being extremely
vocal here today. She would know the Parkside
Gardens estate in Shepparton is being done by
VicUrban, in the major projects portfolio. Similarly in
Mr Drum and Mr Bishop’s electorate we have the
Tower Hill development in Swan Hill, which over a
period of I think about 30 years will see 1200 houses
developed.
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In Mr Koch and Mr Vogel’s electorate, the Shire of
Southern Grampians has asked VicUrban to assist with
developing 300 houses on the edge of Hamilton to deal
with issues like the Iluka mining project and the growth
that is coming there now. A few weeks ago in Hamilton
I was speaking to a teacher who had moved there from
Kyneton just a few weeks earlier and was trying to find
housing. She had to wait for a period of time to get
rental housing in Hamilton and even longer to purchase
housing. So Hamilton has a great need, and VicUrban,
which is part of the major projects portfolio, is assisting
with that. There are a number of projects going on.
The major projects portfolio covers only one part of the
Bracks government’s Building One Victoria
framework. As Mr Hall would know, I think we have
something like 280 cattle underpasses, mainly in
Gippsland Province. These are being done by my
colleague the Minister for State and Regional
Development in the other house through Regional
Development Victoria.
Hon. Philip Davis — What has that got to do with
major projects?
Mr LENDERS — The Leader of the Opposition
asked, ‘What have cattle underpasses got to do with
major projects?’. I remind Mr Davis that with Mr Viney
and me, we on this side of the house have milked more
cows than the entire parliamentary Liberal Party, other
than Mr Vogels. And I dare say Mr Viney and I have
milked more cows than have all of The Nationals’
members in this place.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There has been
enough interjection from both sides of the house. I ask
members to stop interjecting.
Hon. D. K. Drum — On a point of order, President,
the minister knows full well that what he has just talked
about is not factual. The minister is not telling the truth.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is no point of
order. The Minister for Major Projects, to continue his
answer.
Mr LENDERS — My point is that the Bracks
government is building infrastructure for the whole of
Victoria. Part of that infrastructure is the cattle
underpasses project. I am surprised by the
Honourable Philip Davis. He represents the rural
electorate of Gippsland that probably has more dairy
farmers than any other place on the planet with the
possible exception of New Zealand, yet he asked,
‘What is the importance of cattle underpasses?’.
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Wearing my Transport Accident Commission hat, cattle
underpasses make our roads safer. Wearing a Victorian
hat, they make the traffic move more smoothly — —
Hon. Philip Davis interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition should stop interjecting!
Mr LENDERS — They certainly make life more
efficient for dairy farmers in Mr Davis and Mr Hall’s
electorate. Undoubtedly Mr Hall’s supplementary
question will try to confine my answer to the major
projects portfolio which, as I have said, in a number of
areas outside Melbourne is dealing with particular
projects, whether it be the one in Hepburn Springs or
some of the others I have mentioned.
The Bracks government’s holistic approach to capital
works has seen the Regional Infrastructure Development
Fund — which The Nationals and the Liberal Party
opposed on its first iteration — invest in regional
Victoria. Whether it has been investment in police
stations, schools, hospitals, roads or rail, we have seen
massive investment from the Bracks government in all
those areas, right through to cattle underpasses in the
Gippsland electorate. There is a holistic picture
delivering for the whole state. For us, country Victoria is
a good place; it is not the toenails, as Jeff Kennett — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired!
Supplementary question
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — It is hard to ask a
supplementary question when I did not hear a word the
minister said, apart from the last 30 seconds when he
referred to major projects. I refer the minister to the
major projects web site where 16 major projects are
listed as having either been completed or as currently
being under construction. The only ones relating to
country Victoria are the industrial waste management
proposal, or toxic waste dump, and the Bonegilla
Migrant Experience Heritage Park, a $2 million project
that has already been completed.
By way of supplementary question I ask the minister:
apart from the toxic waste dump, what major projects
has this government got planned for country Victoria,
or is it a fact that it cannot think of any and is waiting
for The Nationals to suggest a few?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
always welcome positive suggestions from The
Nationals, but I can assure Mr Hall that major projects
in the infrastructure department like the regional fast
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rail to Traralgon; major projects in the human services
department like the Latrobe Valley hospital, major
projects in the education department like more schools
than Mr Hall can name and major projects in the justice
department like every police station or prison in
regional Victoria are all part of the government’s
infrastructure projects.
Those are the major projects in regional Victoria. The
Office of Major Projects deals with infrastructure areas
outside those four government — —
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Hall has asked his
question!
Mr LENDERS — What I would say to Mr Hall is
that he should look up the major projects across
government and he will find $2 billion invested in
infrastructure each year, with the first — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired!

Housing: Homeless World Cup
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — My
question is directed to the Minister for Housing. Can
the minister inform the house how the Bracks
government is kicking goals by assisting homeless
Victorians to become active community members?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for her question. The Bracks government
certainly believes that everyone deserves a decent home
along with the security and stability that it provides.
That is why we continue to find innovative ways to
address homelessness, reduce disadvantage and build
Victorian communities.
The Bracks government has joined forces with the Big
Issue to bid against the United Kingdom, Italy and
Switzerland for the Homeless World Cup in 2008. A
team from Melbourne, the Street Socceroos, took part
in last year’s Homeless World Cup in Edinburgh. The
Bracks government believes this high-profile event is a
chance to demonstrate the ability of homeless people to
tackle personal obstacles and become active
community members when they have the right
opportunities. This project helps homeless people by
raising awareness, changing attitudes, encouraging
partnerships and transforming lives.
Weekly soccer training offers people who have
experienced homelessness, substance abuse or
disadvantage the opportunity to get fit and to make new
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friends and contacts as well as to seek support and
advice. That is why the Bracks government has
approved a $500 000 package to support the extension
of soccer training programs into regional centres and to
run the event in 2008 in Melbourne, if Melbourne wins
the cup. Three hundred and fifty thousand dollars of
this funding will go directly to extending the programs
in Melbourne and setting up new soccer training
programs in Ballarat, Geelong and Shepparton.
Through the new funding we expect the number of
people engaged in regular soccer training and
mentoring programs across Victoria to grow from
100 to more than 300 people. Ultimately this project is
about like-minded people helping one another by
harnessing the positive power of sport.
The name of the competition, Street Soccer for Social
Change, encapsulates the reason the Bracks
government is supporting the project. I understand it
has also received strong support from Melbourne’s
business community and from many of the agencies
that provide support to homeless people, in addition to
the involvement of the Big Issue. Street Socceroos is a
proven success. Already many of its participants have
found secure accommodation and employment as well
as appropriate drug and alcohol programs to help them
get their lives back on track.
Since 1999 the Bracks government has boosted its
funding for the supported accommodation assistance
program for homeless Victorians by more than 83 per
cent. Our contribution to securing the Homeless World
Cup is on top of that 83 per cent. That is certainly in
contrast to the cuts made by the federal government to
funding support for homeless people, which needs to be
addressed. The government hopes that the current focus
on the Australian Socceroos in the World Cup will
assist Victoria’s bid to host the Homeless World Cup in
2008.

Greater Geelong: councillors
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Local
Government, Ms Broad. Following his investigation
into the Greater Geelong City Council, Municipal
Inspector Merv Whelan stated:
During the investigation I received allegations about breaches
of the conflict of interest provisions of the Local Government
Act. My terms of reference did not include examinations of
breaches of these provisions, and I have referred
correspondence received by me on this issue to Local
Government Victoria for attention.
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I ask: what action will the minister take to address these
conflict of interest allegations now that they have been
brought to her attention by the municipal inspector?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
believe that the member asked a very similar question
to this last week. I am more than happy to respond
again to him about these matters. As I indicated to the
member, to the house and publicly last week, the
Bracks government expects all elected representatives
to demonstrate the highest standards of integrity. That
is why, as local government minister, I instituted an
investigation through a municipal inspector following
the receipt of complaints.
The member may recall that at the time I put that
investigation in place I also drew attention to the fact
that some complaints had been made to the
Ombudsman about matters to do with conflicts of
interest. It is not appropriate that I make any comment
on those matters. As the member is well aware, the
Ombudsman reports to the Parliament, not to the local
government minister, so those are matters for the
Ombudsman. If the member has any inquiries about
those matters, clearly he should direct them to the
Ombudsman.
But in relation to matters for which I have
responsibility under the Local Government Act, those
matters have been fully investigated and reported on to
the Parliament. My department is taking the necessary
action. Complaints in relation to matters of conflict of
interest are matters which the Ombudsman is
pursuing — —
Hon. J. A. Vogels — What’s your job?
Ms BROAD — Clearly it makes no sense
whatsoever to have my department and the
Ombudsman investigating the same matters. That is
why at the time I announced the investigation I
indicated — perhaps members have forgotten — that
those were matters the Ombudsman was investigating.
The Ombudsman has been provided with all the
information my department has, and that is appropriate.
If the member has any inquiries about those matters, he
should direct them to the Ombudsman.
Supplementary question
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — The municipal
inspector clearly said in his report that he passed on
information about conflict of interest to Local
Government Victoria for its attention, and I thought the
minister was responsible for Local Government
Victoria. However, the Whelan report identifies five
elected councillors who received donations totalling
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$84 028 from businessmen in Geelong. The people of
Geelong deserve to know who received what money
from whom, and how each of those councillors voted
on vital projects. Will the minister investigate if there
were conflict of interest issues when decisions on
projects were made around the council table, as many
of these decisions are made behind closed doors under
claims of commercial in confidence?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
Members opposite might think the Ombudsman’s
investigations do not count for anything. That is not the
view of the government. The view of the government is
that we fully support the Ombudsman and his
investigations into these matters. He has the full
cooperation of my department and has access to all the
information provided to my department. I have every
confidence that he will deal with these matters and
report to the Parliament independently of the sort of
interference which was run by members opposite when
they were last in government and tried to nobble the
Ombudsman. In contrast, this government fully
supports the office of the Ombudsman and its
investigations, and I expect he will report to Parliament
when he has concluded those investigations.

Consumer affairs: soccer equipment
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — My question is to the
Minister for Consumer Affairs. Given Australia’s
success at the World Cup and the likelihood that more
and more Victorian children will take up soccer, what
steps has the Bracks government taken to ensure that
soccer equipment is as safe as possible, and is there
anything that parents need to be aware of when their
children take up soccer?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I thank the member for his question.
Hon. J. M. Madden — It’s very serious!
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — It is a serious question.
Given the success of the Socceroos — and whilst I
share the enthusiasm of the Leader of the Government
for the game against Brazil and would hope for the best,
I am not sure I am quite as confident as he is about the
outcome — more and more Victorian children will look
to take up soccer as a consequence. It is very important
therefore that we secure the safety of young soccer
players who may be potential Socceroos of the future.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — Or Matildas. It is true
to say that a lot of schools and soccer clubs use
moveable soccer goals. It came to our attention that
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some very unsafe soccer goals that could cause
accidents and injury by collapsing on young players are
being used. The government has banned moveable
soccer goals that do not comply with minimum
standards. Moveable goals that are not designed
properly present a significant risk and can cause quite
serious injury.
The Bracks government has introduced a requirement
for moveable soccer goals to adhere to minimum
design standards to ensure that they are safe, stable and
secure. These standards ensure that unanchored soccer
goals are properly secured and stable, that there are no
exposed corners and that the edges are rounded so that
children are not put at risk of being cut or scratched by
the equipment. There is also now a requirement that
moveable soccer goals have a warning printed on them
that unanchored goals can tip over causing serious
injury or death.
Community Affairs Victoria, in conjunction with the
Soccer Federation of Victoria, has by mail informed all
soccer clubs, sporting bodies and primary and
secondary schools of the ban order. Victorian children
who take up soccer after Australia’s success at the
World Cup will now be safer as a result of these
mandatory safety standards. This is an example of the
Bracks government kicking goals for young Victorians
so that they can kick goals in the future.

Greater Geelong: councillors
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Local
Government, Ms Broad. The Whelan report identifies
$50 000 in cash and cheques made out to cash delivered
to Cr David Saunderson’s work address at the
electorate office of Mr John Eren. I ask: will the
minister investigate whether another 2004 candidate at
the Greater Geelong City Council elections, Cameron
Grainger, campaign manager of Mayor Peter McMullin
at the last federal election, who also benefited to the
tune of $21 697 from this slush fund, has breached any
provisions of the Local Government Act, or are dummy
candidates exempt from this act?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
When the Bracks government was elected there was
absolutely no requirement for candidates to make any
disclosure of campaign donations or gifts of any sort. It
is the Bracks government that has legislated to bring in
requirements for all candidates, whether they are
successful are not, to declare any gifts and donations
they received following the election in which they were
a candidate. That is a clear demonstration of the Bracks
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government’s commitment to openness and
transparency.
I contrast this with the actions of the Liberal Party at a
federal level, which is seeking to raise the threshold to
$10 000 before anything has to be declared as far as
donations are concerned. In contrast the Bracks
government has introduced new requirements which
were never there before. We have set those thresholds
at what we think are appropriate levels, unlike the
federal government where the Liberal Party is going
100 miles per hour in the opposite direction to ensure
that members declare as little as possible insofar as
these matters are concerned. The Bracks government
absolutely stands by its actions to strengthen the Local
Government Act to apply not only to councillors but to
all candidates, and those matters will ensure that at
every future council election both candidates and
councillors are required to declare all of these matters.
Supplementary question
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I thank the
minister for her answer. It is interesting to note that
Cameron Grainger also works in Geelong in the ALP
electorate office of the member for Bellarine in the
other place, Lisa Neville. Presently there are many ALP
councillors working for ALP MPs. We have ALP
staffers who are elected councillors or failed candidates
at Brimbank, Casey, Whitehorse, Frankston, Greater
Dandenong, Wyndham, Port Phillip, Greater Geelong,
Melton, Mitchell, Hume, Moonee Valley and Hepburn
councils, just to name a few. Will the minister ensure
that taxpayer funds are not exploited by ALP local
government candidates and their dummies working in
ALP electorate offices using parliamentary resources?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — If
the member has a question about the use of
parliamentary resources that are used by government
members in relation to election campaigns, federal,
state or local, and wants to pursue those issues,
members know very well they should direct those
questions to the Speaker or the President of the
Parliament.

Aboriginals: sport programs
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — My question is to the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. Can the minister advise
the house how the Bracks government’s support for
sporting activities is helping to build economic and
social capacity within the indigenous community?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I thank Ms Carbines for her question and
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her concern about the wellbeing of Aboriginal people.
This day we are noting the capacity of our nation and
those who represent us to dig deep to find strength and
courage to overcome adversity. Those are the sorts of
inspirational values we are hoping will also apply to
members of the Aboriginal community. Time and time
again we see that on the sporting field. We have seen
many circumstances where Aboriginal people have dug
deep, have overcome a degree of resistance, racism and
a whole range of impediments and have found success
through sport. We are hoping to build on that and we
are hoping to do that in a variety of ways.
On a number of occasions this Parliament has heard
about the great work done through sport and recreation
and through the Commonwealth Games to build
strength in Aboriginal communities. Previously on
occasions I have talked about the support the
government has provided to the Rumbalara Football
and Netball Club; and the football that is played by the
Rumbalara Football and Netball Club is Australian
Rules, because football in the parlance of today is the
world code which we have seen on display, with great
admiration for our nation’s representatives.
I am sharing with the Parliament today some good
news about the support we have provided to the
Hellenic soccer club in Mildura, which has gone out of
its way to truly live up to its name as the Mildura
United Soccer Club and has embraced the rich cultural
heritage of the Mildura region. Today we see not only
the great faces of multicultural Australia represented
through that football club but in fact a very hefty
component from within the Aboriginal community.
About 140 young Aboriginal people play under the
auspices of that football club. It brings them together in
a great multicultural spirit, just as the faces of our
nation’s soccer team are together a great representation
of what is the great strength of this nation — the way
we live in harmony, work, play, strive and struggle
together. That is the underlying ethos of Mildura United
and, its embracing of the indigenous community is the
reason we have provided support.
Through the offices of Aboriginal Affairs Victoria and
the Victorian Multicultural Commission we have
provided some sponsorship to that club to provide for it
to grow and thrive in the Mildura region and play a
positive role in bringing the community together in a
spirit of harmony and great achievement. We have seen
great successes, and we hope to build on that model
into the future so that we see the capacity and potential
of young Aboriginal people — in fact all people in our
community — to thrive on the sporting field and build
confidence.
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That is not the only program we are embarking upon.
We are using that model of engagement through sport
as the building block of the Academy of Sport, Health
and Education in Shepparton, which we supported with
$2.7 million from this budget in an attempt to attract
members of the Aboriginal community who have been
disengaged from education to participate in certificate
training at the academy and to build on their expertise
in relation to community recreation, Aboriginal health
and other health-related matters. We see the crucible of
sport as being a wonderful, uniting feature of this
nation. If not for the fact that many members of the
chamber are half asleep after having watched the
football last night, we might be united by that moment.
Indeed the spirit of the Commonwealth Games lives on
by us being united by the moment of the World Cup.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 7482,
7776, 7875, 7877, 7878, 7884, 7886, 7887, 7917, 7919,
7920, 7926, 7928, 7929, 7962.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Montsalvat: funding
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Last
week I was very disappointed to see that Montsalvat,
which resides in my electorate, is under significant
difficulties. Sigmund Jörgensen and the Jörgensen
family, have made a significant and longstanding
commitment to the cultural life of Victoria, and I well
remember the jazz festivals that were held at
Montsalvat in the early 1990s.
What seems strange to me is that at a time when this
government has the capacity to spend vast sums of
money on football stadiums to help an organisation like
the Australian Football League, which is not exactly
broke, it is unable to help in any way with an
organisation such as Montsalvat. Our cultural heritage
is important to us all, and it seems that rather than
washing its hands of organisations such as Montsalvat
the government should have a long, hard look at what it
can do to help.
For example, I am aware that the Premier’s wife is the
patron of Heide, another fine institution in my
electorate, which is getting outstanding and significant
federal and state government support. One would
believe that if Heide is worthy of support, then perhaps
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Montsalvat might also be worthy of support. I note that
Ziggy Jörgensen was a Labor Party candidate who
stood against Wayne Phillips in a recent election. One
would have thought that on this occasion the Labor
Party might try to look — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has well and truly expired.

Bernie Byrne
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — Last week I
was very pleased to announce a $48 000 grant to install
lighting at the Nar Nar Goon Recreation Reserve and to
build an additional netball stand. At the announcement I
met a number of people who are involved in the
recreation reserve and the football and netball clubs.
I would particularly like to mention Bernie Byrne, the
president of the Nar Nar Goon Recreation Reserve
Committee of Management. Bernie is now in his 80s
and has been involved with the recreation reserve for
over 50 years. Whilst I was at the reserve he took me on
a tour of the facilities, and his passion for improving the
reserve’s facilities is undiminished. He talked with
great enthusiasm about a new BMX track which is
currently being developed at the reserve.
Bernie is yet another example of the unsung heroes
who make such a wonderful contribution to our
community. In the past 50 years he has contributed
many, many hours of his free time to developing the
reserve and improving the facilities that it can provide
to the Nar Nar Goon community.
It was a great pleasure meeting Bernie and all the other
community-minded people. I would like to wish them
every success in the future.

Duyfken: Melbourne visit
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — This morning I
stayed up and watched the Socceroos beat Japan 3 to 1.
The Socceroos controlled much of the play but were
finding it very difficult to score. Once again it was
Dutch coach Guus Hiddink who pulled a rabbit out of
his hat and brought on Tim Cahill, who immediately
managed to score two goals, putting the result beyond
doubt, for our first win in World Cup history.
This is not the first time the Dutch have come to the
fore in Australia’s history. Over the long weekend the
replica sailing ship, the Duyfken, sailed into Port Fairy.
This Dutch ship put Australia on the map in 1606
when, captained by Willem Janszoon, it touched our
shores. It was not until some 150 years later that the
Poms turned up.
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The Duyfken is sailing out of Port Fairy today on its
way to the ports of Geelong and Melbourne. While here
it will moor at Williamstown and Docklands. I would
encourage as many people as possible to take the
opportunity to look over this wonderful replica ship —
to get on board, meet the crew and wonder in
amazement at how such a small vessel managed to sail
thousands of kilometres to uncharted waters some
400 years ago. But then again, it was crewed by Dutch
sailors — and as Guus Hiddink has shown, never
underestimate the tenacity of the Dutch!

Cystic Fibrosis Community Cup
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — Last Saturday I had
the pleasure of attending the Southern Football League
versus the Victorian Amateur Football Association
annual challenge football match for the Cystic Fibrosis
Community Cup at Clayton football ground. At the
pre-game cocktail party VAFA vice-president, John
Bell, who stood in for the president, Bruce
McTaggart — who was at the Gabba in Queensland for
a VAFA under-19 game against the Queensland
under-21 team as a curtain raiser to the
Brisbane-Adelaide clash — and Southern
vice-president, Emmys Lloyd-Griffiths, who
represented president Tony Troon, who was ill, gave
very impressive addresses. Tony has been ill for some
time and everyone wishes him a speedy recovery.
Jennifer Lockman, president of Cystic Fibrosis
Victoria, informed the gathering with a moving address
about cystic fibrosis. CF is the most chronic inherited,
life-shortening illness amongst young Australians
today. People living with CF are continually battling
lung infections, malnutrition and exhaustion, and
require 2 to 3 hours physiotherapy and 40 to 60 enzyme
tablets daily, and there is no cure.
The footy match was an absolute ripper and of an
exceptionally high standard, even though played in
gloomy conditions. When it looked as if Southern had
the game sewn up, the Amateurs popped through a goal
with 18 seconds to spare to win 13.8 to 11.15. The
VAFA best were Tim Davis, of Fitzroy Reds; Michael
Miller, of Ormond; and Paul Groves, of
St Bede’s/Mentone Tigers, while Southern was best
served by Heath Barnes of St Paul’s, McKinnon; Ryan
Flack, of Chelsea Heights; and Matt Kennedy, of
Balwyn. The whole day was a credit to both football
bodies.

Automotive industry: imports
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) —
There is no doubt that the car and car parts sector in
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Victoria has been hit hard by the massive imports from
new sources such as South Korea, China and other
Asian countries. Australian car production reached a
22-year high of 411 000 in 2004. However, it has
dropped 6 per cent to 388 000 units in 2005. Despite
the appearance that all is bad, exports from the
automotive manufacturing industry have been
significant, rising to over $5 billion in 2005. However,
that must be compared with imports, which are now at
$23.5 billion.

success at the World Cup, the biggest sporting event in
the world, will see the popularity of football in
Australia continue to grow.

I am therefore pleased to recognise the federal
government’s initiative in dealing with a potential
looming crisis in this manufacturing sector. The federal
industry minister, Ian McFarlane, has approved an
initial grant of $7.2 million to the Automotive Industry
Strategic Action Group. The group comprises the four
chief executive officers of the four car makers, the
executive director of the Federation of Automotive
Products Manufacturers, or FAPM, and a representative
of a significant parts maker.

Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — With the
number of rail crossing accidents increasing, it is time
the government had a decent look at the options
available for appropriate warning signals.

I must say that in my role as shadow minister for
manufacturing and exports I have seen many
manufacturers in the car industry who are suffering, so I
welcome this measure. As the chief executive of FAPM
says, the parts suppliers who want to participate must
understand that they need to look outside the domestic
and into the international markets. I welcome this
initiative.

Soccer: World Cup
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I rise to congratulate
the Socceroos on their 3-1 victory over Asian
champions, Japan, in their first World Cup match in
32 years. It was the greatest moment in Australian
football history, representing the team’s first World
Cup win ever and breaking the drought that has existed
since 1974.
Last night’s match was a rollercoaster ride of emotions.
After staring at defeat, with 7 minutes of time left, Tim
Cahill equalised with Japan, and then 5 minutes later
scored again. Only 3 minutes later John Aloisi, who is
already a hero for scoring the winning penalty in the
qualifier against Uruguay, scored the final third goal.
The whole team deserves congratulations for its
never-say-die attitude, as does the brilliant strategy of
Dutch coach Guus Hiddink, who has already earned
himself the title of honorary Australian.
I would argue that last night was one of the definitive
moments in Australian sport. The world game is
already Australia’s biggest junior sport. The Socceroos’

Whatever happens next, football fans around Australia
are already proud of the Socceroos. Congratulations,
Socceroos; a whole nation is behind you. Bring on
Brazil — and go Socceroos!

Rail: rural and regional crossings

Whilst it would be difficult to have conventional
flashing lights at each crossing, we do have new,
innovative ideas coming forward that deserve
consideration. I have raised a few, such as flashing
lights on the train itself, lights and reflective tape on the
sides of trains, electronically controlled gates in favour
of trains, rumble strips on the road approaches to the
crossing, including even rumble strips with a sensor to
activate caution lights and a GPS-based system. So
there is a wide range of systems that should be
investigated for their suitability in various situations to
speed the job up and make our rail crossings safer.
This reminds me that the rail crossing signals were to
be installed at Main Avenue, Merbein, some two years
ago but to date have not been installed. I quote in part a
memo from the Mildura Rural City Council which
states:
VicTrack advise that the signals have not yet been
commissioned due to a requirement to get agreement from
train drivers to manually switch the signalling, until such time
as automatic signal switching is installed. The automatic
switching is apparently complex due to shunting operations in
close proximity to and across Main Avenue.

All that might be right, but it is nonsense that rail
crossings such as the one at Merbein have not been
done.
I call on the government to have a decent look at these
new, innovative ideas so that we can have appropriate
warning devices fitted to our rail crossings.

Queen’s Birthday awards: Templestowe
Province
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — I take the
opportunity to congratulate the recipients of the
Queen’s Birthday awards announced on 12 June 2006. I
was pleased to see a number of recipients from the
Templestowe Province being recognised for their

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
2298

COUNCIL

outstanding contribution to the community. They
include the Reverend Canon Alan Charles Nichols of
Montmorency for services to the community through
charitable and refugee organisations; Francis Paul
Bartoli of Templestowe for services to sport for people
with vision impairment as a competitor and in other
roles; Eric Ning Chen of Bulleen for services to the
Chinese community, particularly with senior citizens;
William George Noonan of Greensborough for services
to the transport industry, particularly through the
development of road safety programs, and to the trade
union movement; Nancy Jennifer Willis of
Montmorency for services to education as a teacher of
chemistry, as an author and through the promotion of
the study of science; and Bryan Douglas Robertson of
McLeod for winning the Victoria Fire Service Medal.
Again I extend my congratulations to all the recipients
and acknowledge the outstanding contribution they
make to our community, especially those who reside in
Templestowe Province.

Students: rural travel assistance
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Every year on
1 July fines, fees and charges are indexed in line with
the consumer price index and become nice little
revenue earners for the government. If the government
is going to play that game, benefits and allowances paid
out by the government should also be indexed. One
allowance that is not indexed is the conveyance
allowance paid to some 41 000 students across the state
to assist them travel to school. They are generally
students who have no bus services and who live more
than 5 kilometres from the most appropriate school.
Over the years there have been many reviews of school
bus services. The last occurred in 2002, when, to its
credit, the government introduced an allowance based
on the distance travelled to school. Since the allowance
came into effect in 2003, its value has been severely
eroded, especially with the increase in petrol prices. To
save another major review and in the spirit of fairness
the allowance needs to be indexed and the indexation
backdated to 2003, when the allowance was first
introduced. I am extremely disappointed that in recent
correspondence the Minister for Education Services has
informed me that the government has no intention
whatsoever of indexing the allowance. I think that is
shameful. It is another example of this government
ignoring the needs of country people.

Cervical cancer: Gardasil vaccine
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I
would like today to speak about the world’s first
vaccine against cervical cancer, Gardasil, which should
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be available in Australia in August. In America last
Friday the US Food and Drug Administration approved
the vaccine for girls and women aged between 9 and
26. The vaccine, which is based on discoveries by
Australian of the year, Ian Frazer, has been shown to be
100 per cent effective in protecting girls and women
from infection from four strains of human papilloma
virus, two of which cause 70 per cent of cervical cancer
cases. This is wonderful news. Australia continues to
lead the way in many areas of medical research.
I trust the federal government will consider a
nationwide free immunisation program for all girls aged
between 9 and 12. Studies have shown this is the best
time to vaccinate girls, before they become sexually
active and when their antibody responses are at their
best. I commend Ian Frazer for his research and look
forward to seeing a drop in mortality rates for the
second-biggest killer by cancer of women worldwide.

Ambermere, Shepparton: redevelopment
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
want to let people know how delighted I was to be in
Shepparton on Friday with my parliamentary colleague
Daniel Andrews, the Parliamentary Secretary for
Health in the other place. We were in Shepparton for
the announcement of the $6.5 million redevelopment of
the former Ambermere psychiatric hospital. It was
particularly pleasing for me to be at this launch because
I started my nursing training at Ambermere and my
younger brother was born there when it operated as a
maternity hospital. It is terrific to see this very fine
heritage homestead being redeveloped to deliver
high-quality psychiatric services.
The redeveloped hospital will have 20 short-term and
long-term beds and will offer some of the best quality
psychiatric services and programs in the Goulburn
Valley. It was a pleasure to be up there with Daniel
Andrews and to know that not just the old heritage
building but also its very fine grounds and lovely
gardens — some of the trees are heritage listed — will
again be utilised by people who suffer from mental
illness and trauma.

Ferntree Gully Residents Action Group:
quarry site
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I pay tribute to and
congratulate the Ferntree Gully Residents Action
Group. The group worked persistently and highly
successfully for many years, firstly, to have the CSR
Ltd quarry in Butlers Road, Ferntree Gully, closed, and
secondly, to be involved in the planning and
development of the area for present and future
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residents. The development includes public open space,
a lake where the old quarry was and new housing — an
estate to be called Peregrine Heights, which will be
great.
Cathy and Bill McCullen, Harry Russell and the current
member for Ferntree Gully in the other place, Anne
Eckstein, are all very active members of the group.
Karen Olpen, the ward councillor, was involved in
ensuring that a very good development was put in place
by CSR. It is good to see the company developing
parkland and attractive housing instead of digging and
producing dust. Anne Eckstein is working harder than
she ever has in representing her constituents in Ferntree
Gully now and — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
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A proclamation of the Governor in Council fixing an
operative date in respect of the following act:
Environment Effects (Amendment) Act 2005 —
30 June 2006 (Gazette No. G23, 8 June 2006).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 20, the government business
motion to take note of the budget papers 2006–07 and the
orders of the day, government business, relating to the
following bills be considered and completed by 4.30 p.m. on
Thursday, 15 June 2006:
State Taxation (Reductions and Concessions) Bill
Appropriation (2006/2007) Bill

PETITION
Racial and religious tolerance: legislation
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 be
repealed (78 signatures).
Laid on table.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 6
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) presented Alert
Digest No. 6, including appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notice pursuant to
section 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule
No. 131/2005.
Project Development and Construction Management Act
1994 — Order in Council of 9 May 2006 of an amendment to
a nominated project application order.

Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill.

In the last couple of years it has not been usual for the
government to move business program motions. They
were obviously quite contentious at the start of this
Parliament, and the government seldom moves them
now. The reason I am moving a business program
motion and seeking the support of the house on it is that
the budget and the taxation bill that goes to the
implementation of the budget have, as a critical time,
30 June 2006.
The government has a modest program for this week. If
this motion is agreed to, some certainty would be added
that the house will focus its mind on these bills. If this
program is supported, and these pieces of legislation are
passed, we would also seek support to get the Electoral
Act amendments through the house later this week. The
government would not see the need to come back next
week for the further two days of Parliament that were
initially foreshadowed to deal with those 30 June bills.
As the house will recall, in the equivalent week of last
year, there was a big ask — both houses were asked to
support five bills. We have sought to smooth that out,
but this would be the final piece to assist in the orderly
progression of legislation. I urge the house to support
the motion.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I am
disappointed that the Leader of the Government feels
the need to move such a motion given the extraordinary
level of cooperation there has been in the house over
recent times. That cooperation is best demonstrated by
the fairly slim business program the government is
proposing for the week. The three bills are the State
Taxation (Reductions and Concessions) Bill, the
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Appropriation (2006/2007) Bill; and the Transfer of
Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill.
The Leader of the Government indicated that the
government aspires to get the Electoral and
Parliamentary Committees Legislation (Amendment)
Bill through as well. I note that we have three sitting
days left this week — and, if needed, Friday — and we
have scheduled in our diaries another two sitting days
for the remainder of this parliamentary sitting.
It is beyond belief that the Leader of the Government
should come into this place and so insult its members
who have cooperated with the government in achieving
its legislative program in an orderly fashion as to,
frankly, incite a high level of resentment about the
heavy-handed and arbitrary nature of the way the
government proposes to act at this time. The opposition
is continually amazed and provoked by this sort of
action. We have more than enough time to give proper
consideration to all the matters before the house.
I suspect that the minister is therefore inviting the
opposition to consider the appropriation bill in the
committee stage, because it could only be that he wants
to establish the mechanism to exercise the guillotine on
the basis that he is inclined to think it would be a useful
thing for the house to examine the minister in some
exquisite detail on the appropriation bill. If it is the case
that the minister is inviting us to do this, I would be
pleased to assist in the process. I therefore make the
point that there is no profit to the government, to the
opposition or, importantly, to the democratic operation
of the house in bringing in a government business
program at this time. It has not been warranted
previously, it is not warranted today.
This action further demonstrates the cavalier attitude
this government has towards the Parliament — that is,
that it is just a plaything of the executive and that the
views of the community as a whole are secondary to the
government’s use of the prescriptive sessional orders it
has instituted to subvert the proper, democratic
functioning of Parliament. Therefore I confirm the
opposition will oppose this motion.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I also find such a
motion as this — the government business program —
completely unnecessary. As the Leader of the
Opposition says, there has been a lot of goodwill
extended by both the Liberal Party and The Nationals in
getting government business transacted during the
course of this week. I do not know how many weeks
we have now gone without a government business
program, and things have worked absolutely fine, with
cooperation and commonsense shown by everybody.
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The same could be achieved again this week. I see no
necessity for this motion to establish a government
business program.
Moreover, I find this motion for such a program
counter-productive when the Leader of the Government
has already indicated that he wants something else done
beyond this government business program. The
Electoral and Parliamentary Committees Legislation
(Amendment) Bill is going to be added to work this
house will transact during the course of this week. It
seems ludicrous to move and vote on a government
business program knowing we are not going to stick to
that program as additional work will be asked of the
Legislative Council. I have no doubt whatsoever that
within the three days which are planned for this
week — with the potential for a fourth day — we could
easily accommodate this program.
I agree in some respects with the Leader of the
Opposition when he said that this government business
program motion is somewhat provocative given the
history of the last few months during which time it has
been demonstrated that we do not need a government
business program to get through a week’s work. The
Nationals are disappointed that the government has
moved this motion. As I said, it is completely
unnecessary that it has done so.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Mrs
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

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

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

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

Pair
Theophanous, Mr

Motion agreed to.

Atkinson, Mr
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APPROPRIATION (2006/2007) BILL
Second reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 34, the second-reading
speech be incorporated into Hansard.

2301
It is true that we inherited a strong financial position.
But we have made that position even stronger.
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.
In 1999, net financial liabilities were 10.6 per cent of GSP.
Today, net financial liabilities are less than 7 per cent of GSP.

In doing so I advise members of the house that the
paragraph in the budget speech that referred to the sale
of Snowy Hydro has been removed from the
second-reading speech.

Governments are defined by the choices they make — and
the Bracks government has made very different choices to the
previous Liberal-National government.

Motion agreed to.

In this budget, we have chosen to use the strength and
stability of Victoria’s financial position to invest for the
future.

Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:

We have chosen to build schools and hospitals — not close
them down.
We have chosen more investment in public infrastructure —
not less.

This budget is what good government in the 21st century is
all about.

We have chosen to grow our regions — not let them sink into
decline.

This budget invests in the things that Victoria needs to meet
the challenges ahead: an educated and skilled work force,
healthy people, first-class infrastructure and a competitive
business environment.

We have chosen to tackle disadvantage — and create new
opportunities.

As we head further into the 21st century, these are the
investments that every Australian government — state or
federal — should be making.
And these are the investments that form the heart of
Victoria’s 2006–07 state budget.

We know that Victoria faces challenges. And we know that
this is not a time to do nothing when we have the capacity to
do so much.
This budget — the seventh budget of the Bracks
government — meets the challenges and makes the right
choices for Victoria’s future.
A great track record on economic management

Six years ago — in our first budget — we set out to undo the
damage left behind by the previous Liberal-National
government.
We set ourselves the task of restoring services in education
and health that had been closed down and run down by years
of funding cuts and underinvestment.
We set ourselves the task of growing the whole state and
reversing years of decline in provincial Victoria.
We set ourselves the task of helping Victorian businesses to
succeed in an increasingly competitive global environment.
It is worth recalling the legacy left behind by the previous
government:
350 state schools closed
9000 teachers removed from our schools
3500 nurses and 6500 support staff taken out of our
hospitals
6 passenger rail services closed.
These are facts. That is the legacy we inherited. That is the
damage that has taken more than six years of leadership, hard
work and substantial investment to repair.

This budget reaffirms the government’s success in delivering
sound financial management while investing in the drivers of
a strong, growing and robust economy.
In 2006–07 Victoria’s economy is forecast to grow by
3.25 per cent — maintaining the state’s consistent record of
growth.
Jobs growth remains strong, building approvals are at record
high levels and business investment per capita is above the
Australian average — with the $8.4 billion invested by
Victorian businesses in the December quarter of 2005 the
highest on record.
Our strong economy and quality of life continue to attract
more and more people to Victoria.
In June 2005 Victoria’s annual population growth exceeded
the national average for the first time in 41 years — and in
2004–05 provincial Victoria’s population grew by 1.3 per
cent, the highest growth on record for 15 years.
Victoria is performing strongly — but we cannot afford to be
complacent.
The challenges that face our state — and our nation — are as
big as they have ever been.

APPROPRIATION (2006/2007) BILL
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dollar and increasing competition from China and India are
all placing Victorian businesses — especially our
manufacturers — under pressure.
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Just two weeks ago the government released Meeting Our
Transport Challenges, which sets out a $10.5 billion action
plan over the next 10 years to ensure that our transport system
supports Melbourne’s and Victoria’s growth in a responsible,
sustainable way.

We also face the challenges of rising international oil prices,
the continuing impact of dry climatic conditions and
managing the impact of an ageing population.

The 2006–07 budget marks the start of this action plan.

The 2006–07 budget tackles these challenges by making
Victoria the most productive and competitive economy in
Australia.

Over the next four years we will provide $737 million for a
major package of improvements to the Monash–West Gate
corridor and more than $850 million to extend and improve
bus, train and tram services, improve rail safety and upgrade
rail stations.

And we continue to do that within a strong framework of
sound financial management.
For the seventh consecutive year the government will meet its
commitment to deliver an operating surplus in excess of
$100 million. We will deliver a surplus of $317 million in
2006–07 and surpluses averaging $316 million over the
following three years.

We will also provide $345 million to upgrade arterial roads
across the state, including the duplication of Mickleham Road
and the Western Port Highway, and the replacement of the
Barwon Heads bridge.

Victoria’s balance sheet remains comfortably within the AAA
credit rating parameters.

These transport projects will reduce congestion on our roads,
deliver better freight connections for industry and
significantly improve the comfort, safety, frequency and
reliability of travel for a great many Victorian families —
particularly those in Melbourne’s outer suburbs.

An unparalleled investment in infrastructure

Making Victoria the best place to do business

When we came to office, the Liberal-National government
had invested $6 billion in infrastructure over the previous six
years.

Ford Australia’s recent commitment to a $1.8 billion
investment in Victoria, including a new global R and D
centre, highlights the importance of an attractive, competitive
business environment to driving jobs and economic growth.

Over the last six and a half years we have more than doubled
that investment to $13 billion.
In this budget, we deliver the largest capital works program in
Victoria’s history, with a record high investment of
$4.9 billion — almost as much in one budget as the previous
government delivered in six years.
This investment is crucial to boosting productivity and
participation, attracting even higher levels of business
investment and gearing up our economy to make the shift to
the high-value industries and jobs that will maintain our
quality of life.
And not only have we massively increased investment in
infrastructure, we have also extended that investment across
the whole state.
Through our Moving Forward provincial Victoria statement,
the budget delivers an additional $200 million to renew the
highly successful Regional Infrastructure Development Fund.
We are also making sure that infrastructure, services and jobs
in Melbourne’s growing outer suburbs keep pace with the
needs of the increasing number of Victorian families who
now live in these areas.

When we came to office, Victoria had the second highest
number of state taxes. Today, we have the second lowest.
We have cut payroll tax from 5.75 per cent to 5.25 per cent.
We have slashed the top rate of land tax from 5 per cent to
3.5 per cent.
We have abolished six taxes under the intergovernmental
agreement — and announced the abolition of a seventh tax,
rental duty, from 1 January 2007.
Today I am pleased to announce that, at a time of growing
cost pressures on Victorian businesses, the government will
further reduce business costs by a massive $1.4 billion over
the next four years.
We will cut payroll tax from 5.25 per cent to 5 per cent over
the next three years — saving over 20 000 Victorian
businesses more than $530 million and bringing to 13 per
cent the total reduction in payroll tax since the government
came to office.
We will introduce further land tax relief worth $167 million
over the next four years.

In the city of Casey, for example, the average annual
population growth over the last five years has exceeded 4 per
cent. That is why this budget provides $35 million for a new
100-bed aged care facility in Doveton; major upgrades to two
primary schools; a new technical education centre in
Berwick; and $17 million to duplicate the
Berwick-Cranbourne Road.

We will reduce the middle rates of land tax by 20 per cent.

That is on top of seven new schools built across the area since
1999, major upgrades to 16 schools and the new Casey
Hospital.

And — for the first time — we will allow people to appeal
their land valuations at the time they receive their land tax
assessments.

We will cut the top land tax rate to 3 per cent from 2006–07.
We will cap increases in land tax liabilities for a further year.
We will eliminate indexation factors.
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lowest land tax of any Australian state.

COUNCIL

2303
improvements to the Arts Centre and the State Library of
Victoria.

In each of the last two years, the government has cut
WorkCover premiums by 10 per cent.

We will provide $20 million for a new heritage strategy that
will help communities to better understand, care for and
manage Victoria’s heritage.

In this budget — for the third consecutive year — we will
again reduce WorkCover premiums by 10 per cent, saving
Victorian businesses a further $170 million a year.

And we will provide $13 million for the Great Parks for a
Liveable City program, creating three new metropolitan parks
in Werribee, Craigieburn and Melton.

This reduction will take Victoria’s WorkCover premiums to
an historic low — and 25 per cent lower than New South
Wales.

We will also continue to protect and manage Victoria’s
environment, with a strong focus on managing the state’s
water resources wisely and responsibly.

These measures will boost the capacity of Victorian
businesses to attract investment and generate jobs — and
make Victoria the best place in Australia to do business.

We will provide an extra $160 million for vital water projects,
including:

Driving jobs and growth
While these cost reductions will significantly relieve the
pressure on Victorian businesses, the global environment
remains especially challenging for some industries.
That is why this budget delivers a $73 million boost to the
tourism and events industry — including $52 million to
attract exciting new events to Victoria, $8 million to attract
major business events to the new Melbourne convention
centre and $12 million to market Melbourne and Victoria in
interstate and international markets.

$30 million towards building a new pipeline to secure
Bendigo’s water supply and the future of surrounding
irrigators;
contributions of $50 million to the Gippsland Water
Factory and an extra $50 million to the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline; and
an extra $25 million to vital work being carried out by
the Murray Darling Basin Commission.
The government will also release a major sustainability
statement later in 2006.

By making the right choices now, we will build Victoria’s
industry base for the future — giving ourselves a competitive
edge in a world where economic growth and high-value jobs
are increasingly driven by innovation, knowledge and
creativity.

Our leadership on regulation and national reform

Victoria is now the leading biotechnology location in our
region — home to one in every two people who work in the
Australian biotech sector, and attracting around half of all
National Health and Medical Research Council grants.

Last August, the Premier released A Third Wave of National
Reform, which outlined Victoria’s proposals to raise living
standards and lift productivity and work force participation
through reforms in health, education, regulation and
competition.

The 2006–07 budget consolidates this leadership by
providing $230 million to support growth in Victorian
medical research and life sciences through the Healthy
Futures statement, released in April.

In February of this year, the Council of Australian
Governments largely accepted Victoria’s proposals and
agreed to work together on a new national reform agenda.

We will also increase funding to Victoria’s film, TV and
digital media industries by $8.9 million; invest $15 million to
develop Victoria’s dynamic and growing design industry; and
provide $15 million to boost cutting-edge research in
information and communications technologies.
Victoria is now a major hub for financial services, and this
budget will provide $1.4 million for the APEC regional
finance centre, which will become the leading international
financial regulation and training centre in the Asia Pacific.
Maintaining Victoria’s livability
A strong economy is obviously critical to Victoria’s capacity
to meet the challenges ahead. But so too is a strong
environment and a high quality of life.
Funding provided in this budget will help to maintain Victoria
as one of the most livable places in the world.
We will invest more than $90 million to ensure that all
Victorians have access to arts and cultural activities, including

The government’s leadership in pushing for a comprehensive
new national reform agenda is also contributing to jobs and
business growth.

Victoria remains well ahead of this national reform effort.
The 2006–07 budget reinforces our strong reform credentials
by providing $42 million for new measures that will cut red
tape for businesses and non-government organisations by
15 per cent over the next three years.
Delivering high-quality health services
Victoria is also making a substantial contribution of
$124 million to the COAG national reform initiative in health.
We will provide $87 million to fight obesity, promote health
and fitness, and tackle chronic conditions, such as diabetes.
More than 45 per cent of Victorians are overweight or
obese — which is not only costing lives but also adding to our
health costs.
This new funding will encourage more healthy and active
lifestyles for Victorians of all ages — including a new Kids
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Go for Your Life program in primary schools and new
chronic disease management teams around the state.
And it is just one element of the $2.5 billion investment in
health and community services delivered as part of this
budget.
Since coming to office, the government has brought an extra
1300 doctors and an extra 6000 nurses and health care
workers back into our health system.
We have rebuilt — or are rebuilding — more than
25 hospitals across the state.
And in 2005–06 our hospitals will have treated 250 000 more
patients than were treated in 1999.
In this budget, we will provide funding for the largest health
project in Australia’s history — the redevelopment of the
Royal Children’s Hospital.
When this project is completed, Victoria will have one of the
most advanced children’s hospitals in the world. It is a project
that reflects our choice as a government to build new
hospitals, not close them down — and it will stand as one of
the enduring legacies of the Bracks government.
We will also double the size of the Royal Melbourne
Hospital’s emergency department, provide a new dialysis and
outpatient centre at Box Hill Hospital, rebuild Rochester
Hospital, build a new community health centre in North
Richmond, and provide funding for a new medical school in
Geelong.
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In this budget, we will provide a further $818 million for A
Fairer Victoria — with a strong emphasis on giving Victorian
children the best start in life.
It is now very clear that investment in the early years of a
child’s life not only gives them a solid foundation for
developing social and other skills, it also generates greater
returns for governments than spending money to fix problems
later in life.
We are providing a massive boost of $268 million to protect
vulnerable children, improve the wellbeing of children in
care, deliver more early intervention services for families and
employ more than 100 extra child protection workers.
We will provide $10 million to provide greater support for
disengaged young people who need help to get their lives
back on track.
And we will provide $25 million to boost services for
children in Melbourne’s fastest growing areas.
Through A Fairer Victoria, the government will also deliver:
$170 million to improve mental health services;
$67 million for additional disability support services,
including $21 million in new support for young people
in nursing homes; and
$62 million to continue to work with indigenous
Victorians to tackle disadvantage and strengthen local
communities.

We will invest $498 million to treat an additional
37 000 patients in 2006–07 in our hospitals and to boost areas
that are coming under the greatest strain, such as intensive
care, maternity services and neonatal care.

Improving community safety

We will fund a $10 million blitz on waiting lists and invest
$114 million to extend successful diversion programs that are
reducing hospitalisations for people with chronic and
complex conditions.

Victoria now has the largest number of police officers ever —
and our crime rate is more than 16 per cent below the national
average.

In a few days time, we will also launch the new Nurse on Call
line — a very significant new service that will give Victorians
access to health advice provided by registered nurses who
will be on call 24 hours a day, seven days a week — and that
will also help to reduce demand on our hospital emergency
departments.
A Fairer Victoria
In 2005, the government released the A Fairer Victoria
statement.
That statement set out — for the very first time — a clear and
unequivocal commitment from a Victorian government to
tackle entrenched disadvantage and create new opportunities
for disadvantaged people, families and communities.
Again, these are starkly different choices from those made by
the previous government.
In last year’s budget, we provided $788 million to fund
85 specific actions under A Fairer Victoria — actions that are
already making a difference in the lives of many Victorians
and their families.

The government also continues to direct substantial resources
towards improving community safety.

In this budget, we will provide $53 million to continue to
upgrade our police stations and courts — including a new
station at Yarra Junction — and $109 million to protect
Victorians against terrorism and organised crime.
We will continue our tough approach to road safety — an
approach that has led to the three lowest road tolls for
Victoria since records have been kept.
In this budget — along with an expansion in roadside drug
testing — we will invest more than $520 million through the
Transport Accident Commission for the next phase of our
road safety strategy.
The government makes no apologies for our approach to road
safety. We are determined to get drivers to slow down and to
stop driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs to save
lives and reduce the numbers of Victorians who are seriously
injured on our roads each year.
Making provincial Victoria the best place to live, work
and invest
In this budget, the Bracks government continues to meet the
commitment we made in our very first budget to grow the
whole state.
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The budget provides more than $800 million for provincial
Victoria — including major new investment in schools, roads
and health and community services.

We all know that uniforms, books and other equipment can
place additional financial stress on families with children
starting primary and secondary school.

In Warrnambool, for example, we will provide $11 million to
complete the redevelopment of the South West Institute of
TAFE and $4.6 million for a major modernisation of
Warrnambool College.

The new School Start bonus will assist parents to get their
children off to school with everything they need —
supporting families and highlighting the importance of
education.

In Warracknabeal, we will provide $22 million to redevelop
Warracknabeal Nursing Home: one of 39 regional aged care
facilities that have been upgraded since 1999.

The full bonus will commence at the start of the 2007 school
year.

And in Wodonga, the budget provides a further $55 million
towards the construction of the Wodonga rail bypass.

For the current school year, families with children enrolled in
prep or year 7 will receive a half-payment of $150 to be paid
at the commencement of term 3.

This budget also provides funds for the $502 million Moving
Forward provincial statement, released late last year.

In this budget, we will also invest an additional $448 million
in education and training infrastructure.

Alongside the extension of the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund, we will provide $100 million for an
entirely new Provincial Victoria Growth Fund to help
Victoria’s regions continue to drive investment, business and
population growth.

We will build or complete nine new and replacement schools
across Victoria — and provide $58 million to buy land for
11 new schools in Melbourne’s growing outer suburbs.

As part of Moving Forward, we are also providing significant
new support for key regional industries, including:

We will upgrade a further 33 schools and build new specialist
facilities at secondary schools in areas such as music, design,
science and sport.
But we are not stopping there.

an $11 million package of support for the dairy industry;
$27 million for the energy and resource sector; and
a $27 million boost for regional tourism.

This budget provides $100 million of those funds to
modernise 23 schools, build 4 replacement schools, and build
permanent school facilities in 3 country schools at Boneo,
Little River and Traralgon.

This budget also provides additional support for farmers,
including an extra $1.5 million to help Victoria’s horticulture
industry explore new opportunities to improve productivity,
upgrade skills and secure jobs.

We will also provide $20 million to commence major
regeneration projects across 25 school sites — projects that
will provide the bold new leadership and excellence in
education that is needed for Victoria’s future.

Giving high priority to schools and skills

These projects will include the new John Monash Science
School, which will be a leading school for science,
technology and innovation located within the Monash
University precinct.

As I said at the start of this speech, an educated and skilled
work force is crucial to Victoria’s future prosperity.
Education has been — and continues to be — this
government’s highest priority.
We want Victoria to lead Australia in education and skills.
That is why we have made an unprecedented investment in
education.
That is why we have built 28 new schools, upgraded
hundreds of schools across the state, and brought an extra
6200 teachers and staff back into our school system.
That is why last year in Victoria more apprentices and
trainees completed their training than in any other Australian
state.
And that is why in this budget we will invest more than
$1 billion in schools and skills.
Today, I announce that the government will introduce a new
$300 School Start bonus for every Victorian child starting
prep or year 7.
The bonus will be paid directly to families, with around
125 000 children benefiting each year from this initiative.

Another project will be the Maribyrnong Sports School at
Maribyrnong College — which will become the school of
choice for students seeking excellence in sport and academic
performance.
Other schools and communities to benefit from these
regeneration projects will include Broadmeadows, Bendigo,
Altona and Echuca.
We will also inject $50 million into school maintenance —
bringing forward funds to enable all government schools to
immediately fast-track maintenance works.
The government understands just how much this state’s future
relies upon equipping young Victorians with the right set of
skills.
That is why this budget invests $241 million to deliver the
Maintaining the Advantage skills statement, released earlier
this year.
In addition, the government will introduce a new $500 trades
bonus to give young Victorians an incentive to continue with
their apprenticeships — and to improve the current situation
where around one-third of apprentices drop out of their
apprenticeship in the first year.
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The new trades bonus will be paid directly to apprentices in
two instalments — with $250 paid six months into the first
year of their apprenticeship and $250 paid when they re-enrol
for their second year.
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It is the finest budget of the Bracks government’s term in
office — and it will deliver a stronger, fairer and better future
for Victoria.
I commend the bill to the house.

The new bonus will help around 17 500 young Victorians
through a critical time in their apprenticeships — and help to
provide the skills that are in demand by Victorian business
and industry.
Appropriation bill
The Appropriation (2006/07) Bill provides authority to enable
government departments to meet their agreed service delivery
responsibilities in 2006–07.
The bill supports a financial management system that
recognises the full cost of service delivery in Victoria, and is
based on an accrual framework.
Schedule 1 of the bill contains estimates for 2006–07 and
provides a comparison with the 2005–06 figures. In line with
established practice, the estimates included in schedule 1 are
provided on a net appropriation basis.
These estimates do not include certain receipts that are
credited to departments pursuant to section 29 of the Financial
Management Act 1994.
Last year’s budget continued Victoria’s record of leadership
in accounting practice, presenting one of the first financial
reports in the nation to be prepared under the Australian
equivalents to the international financial reporting standards.
The 2006–07 budget consolidates Victoria’s transition to
these new standards.
The budget has once again been reviewed by the
Auditor-General, as required by the high standards of
financial reporting and transparency established by the Bracks
government in 2000.
Conclusion
A little over two months ago, Melbourne hosted the biggest
and the most successful Commonwealth Games in history.
Nearly 6000 athletes and officials from 71 countries came to
Melbourne — supported by around 14 000 enthusiastic
volunteers.
The Commonwealth Games have delivered a significant
legacy to Victoria — and not only in terms of their economic
contribution to the state or in world-class sporting facilities.
They have left their mark in the pride Victorians felt in
successfully hosting such a great event and showcasing our
state to the rest of the world.
The games might be over, but Victorians can look with
confidence to the future.
And just as the Commonwealth Games showed Victoria’s
capacity to deliver a world-class event, the 2006–07 budget
takes Victoria forward as a world-class state and economy.
In the years ahead Victoria will face many challenges.
The 2006–07 budget makes the right choices to meet and to
master those challenges.

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

APPROPRIATION (2006/2007) BILL and
BUDGET PAPERS 2006–07
Concurrent debate
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That this house authorises and requires the President to permit
the second-reading debate on the Appropriation (2006/2007)
Bill to be taken concurrently with further debate on the
motion to take note of the budget papers 2006–07.

Motion agreed to.

TRANSFER OF LAND (ALPINE RESORTS)
BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Ms BROAD (Minister
for Local Government).
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The amendments to the Transfer of Land Act 1958 and the
Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997 in this bill are agreed
actions in the Alpine Resorts 2020 strategy.
This bill makes amendments to facilitate the registration of
leases by allowing for variations to any registered lease or
sublease to be recorded in the Land Registry. This provision
will give more flexibility for all registered leases, whatever
their nature, including Crown leases. The bill also facilitates
lease registration by clarifying which of the leasing provisions
in the Transfer of Land Act 1958 applies to Crown leases.
Further, the bill requires only the original lease to be lodged
for registration and allows for the immediate conversion of
original Crown grants to electronic form.
This bill also makes an amendment to the Alpine Resorts
(Management) Act 1997 to give the alpine resorts
management boards the power to grant leases or licences for a
stratum of land. This is required to provide for leases or
licences over a dimensioned area below, on or above the
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surface of the land for purposes such as overhanging
balconies and pedestrian overpasses and also above and
below roads in the resorts.
I turn now to the particulars of the bill.
Clauses 3 and 4 of the bill deal with the present provisions in
the Transfer of Land Act 1958 that require that when a Crown
lease is created, both the original and duplicate lease must be
lodged at the Land Registry. The original is registered and a
duplicate is returned to the lessee or other appropriate person.
The purpose of the amendment is to do away with the
duplicate Crown lease documents and provide that the
registrar of titles immediately convert the Crown lease to
electronic form, in accordance with the manner in which the
bulk of land titles and related information are now held.
Clause 5 allows for the variation of a registered lease to be
recorded. The type of variation that will be permitted to be
recorded will not include parties to a lease, the land that is
leased or the term of the lease.
Clauses 6, 7 and 8 of the bill deal with the current
requirements in sections 68, 69 and 70 of the Transfer of
Land Act 1958. These provisions clearly apply to leases
under the Transfer of Land Act 1958 but it is not clear
whether they also apply to Crown leases. The amendments
make it clear that the provisions apply to Crown leases as well
as leases of freehold. The provisions are machinery
provisions and I explain this in more detail.
Specifically, clause 6 of the bill extends the provisions of
section 68 to Crown leases. Section 68 provides that if the
lessee becomes bankrupt, and if the trustee in bankruptcy
disclaims interest in the lease, in certain circumstances the
mortgagee may become registered as to the lessee’s interest,
or the landlord may apply for a surrender of the lease. The
new provision makes it clear that section 68 will apply to the
situation where the lessee of a Crown lease becomes
bankrupt.
Clause 7 provides for a substitution of section 69 to extend
the provision of the clause to Crown leases. There is a
machinery provision that requires the surrender by an
appropriate form. This is an alternative method of surrender
to the more usual method of transfer to the landlord and will
make it possible for this procedure to be followed for a
Crown lease and for the procedure to match the general
process for other applications in the Land Registry.
Clause 8 extends the provision of section 70 to Crown leases.
Section 70 allows for ending the lease in the circumstances
where a landlord has re-entered the leased property under a
court order, because of the provisions in the lease or because
the lessee has abandoned the property. This clause allows for
the Crown, as landlord, to take advantage of this provision on
the same conditions that apply to any other landlord.
Clause 9 is a transition provision that allows the Transfer of
Land Act provisions concerning duplicate leases in
section 8(2) or section 28 to apply, as if they had not been
amended by this bill, to leases issued before the bill
commences.
Clause 11 amends the Alpine Resorts (Management)
Act 1997 to give the alpine resorts management boards the
power to grant leases in stratum. This provides for leases over
a dimensioned area below, on or above the surface of the land
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and will allow the boards to lease, for example a building
where the upper levels overhang the footprint of the building.
The boards currently have general leasing powers in the
Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997 that allow them to
grant leases either under the Alpine Resorts (Management)
Act 1997 with ministers consent or under the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act 1978. In addition, power currently exists to
allow the minister to grant a lease of land in the Falls Creek
Alpine Resort for a stratum of land, although only for limited
generation of electricity purposes.
This clause will give boards greater flexibility in the shape of
the land and airspace they lease, subject to the same controls
that apply to exercising any of their leasing powers. There are
additional controls in the clause that mean that before a lease
for a stratum of land can be granted, proper consideration
must be given to easements and services, and access by a
lessee or licensee of other land. The clause also provides for
the consent of VicRoads where the stratum is over or under
land that is a freeway or an arterial road within the meaning of
the Road Management Act 2004.
Clause 12 inserts a new section in the Alpine Resorts
(Management) Act 1997 which provides similar powers to
clause 11 but relating to licences rather than leases. In
particular, the clause gives examples of a licence for a stratum
where the applicant owns or occupies two pieces of land and
wants to pass between the two, or where the stratum is to be
used as a crossing over or tunnel under the surface of land.
Where a freeway or arterial road is involved, the consent of
VicRoads must first be obtained.
Clause 13 amends the Alpine Resorts (Management)
Act 1997 to refer to communications systems rather than
telephone to account for modern practices.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East
Yarra) on motion of Hon. W. A. Lovell.
Debate adjourned later this day.

APPROPRIATION (2006/2007) BILL and
BUDGET PAPERS 2006–07
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day and 8 June;
motion of Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance);
and Mr LENDERS’s motion:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2006–07.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — At the
outset of my contribution I wish to say how sad and
shocked I was by the untimely death of Ian Little, the
Secretary of the Department of Treasury and Finance. I
got to know Ian first when he joined the public service
in 1994. As honourable members know, I have had a
long interest in matters economic and financial in this
place, and I worked with Ian both at a party level, in my
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capacities as chair and deputy chair of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee and in my capacity
as parliamentary secretary to the former Premier.
Ian was not just a fine human being, he was an
exemplary public servant. He was extraordinarily
straight in his dealings with everybody and a pleasure
to deal with. He was also a person who thought outside
the square. He always put the interests of Victoria first,
and we lost a great servant of the state with his untimely
death. I send my condolences to his wife and daughters.
I have listened with some amusement to the
contributions of government members to this budget
debate. One would think, firstly, that they knew what
they were talking about and, secondly, that they were
responsible for what happens in Victoria. I can say that
any detailed analysis of their contributions would show,
firstly, that most of them have absolutely no idea what
they are talking about; and secondly, that the extent to
which they credit the Treasurer, Mr Brumby, for the
strength of the economy in Victoria is vastly over the
top.
Let us be clear about this: Australia has gone through a
period of very strong economic growth. It has done so
off the back of the original Hawke and Keating
economic changes followed up by the Howard changes.
No one party does it all; we have had a succession of
changes which have made this economy stronger. Of
course, we have been greatly benefited by two things:
one is the extraordinary growth of China, which will
continue, and the massive demand that that has
provided for our resources, leading to a significant
increase in the prices that we have been receiving for
our commodities. That is not to mention also the federal
government’s fine effort in achieving a free trade
agreement with the USA. Our traded goods sector has
been strong as well. Secondly, the boom in the share
market has been of significant benefit to Australia.
So rather than the Bracks government congratulating
itself on how well it thinks it has done in relation to
Victoria’s economy, we need to put it in the context of
the rest of Australia. There is no doubt at all that the
Bracks government and its Treasurer, John Brumby,
have done a job miles better than that done by the New
South Wales government, which over recent years has
behaved as badly as the Cain-Kirner government did.
I hear the groan from members opposite, but just as
some people in this place are prepared to recognise that
the strength in the Australian economy comes from the
work of both the Hawke and Keating governments and
the reforms of the Howard government — —
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Mr Somyurek — And the world economy.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — And the world
economy — so Victorian members of the Labor Party
should one day start to recognise that Cain and Kirner
turned Victoria into a basket case and that despite the
rhetoric that Labor members use, Victoria was dragged
out of the hole by the actions of the Kennett government.
There is absolutely no doubt about that at all. I saw
Brendan Donohue’s arguments recently in the
newspapers, and he said just that.
It would be nice if periodically the Minister for Finance
or some other member might acknowledge that, as New
South Wales is now, Victoria was a basket case and that
significant actions taken in a timely manner by the
Kennett government set us on the path to recovery. The
Bracks government has not destroyed that yet! I laugh
when I see how proudly it trumpets the fact that it is
planning to have an operating surplus of $100 million. I
know the Minister for Finance can do this sum very
quickly: what is $100 million as a percentage of the
state’s forthcoming general revenue of $33 billion or
$34 billion? The answer is: not very much.
Mr Lenders — What we promised.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Okay, the government
promised $100 million. I have to say that $100 million
is nothing. If you turn to the budget papers, as I would
if I had more time, you will see that in risks to Victoria
a 1 per cent change in the economy would wipe out the
government’s surplus in no time at all.
As I am already running out of time, let me turn to a
couple of matters of real interest. Let us talk about state
final demand in Victoria. State final demand is a
fundamental measure of economic activity. It is an
estimate of the level of spending in the local economy
by the public and private sectors. Spending is reported
on the basis of capital investment and the consumption
of goods and services.
What is Victoria’s state final demand? In the last
quarter it was plus 0.1 per cent. Only two jurisdictions
had weaker state final demand than us. One was the
Australian Capital Territory at minus 0.2 per cent; the
other was New South Wales which did not move at all.
In other words our state final demand was behind the
comparable figure for every other state — not just the
resource-rich states but also South Australia and
Tasmania. Excuse me! The government cannot claim it
is running the economy well when our state final
demand for the last quarter is below that of Tasmania
and South Australia. You can see that the Australian
average for domestic final demand, which is the
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Australian equivalent of state final demand, was plus
0.8 per cent. Victoria’s was plus 0.1 per cent — in other
words, we are going backwards. There are all sorts of
reasons why we are going backwards, but one is that
despite the fact we are flush with funds they are not
being properly spent.
Mr Lenders — It would be better if we had a fairer
GST distribution.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up the
interjection. It is not fair — I only get 7 more minutes!
As an ex-Territorian I think it is important that states
like Victoria help the mendicant states — —
Mr Lenders — Are you from Tasmania?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — No, I am a South
Australian and a Territorian.
The GST, about which I remember there being great
angst from members opposite, has provided a boon to
the state government. But despite that, the funds are not
being spent as well as they should be and there is
significant concern about the growth in the public
sector, both in numbers and in wages. If we get, as the
minister knows we may, a further significant reduction
in the share market, it will put additional pressure on
the government. He is ripping $600 million from the
Transport Accident Commission, which is his portfolio
area, and he is doing it by selling it on the Australian
Stock Exchange. He is probably out there today selling
it because he has to have it all sold by 30 June. Another
reason why there was less pressure on the economy this
year was the significant returns that came from a high
stock exchange, which meant that not as much money
as usual needed to go towards funding our ongoing
superannuation commitments. This government needs
to be careful of how it goes about managing the state’s
economy.
Despite record tax windfalls we are not seeing the
benefits we should. For all the extra taxing and for all
the extra spending, we are not getting better services.
You can look at anything you like. As members know,
I often talk about disability services and I have a few
statistics about that. In relation to people on a disability
service needs register for shared supported
accommodation at 31 December 2005 there were
269 people with carers aged 70 or more. There were
98 people on the needs register for Home First at
31 December 2005 who have carers aged 70 or more.
There were 36 people who had carers aged 65 to
94 years, and 163 people with carers aged 55 to
64 years.
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Do members know that on average the people who
waited for shared supported accommodation places and
who obtained a place in a community residential unit
had waited for 218 weeks? They are waiting for a place
in a community residential unit for more than four years
and yet, as I have shown, their carers are getting older
and older. Frankly, you worry about the level of service
provision in some areas, but you are also greatly
concerned that if we can find $50 million to chuck at
the Australian Football League to fix up football
grounds, a few funds for the carers and a few funds for
the disabled might be a better use of the funds that we
have available.
I only have 3 minutes left so I will not go down the
Snowy Hydro route to ask what happens about the
$600 million black hole. The government will say it is
only $150 million, but the budget papers note the
$600 million for Snowy Hydro all the way through. As
sure as — —
Hon. Andrew Brideson — Night follows day.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you,
Mr Brideson. As sure as night follows day the money
from the sale of Snowy Hydro that was to have been
used for schools will have to be found somewhere else,
and that will mean a need to cut other programs and
other funds in order to finance them. You just cannot
believe the things this government says. I can quote so
many examples of this government not telling the truth,
and I will mention just a small one. Recently the
Minister for Housing, who is at the table, said that
under former Premier Kennett the government spent
$6 million, yet the Bracks government is now spending
$13 million or $14 million, or whatever the figure is.
The economy has grown, so why is the minister
comparing a seven-year-old figure? The minister
shakes her head, but she was not comparing apples with
apples.
The opposition put a question on notice to the Minister
for Aged Care: what was the total capacity of disability
services residential care? The response was:
Information collected through the reporting system captures
the number of clients accessing residential accommodation
services. The capacity of the system is not reported.

There is only one word to describe that answer:
bunkum. It is absolute bunkum. The answer is that the
government does not want to tell us. How many beds
are there in the system? The government knows, but it
just does not want to tell us because then we will
compare it with the waiting list, which we know is over
four years. Despite the strength of the economy and
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despite the massive growth in taxes, this government
cannot provide the services.
Let me make another couple of quick comments. Will
the government please stop saying that there is a
$680 million cut in WorkCover premiums because
there is not. There is $170 million this year but —
would you believe it? — the government will count the
same $170 million next year and also in the year after.
So to get $680 million the government counts one
figure four times. There are not $1.4 billion of tax cuts
because $680 million of it is made up of one
WorkCover premium reduction — which I welcome —
of $170 million.
It is just not true, and that is the problem with this
government. It is full of spin and rhetoric, and it hides
and hides and hides. Yes, the economy is strong, but
this government has not done anything to put away for
the seven bad years. Like New South Wales, the
chickens will come home to roost and it will need
another Alan Stockdale and another Jeff Kennett to
drag us out of the mess that we inherited from the — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak on the
motion to take note of the budget papers 2006-07; but I
must, in following Mr Forwood, agree that the seventh
budget delivered by the Bracks Labor government is
full of spin and rhetoric and really has failed country
Victoria and especially my electorate of Ballarat
Province. Country Victoria is not a big winner from this
budget. In order to attract the Labor vote, the big
winners are the Labor seats around Melbourne and in
the outer suburbs of Melbourne.
Let us talk about the sale of Snowy Hydro. It is in the
budget papers, and of course the government made a lot
of mileage out of it. The Treasurer, Mr Brumby, was
quoted in the Age of 31 May under the heading
‘Spending the surplus: our biggest capital works
program’ as saying:
We are planning to deliver the biggest one-off investment in
school building projects in Victoria’s history by providing
$600 million from the sale of Victoria’s share of Snowy
Hydro.

I could not believe what I was hearing and seeing when
the Treasurer was interviewed on Stateline on 2 June,
and he sat there, stony faced and very serious, saying
that of course the schools program would continue. The
$600 million Snowy windfall — which now had him
fall flat on his face — would not affect the state’s
finances!
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We know it has and we know it will because we note
that the government has proposed to remove that
important paragraph from the budget papers. It
proposes to delete, on page 11 of the Treasurer’s
speech, the paragraph:
We are planning to deliver the biggest one-off investment in
school building projects in Victoria’s history by providing
$600 million from the sale of Victoria’s share of Snowy
Hydro.

So they are deleting that paragraph and removing from
the budget $600 million which was to go towards the
school building program.
Page 94 of budget paper 2 also states:
Of the expected sale proceeds received by Victoria a total of
$600 million will be invested in a once in a generation school
building fund — Building Tomorrow’s Schools Today …

Perhaps they ought to rename it ‘Building Tomorrow’s
Schools Tomorrow or Perhaps Into the Next Century’
because that is what it will take under this government.
Budget paper 3, at page 293, sets out the Building
Tomorrow’s Schools Today Fund. It has $56 million
out of that fund in the 2006-07 year, and another
$44 million in the 2007-08 year. Yet that entire amount
was contingent upon the sale of the Snowy Hydro and
we know that it has collapsed so the funds are not going
in. The government is in a bit of a mess, but it simply
says, ‘It will take longer’. It should cut the spin and be
honest because country people are not silly.
In relation to the impact that that black hole of
$600 million is having on education I will give some
examples. The Roman Catholic Archbishop, Denis
Hart, was reported in the Herald Sun of 5 June, where
he slammed the budget for failing to help his church
schools. He said:
It seems that our schools, which are doing such a good job,
and are so deserving and are so committed to high standards,
don’t seem to be being recognised …

The article goes on to say:
In Victoria, 22 per cent of students attend Catholic schools.
They urgently need $100 million for important capital works.

Yet the government only provides 16 per cent of the
funding required. I say: not good enough, Mr Bracks,
not good enough.
What the government has also failed to do is to allocate
the urgently needed funding for our rural roads and
bridges; there is nothing in the budget for that. There is
nothing in the budget for the rail standardisation
program which he promised over two elections. There
was nothing in the budget for irrigation and water
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management infrastructure; nothing for critical on-farm
infrastructure investment upgrades; nothing for
elimination of internationally uncompetitive insurance
taxation conditions; and nothing for reasonably
delivered and agriculturally relevant education.
In fact the Victorian Farmers Federation was also very
critical of the state budget. It said on 30 May:
Big spend misses the mark for farmers.

It went on ABC rural radio as well, saying that the
government, with its Victorian budget has:
failed to target pressing road, rail and water infrastructure
needs in rural Victoria.

If we look at page 207 of budget paper 3, we can see
that the government has cut $28 million in funding
from agriculture. This is vital for the state, given the
tenth year of drought, especially in the western part of
the state. Yet the government cuts funding that is
needed in country Victoria.
Water and the environment are also one of the big
losers in the budget, except for Bendigo, where
$30 million was committed for the Erskine pipeline to
connect the Goulburn system to Lake Eppalock and to
carry water from the Waranga Channel to supply
Bendigo. They were very lucky. My electorate got
nothing.
And of course, as John Ferguson said in the Herald Sun
of 5 June:
Bracks is dam lucky.

And ‘dam’ is spelt ‘dam’. He certainly is because when
Prime Minister Howard announced that he was no
longer selling the federal government’s share of the
Snowy Hydro, John Ferguson said:
Howard has done Bracks an electoral favour, in one sense.
…
The promise to fix up Victorian schools with $600 million of
Snowy money was always a political ruse.

How true! The Ballarat Courier of 5 June, had an
article headed ‘No Snowy Hydro impact on education
pledges’. That was what the government was saying
then. It tried to allay fears that education boosts pledged
to Ballarat schools would not be shelved with the
Snowy Hydro’s collapsed sale. And of course those
schools are at risk now of not receiving the money that
was committed in the budget — for example,
$2.9 million for Urquhart Park Primary School,
$2.4 million for Mount Pleasant Primary School, and
$1.9 million for Creswick Primary School. Schools
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have been crying out for funds for those vital
infrastructure works for the last seven years, and this
government has turned its back in the past and will turn
its back again.
Of course the ludicrous part and the spin and rhetoric
was that the government spokesperson had the gall to
say in this article that the spending was not contained in
the forward estimates, and stated that the funds were
still there to carry out the education program. Well,
hello, have a look at budget papers 2 and 3 — I have
just quoted the page numbers. I say to the Premier that
he had better sack his media unit because its members
are not doing a good job at all. They are disgraceful and
embarrassing to him.
The Ballarat Courier also had an article on 6 June
headed ‘Schools are in need of upgrades’. Mary Bluett,
Australian Education Union (AEU) Victorian branch
president, met with school principals in Ballarat
because they were crying out for the government to
invest in a long-term plan for public education. The
article states:
Ms Bluett said it was estimated that it would cost $1.9 billion
to replace all the buildings.

The schools in the Ballarat central region that need and
urgent upgrade are Ballarat Secondary College,
Creswick Primary School and Yuille Primary School.
Ms Bluett called on the government to come out with a
plan that principals could work on, because that was
what was needed.
In another article the following day, on 7 June, under a
heading ‘Quick fix not enough: AEU’ Mary Bluett has
another dig at the government, because she had met
with the principals in the Ballarat region to discuss the
need for the Victorian government to keep investing in
a long-term plan for public education. She said to the
government:
You —

meaning the government —
have got to tell us if you’ve got a plan, even if it is a 10-year
plan.

She is pleading with the government to do something
for country schools, and she said that the principals
needed a support system in place to let them do the job
they were trained to do.
Creswick Primary School principal Rob Dixon said that
principals have to take on the roles of plumbers and
electricians due to the state of disrepair in the schools
and the urgent need of upgrades.
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The Ballarat Courier of 31 May had a heading, ‘Big
spend-up puts government on election track’. That was
before the Snowy Hydro sale fell over, and that was
before the government had to remove that vital
paragraph from its budget speech. It then said it would
find $600 million, but I do not think it will now, since it
has removed it from the budget speech, accordingly to
Mr Lender’s announcement earlier. The Ballarat
Courier reports, in that article:
The budget estimates a 3 per cent drop in total revenue of
around $750 million as a result of the cuts to middle and
upper land tax rates.

I will speak about that a little later, if I have time, but I
want to go on. The editorial says that private
homebuyers have missed out, with stamp duty on
homes remaining untouched. That is true, and it really
hurts families, small businesses and other people
buying their first home or property. The Ballarat
Courier editorial also states:
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.

Ballarat has around 674 gaming machines — that is,
218 more than the state average — and $55 million a
year leaves Ballarat from the pockets of the struggling
and vulnerable families of those who gamble and goes
into the state treasury. Ballarat cannot afford that, so I
say remove the extra gaming machines and bring the
number back to the state average, at least. Victorian
gamblers lose more than $4.3 billion a year, and pokie
players lose $2.4 billion a year, but still there is no
promise by this government to reduce the number of
gaming machines. Shame on the government because
its lack of action impacts on and attacks vulnerable
people who cannot afford to be addicted to those
ghastly machines.
The Ballarat Courier showed another mixed budget
reaction in an article on 1 June which states:
The state budget was a budget of missed opportunities,
according to the Australian Medical Association’s Victoria
president Dr Mark Yates.
Dr Yates, of Ballarat, said the budget was disappointing and
lacked vision for the future of the state’s health care.

He said that Treasurer Brumby had failed in the areas
of hospital beds, mental health and the medical work
force. There was also criticism from Ballarat Trades
Hall secretary Graeme Shearer, who was looking for
the government to be generous and increase the level of
benefits paid to injured workers.
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Municipal Association of Victoria president Cr Geoff
Lake, a member of the Labor Party, attacked the lack of
funds for local government which were needed to take
the pressure off community services infrastructure. He
went on to say in his press release of 30 May that local
government had been largely ignored despite mounting
cost pressures and crumbling infrastructure.
I called for appropriate funding in the budget for an
increase in police numbers in Ballarat. There was no
money in the police budget for that; that was not
granted. I called for a special accommodation home in
Ballarat for young disabled adults. A sum of
$20.8 million was committed, subject to matching
funds from the commonwealth, which means Ballarat
will not see that. I called for provision of a water
purification plant at Cosgrove Reservoir at Creswick,
which was committed and promised by Central
Highlands Water back in 1998–99, but that was not
provided for in the budget. I called for level crossing
upgrades on the Ballarat–Ararat passenger line and
especially for boom gates, flashing lights and warning
bells at the Ercildoune Road level crossing after the
Trawalla train crash fatalities on 28 April, but that was
not provided for in the budget.
I called for upgrades of the Ballarat–Mildura freight
line. I think the only commitment in the budget was the
sum of $53 million to upgrade some of the track, which
will cost in excess of $200 million. But, again, the fine
print says ‘subject to commonwealth funding’, which
means that money will never be spent and the work will
never get done. I called for rail standardisation of the
Ballarat–Mildura railway line, as was promised in 1999
and 2002 in preparation for the promised return of the
passenger service to Mildura. That was not in the
budget. I called for a massive injection of funds to local
government for urgent road and bridge maintenance
and upgrades, and for local planning policy reviews.
That was not in the budget. I called for money to
complete natural gas reticulation to all of Creswick,
including its industries, as promised by Premier Bracks
at the Creswick town hall on 10 November 2002. That
was not in the budget. There was not much in the
budget for my electorate, I can tell you.
Let us talk about state debt increasing from 1 per cent to
2.5 per cent of gross state product, or from $2 billion to
over $7 billion by 2010. The government has a bit of a
problem, and I think it might have something to do with
the fact that it has a schoolteacher running the state
treasury and not an economist. Treasurer Brumby will
know what I am talking about there.
The land tax threshold is $200 000 in this state. Why do
we not take the lead from Queensland, which has just

APPROPRIATION (2006/2007) BILL and BUDGET PAPERS 2006–07
Tuesday, 13 June 2006

COUNCIL

released its budget? Its tax threshold was increased
from $450 000 to $500 000. Why do we not follow
suit? Queensland’s share of the GST is $7.97 billion,
our share is $8.5 billion. Queensland has also reduced
its stamp duty costs on the purchase of property. Why
do we not do that? The impact of that in Queensland is
that it has a population growing by 1500 people every
week. Why do we not follow suit? Queensland is doing
a pretty good job. Its economy is growing by 4.25 per
cent. Our economic growth is 2.5 per cent. We are way
behind Queensland. I say to this government: have a
chat to Peter Beattie. He seems to be running his state
pretty well in that respect. Stamp duty ought to be
reduced in line with Queensland, I suggest, because it
has a big impact on young families and small
businesses.
Land tax — what a joke. There is a — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — I am very
pleased to make my contribution in support of the
2006–07 budget. I would like to join with my
colleagues on this side of the house to congratulate the
Treasurer on the delivery of a budget which I believe
has something for everybody in our community. I read
an article in the Herald Sun, I think it was, last week or
the week before, when the budget was delivered, in
which somebody in their mid-30s said there was
nothing in the budget for them. Indirectly there is lots in
it for most people. I am sure he drives a car on our
roads, and the new roads, traffic signals and pedestrian
crossings et cetera are there for that person as well,
even if they are not a direct contribution to that person.
The $300 School Start bonus that is being given to
families who have a prep or year 7 child is extremely
welcome. I have had many thankyou calls to my office
for the $300 that people are going to get next year. The
$150 each that 1200 families in my electorate are going
to benefit from in July has been welcomed. Anybody
who has had a prep starter or a year 7 student knows
there are many things that need to be provided for
during that time, and the $300 will be welcomed by
those parents.
The $500 trade bonus, of which 50 per cent will be paid
six months into the apprenticeships and the balance on
completion of year 1, is subject to re-enrolment as an
incentive to a group of young people because they earn
very low incomes and often need an incentive to
continue with their apprenticeships. It is difficult in
some cases and for all kinds of reasons for these young
people to go on to their second year, be it a financial
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difficulty or their having lost interest. I believe the $500
will be an incentive which will reduce the drop-out rate
of apprentices and encourage them to complete their
apprenticeships.
The additional funding for neighbourhood houses is
more than welcomed. I have been an advocate for many
years of neighbourhood houses and the great work that
they do. I am a member of the parliamentary Outer
Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee. We have received many submissions from
neighbourhood houses across Victoria, highlighting the
need for their services to be supported and funded.
This year’s budget recognises the importance of the
work undertaken by neighbourhood houses through an
increase in allocated funds. I have also had
representations from local neighbourhood houses that
do a fantastic job in the area. Many groups of different
nationalities with different socioeconomic backgrounds
gather to find common threads or interests within those
communities. I congratulate them for the work that they
do, and I am pleased with the increase in funds.
Some $50 million was allocated for the maintenance of
schools throughout the state. Many schools, of which
there is quite a list, in Templestowe Province will
benefit from the funds. I point out that last week the
member for Doncaster in the other place, in his
contribution to debate on the budget, claimed that, for
example, Birralee Primary School had not received
funding in the budget. He was wrong, because that
school has received funding in excess of $200 000, with
over $100 000 for maintenance for the school and in
excess of $100 000 for desperately needed
improvements to the administration area.
There are other schools on the list, but that is the
example I have used because the member for Doncaster
made claims that were untrue. There are other schools
in Templestowe Province that will benefit from
maintenance funding, which I welcome.
In relation to transport, the Manningham area will
benefit from $83 million bus upgrades, which will not
only result in additional services but also increases in
the frequency of some of the current services. Bus users
in the area will welcome this initiative. They
continually call us and express their concern about the
need for additional services and increases in the
frequency of services. I hope $83 million will buy a
substantial number of services in the area.
Funds for other initiatives include $600 000 for
controlled signalling at the intersection of Victoria and
King streets, Templestowe. I have worked tirelessly
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towards achieving funding for controlled signals, which
will make this an excellent initiative for safety reasons.
The intersection has been very difficult for drivers,
pedestrians and bike riders to negotiate. This upgrade
will not only allow vehicles and bike riders to safely
use the intersection but pedestrians will be able to cross
the road safely. Prior to the budget an allocation of
$400 000 was made for bus shelters on King Street, and
they are in the process of being built. They look
sensational. They will encourage bus patronage and
public transport use.
Four intersections have been funded in the budget:
Manningham–Bulleen roads, which had $95 000 allocated
to it; Manningham Road–Grand Olson Avenue, Bulleen,
received $136 000; Reynolds–Blackburn roads,
Templestowe, received $257 000; and Williamsons
Road–Lynnwood Parade–King Street, Lower
Templestowe, received $137 000. These four intersections
desperately needed updating and upgrading, and a total of
$625 000 was allocated to them.
The Heide Museum of Modern Art has had substantial
funding in past years. Again it will receive $194 000 in
this budget and a further $776 000 in the next budget.
The Heide gallery is a fabulous asset to the area and a
worthy recipient of the funds. It has a brilliant exposé of
artwork, and anybody who has not visited Heide should
do so.
The outpatients, dialysis centre and associated
redevelopment works at the Box Hill Hospital will
receive $38.2 million. Templestowe Province has the
new Austin and Mercy hospitals as well as a new
mental health facility that is currently being built in the
same grounds. Now at the eastern end of the province
there will be improvements of $38.2 million to the Box
Hill Hospital — a very welcome initiative. Many
people at the Doncaster end of the electorate use the
Box Hill Hospital, and I am sure they will be pleased
with the allocation of funds towards it.
I believe this is a balanced budget that will provide
savings to Victorian business through cuts in payroll
tax, land tax and WorkCover premiums and allocate
necessary funds to services that are needed to maintain
a strong, resilient community. This is an excellent
budget, and I commend it to the house.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I shall
restrict my comments mainly to fire management and
the general management of public land. I draw the
attention of the house to page 227 of budget paper 3
and the heading ‘Fire prevention, operations and
planning’. The line item under ‘Quantity’ states:
Fuel reduction burning completed to protect key assets.
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That shows that the 2006–07 target is 130 000 hectares,
that the 2005–06 expected outcome is 130 000 hectares,
that the 2005–06 target is 130 000 hectares, and that the
2004–05 actual figure was 127 000 hectares.
I am not the only one who finds the budget papers hard
to decipher. I understand that when it relates to fire
management, the figures have been collated using
financial years, but I point out that we are nearly at the
end of the current financial year. The figures I have just
read out indicate that 130 000 hectares will be burnt as
a fuel reduction measure this year, and indeed, next
year. As I said, the budget claims that next year the
expected outcome will probably be 130 000 hectares.
I have been doing some digging, and it appears the true
figure for 2005–06 was 43 000 hectares which were
burnt up to 26 May. My information is that
43 000 hectares were cool burnt — protectively
burnt — not 130 000 hectares as has been claimed in
the budget.
I have here an internal publication which is not for
public consumption but which was widely circulated
within the Department of Sustainability and
Environment (DSE). It is dated 26 May 2006 and
reveals the true figures. It shows that the budget figures
are indeed a sham. Under the heading ‘Prescribed
burning’ it says:
Since the last report 30 burns were conducted. In addition,
24 burns were conducted for regeneration purposes.
… 262 fuel reduction/ecological burns have been conducted.
DSE has … conducted 169 burns for regeneration … The
area treated to date this year is about 43 000 hectares … and
is about 33 per cent of this year’s program.

This document also goes on to show that DSE has got
around to planning and done the paperwork for only
83 000 of the 133 000 hectares listed in the budget.
Over the page there is a column which shows that the
program in 2005–06 was for 131 000 hectares but that
the total estimated area treated was 43 000 hectares. I
understand the department has now moved to using the
calendar year rather than the financial year, probably to
obscure things a little further. A footnote states:
… actual program will vary in response to weather conditions
and other external factors.

A further footnote states:
… area treated may vary by up to 10 per cent.

I need to explain that 43 000 hectares is 33 per cent of
the 130 000 hectares listed in the budget. It is quite
obvious that the government has completed only 33 per
cent of the program. As Professor Julius Sumner Miller,
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who appeared on television some years ago, would ask:
why is this so? It appears that we are facing a cover-up
of major proportions. You would ask, ‘Why would the
government cover this up?’. Of course you have to look
at the history and the pressure the government is under
on the whole issue of bushfires. We remember the
alpine fires, which were followed by the Grampians
fires and many other fires. It became quite obvious that
the government was not doing enough fuel reduction
burning. The public reaction was severe. The
government needed to be seen to be doing a lot more
fuel reduction burning, and if it could not do the actual
burning I guess it decided to deflect criticism by using
spin. It submitted figures that sound good but are not
correct. That is all that really matters to the
government — that it appears to be doing the right
thing.
I am claiming that the figure in the budget of
130 000 hectares to be cool burnt — protectively
burnt — is not correct. I am claiming there is a major
cover-up in the budget figures pertaining to the area that
was actually burnt to reduce fuel. The budget claims
that for the 2005–06 financial year the expected
outcome of prescribed burning will be
130 000 hectares. The budget was brought down on
29 May. In the same week the DSE internal web site
revealed that only 43 000 hectares had been burnt, as I
have just said. There is a major discrepancy between
what the budget said and what the internal web site in
the same week showed had actually been done. There
are only three weeks until the end of the financial year.
The burning season has almost finished in most areas
and has not started in others, so the government is never
going to achieve its target — and it must have known
that when it printed the budget.
In 2004–05 the actual figure claimed was for a
prescribed burn of 127 000 hectares, but given what I
have just revealed, how do we know that was correct?
How do we know this practice has not been going on
for some years? Anecdotal evidence and leaks from
embarrassed DSE employees suggests there has been a
fudging of the figures for some years. It is worth noting
that between 1997–98 and 2001–02 the
Auditor-General had a look at the fuel reduction figures
and found: in 1997–98 there were 25 000 hectares
burnt, in 1998–99 there were 80 000 hectares burnt, in
1999–2000 there were 60 000 hectares burnt and in
2000–01 there were 40 000 hectares burnt. Since then
the Auditor-General has not looked at the government’s
claims that it has burnt as follows: in 2002–03,
57 000 hectares; in 2003–04, 96 000 hectares; in
2004–05, 127 000 hectares; and, as I said, in 2005–06,
130 000 hectares.
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It would be terrific if the Auditor-General had a look at
the government’s claims of how much has been
protectively burnt in the past few years, including this
year. I think he would probably find that the
government has fudged the figures, as I have just
demonstrated conclusively. It is quite obvious that the
government does not intend to burn any more than
130 000 hectares, despite the budget announcing
another $27.6 million over four years for this activity.
When you look at it, you realise that is not much per
year over four years.
Fuel reduction burning has to be done over a short
period. In the mountains it is mostly in the autumn; in
the Mallee and East Gippsland it can be at other times
of the year. A basic problem is that there is simply not
enough staff available at those critical times to do the
burning in the window of opportunity that is available. I
have always said that I think DSE and the government
need to be braver in the way they burn — and they need
to explain to the public that they need to be braver.
Back in the 1970s and 1980s the Forests Commission
was braver. It got a lot more done, and it got it done
quite safely. Another problem is that these days DSE is
distracted. It has many other things on its plate — the
built environment, the coast, deciding what colour
people are allowed to use on houses in the city — and
unfortunately fire prevention is well down the list.
There are simply not enough dedicated fire
management staff to do the job at peak times of the
year, and money alone will not fix the problem.
It is a fact that perhaps four times the target figure of
130 000 hectares has to be burnt each year to have any
long-term effect, so if DSE cannot burn even
130 000 hectares, we have an enormous problem. A
further issue is that there has to be so much signing-off
by other agencies before a burn can be completed.
Without Parks Victoria, in particular, signing off, the
DSE protective burning programs just stop dead in their
tracks. This is very frustrating for DSE. We are bogged
down in bureaucracy.
There are several main issues: lack of staff at the critical
times, the difficulty of dealing with other management
agencies and the diversion of DSE staff from their core
business, such as fire prevention. It is glaringly obvious
that we need one agency that is solely responsible for
forests and public land management. We need an
agency that does not have to get agreement from other
agencies on fuel reduction burning. We need to remind
ourselves that the Bracks government will go down in
history as presiding over some of the worst destruction
by fire ever seen in this state.
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We had the Alpine, Mount Buffalo, Snowy River and
Wyperfeld national park bushfires, then we had the
Lind National Park and Wilson’s Promontory bushfires,
and then we had the Grampians, Brisbane Ranges and
Kinglake major fires, which destroyed an enormous
number of beautiful trees. Now the alpine ash trees that
were killed in the bushfires are being sent as woodchips
to Japan because they are practically worthless for
anything else.
The Premier and his staff should take a bit of time out
from encouraging people to go up and look at how
wonderful the forest regeneration is, and dig deeper to
find out the cause of some of those bushfires. Failed fire
management procedures are the cause, and regrettably
there is nothing in this budget that will fix that basic
flaw in our whole system.
The state of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment (DSE) and of Parks Victoria and the lack
of fuel reduction burning has concerned many people
and groups. In no particular order I name but just some
that have given voice to these concerns. They are the
Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria, BUG,
Country Voice, blog sites such as Save Our Snowy, the
Stretton Group, Forest Fire Victoria, and the Victorian
Farmers Federation (VFF). Every neighbour of our
state forests and national parks has an adverse view on
how good the department’s management is.
Many knowledgeable individuals, including Rod Incoll,
Peter Attiwill, David Packham, Athol Hodgson, Ralph
Barraclough, bless his heart, and many more people
have come out and expressed concern. They cannot all
be wrong. Over the summer several eminent bushfire
experts, including Rod Incoll and David Packham, who
are two eminent and experienced people, went and
looked at Wonnangatta. I happened to be there with the
mountain cattlemen and others.
Hon. Philip Davis — Just by chance.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Just by chance. They saw
the fire there and pulled up at the fire. It was pointed
out that Wonnangatta has been closed to grazing since
1988. Wonnangatta is a fire trap. One day there could
be a major, major incident in the whole of the
Wonnangatta Valley. David Packham said to me, and I
am speaking from memory, ‘If a major fire started and
swept up the valley, some people might survive’. In the
summer 200 or 300 people could be camped in there.
In a report about it Rod Incoll said:
Fire is the essence of eucalypt forests, and therefore must be
the mainspring of their conservation. Systematic broad-scale
fuel reduction is the way it has to be done.
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Perhaps because an increasingly urban Australia is no longer
connected to the landscape, public land policy makers seem
to view fire management as ‘negative’, ‘difficult’, and too
demanding of resources. By contrast, systematic fuel
management has been shown to be the answer in other
Australian states.

Successive high-intensity bushfires prove that glossy
posters and rhetoric are no replacement for action.
This is the key bit:
Until a broad-scale program of fire management is widely
implemented across forested public lands, continuing
widespread and serious bushfires will occur in the mountains.
You can rely on it.

Rod Incoll was the department’s chief fire officer for
some years, and he certainly knows his stuff.
Professor Peter Attiwill was there as well. A bit later he
went in with Chris Commins of the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association, which sponsored that trip.
Stock & Land did a big feature article on the trip, which
states:
Alpine, botany and fire specialists all say there should be a
management burn as soon as possible. Park management
should also reintroduce seasonal grazing of cattle as an
accepted and valuable management tool.
…
Professor Attiwill said there should be an immediate
assessment of the infestation of cape broom and other weeds
and appropriate control measures taken.
He said the concept of banning cattle grazing to return the
high country to its ‘pristine’ pre-European settlement
condition was flawed.

I think they are some sensible comments from a very
eminent professor who certainly knows what he is
talking about.
I drawn the attention of the house to a major problem.
There is a major problem with the ethical reporting of
hectares of fuel reduction burning. The government
needs to be more realistic about it. If it is having trouble
with it, it should come clean. We all know it is a very
difficult thing to do, but it is just deceiving the
Victorian public for the government to claim that it is
burning vast areas of land when it is not.
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — The 2006–07 budget
will have a very positive impact on the residents of
Monash Province. This budget represents the latest
instalment in a consistent and coherent policy strategy
that has shaped every budget since the election of the
Bracks government in 1999. This budget demonstrates
again how well this government has kept its election
promises made to Victorians in the 2002 state election.
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The government has been focused on delivering the
election commitments as detailed in Labor’s Financial
Statement 2002, known as the LFS. The LFS contains
138 commitments that were drawn from the 2002 ALP
platform Listens then Acts.
Budget paper 2, Strategy and Outlook, says that all of
our 138 output commitments were funded for
implementation following the 2004–05 budget, and that
following the 2005–06 budget there are now five
remaining partially funded asset initiatives. Budget
paper 2 says these remaining initiatives have now, in
the current budget, been fully funded and it directs
readers to the details in budget paper 3, chapter 4,
‘Election commitments — implementation report card’.
In the current term, the Bracks government has released
two documents that have listed progress in delivering
on its election commitments as set out in Labor’s
Financial Statement 2002. But accountability is more
than simply ticking off the specific commitments made
during an election campaign. Accountability should
also be measured by how consistently and successfully
the government shapes overall policy directions. The
document that informs everything the government does
is Growing Victoria Together, first released early in our
first term and updated in March 2005. Growing
Victoria Together sets out the challenges facing
Victoria and the government’s broad strategic
objectives to tackle these challenges and how we will
measure the success of these strategies.
In the 2005 update the government considered
Victoria’s changing environment and identified some
crucial challenges ahead, involving job creation,
industry development, redeveloping and expanding
transport networks, improving health, community
services and education and training, better environment
protection and community building. These challenges
and the programs to address them can also be found in
the budget papers, and they are the basis of the
objectives of the 2006–07 budget.
I mentioned in this house last week that the Age state
budget editorial of Thursday, 1 June criticises the
government for failing to get the politics versus policy
balance right and for having no grand vision. I want to
say again now, in the context of the budget debate, that
while there is always opportunity in a democracy for
different views about our policies and administration,
and there are of course matters that we can improve
upon, I think the government has plenty to be proud of.
As I said last week, I am absolutely comfortable with a
government that rejects triumphalism and grand
gestures. The evidence is that we have been very

2317

successful in getting the policy and politics balance
right, and we need to look no further than the high level
of support we have amongst the voters.
The government’s vision is clearly stated in Growing
Victoria Together and in the raft of detailed policy
papers that have been developed out of it, such as
Meeting Our Transport Challenges; Moving
Forward — Making Provincial Victoria the Best Place
to Live, Work and Invest; Maintaining the Advantage:
Skilled Victorians; and Healthy Futures, just to name a
few. All the initiatives contained in the budget draw
their coherence from the budget’s objectives and
priorities on financial management, delivering quality
infrastructure, better service delivery and promoting a
fair and efficient tax system.
I think the state budget is good evidence of the kind of
accountability that Victorians want from Labor
governments, because its links to government policy
are clear.
I turn now to some of the specific measures in the
budget that have been welcomed in Monash Province.
The first is the $23.5 million allocation for the start of
the major building upgrade at the Caulfield General
Medical Centre that has been very widely welcomed.
Everyone in Caulfield and Glen Eira knows that since
its election in 1999 the government has been committed
to the comprehensive rebuilding of the Caulfield
General Medical Centre and that the master plan is now
almost settled.
The first stage of the full redevelopment will establish a
logistics building and provide new facilities for the
receiving kitchen, engineering services, materials
management and plant. The works will replace critical
elements of the electrical engineering infrastructure and
support further planning and preliminary design for the
full development of the site. The $23.5 million for
Caulfield is part of a $188 million allocation to develop
almost 300 aged care beds throughout Victoria.
The budget also provides $20.2 million to redevelop
and upgrade the Alfred hospital’s intensive care unit.
The Alfred provides high-quality intensive care medical
services, and the $20.2 million upgrade will mean those
services can be maintained and improved.
Overall the budget provides an additional $130 million
in the 2006–2007 year — and $508 million over four
years — to help hospitals better manage the growing
demand for hospital services, to treat more patients and
to work out new models of care to reduce the pressure
on emergency departments and acute care services.
This funding maintains the recent performance gains
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made in hospital services and will improve patient
access to critical care, elective surgery and specialised
programs targeting chronic and complex conditions.
This budget allocation enables a continued focus on
developing better preventative care for inpatients, for
example, and for alternative services so that people
have less need to be admitted to hospital.
Overall this budget provides an additional
$10.6 million, or $44.03 million over four years, under
the Supporting Our Seniors initiative, including home
and community care (HACC). In areas such as
Caulfield in the city of Glen Eira, which has an ageing
demographic, HACC services play a critical role in
supporting elderly people and younger people with
disabilities to maintain independent living at home and
in the community. As the number of older people
grows and the demand for services for people with
disabilities increases, HACC funding becomes more
important than ever. The other important purposes that
HACC plays is in supporting individuals and health
services by helping reduce the length of hospital stays
and avoiding having people admitted to residential care.
There are three Universities of the Third Age (U3As) in
Monash Province — in Glen Eira, Stonnington and
Port Phillip — and they do a fantastic job in running
high-quality community education programs. U3As
pride themselves on their level of self reliance and the
fact that they do not depend on government money or
charities. Nonetheless, like all community organisations
U3As appreciate support, and I know they welcome the
additional $53 million budget allocation under the
Supporting Our Seniors initiative because it has
included funding for them.
Another initiative that will make a big difference to
older people is the extra $2 million over the next four
years to make sure an additional 1200 older Victorians
will be able to have a personal alarm system to help
them live independently and safely; a total
of $8.24 million for monitored alarm services will assist
20 255 older people in the community.
Education continues to be a top priority of the Bracks
government. The state budget allocates an additional
$1.2 billion to the building of new schools, the
refurbishing of existing schools and improving literacy
skills. It is worth remembering that the state
government has invested $6.3 billion in education since
its election in 1999. Half of all government schools —
about 687 of them — will receive some funding for
major works. Skills formation is especially important,
and the government is investing $367 million to boost
the skills of our work force with $36 million over four
years to be directed at apprentices, giving each of
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them $500 in their first year as an encouragement for
them to complete their courses.
As well, the government is tripling the current
apprentice and trainee accommodation allowance to
help apprentices and trainees attend off-the-job,
away-from-home training at TAFE or private training
organisations. The government has allocated
$241 million for skills development and $15.5 million
for new training opportunities in areas of high regional
demand.
The budgets also sees continued support for the schools
renovation and excellence program. This program
brings together clusters of primary and secondary
schools to work together to improve student learning.
The allocated $24.1 million over two years will employ
250 leading teachers to continue their work on
improving the learning of years 5 to 9 students and
allow teachers time to improve their class room
teaching.
Another $11.6 million is allocated to develop the skills
and expertise of school leaders, and this will improve
the quality of teaching; and another $11.7 million is
allocated to employ 45 literacy specialists to work with
classroom teachers in government schools as part of
new literacy improvement teams.
The government has announced further funding for A
Fairer Victoria. In addition to the $788 million allocated
in last year’s budget the government has announced A
Fairer Victoria — Progress and the Next Steps, which
invests a further $848 million in the 14 strategy areas
that include meeting the needs of Victoria’s growth
areas and Victoria’s disadvantaged places, giving
children the best start possible in life, addressing
disadvantage caused by homelessness, tackling
disadvantage within multicultural communities and
improving community transport.
As part of A Fairer Victoria the government has
allocated an additional $16.7 million, or $63.7 million
over four years, for disability services. The government
is determined to ensure that accessible services will
enable people with a disability to live independently
and has just allocated over $3 million — $12.66 million
over four years — to help young people’s participation
in day services.
As well, $1.7 million has been allocated under the
commonwealth-state matching funding arrangement to
help reduce the number of people under the age of
50 years living in residential aged care services. This
funding will be used to support moving young people
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from inappropriate placement in residential aged care
facilities.
Improving accommodation options for younger people
with a disability combined with a $10 million disability
housing trust will give all people with a disability more
and better housing choices and the best chance to
improve their quality of life and participation in the
community. The establishment of an Office of
Disability within the Department for Victorian
Communities has, along with so much else in this
budget, been very widely welcomed.
Finally, I would like to congratulate the government on
the allocation of an extra $14.4 million over four years
to enhance language and interpreter services that will
increase assistance to multicultural community groups
and for multicultural events and multifaith initiatives
promoting racial and religious harmony.
Throughout the budget debate we have heard the
opposition and The Nationals say that the Victorian
government is cashed up because of a supposed GST
windfall and that Victoria’s strong financial position is
the result of the federal government’s good
management, so I was very interested to hear on
Lateline last Friday the Macquarie Bank’s Rory
Robertson say that the so-called GST bonanza is a gross
exaggeration and that this financial year the states
combined received combined $1.2 billion while the
federal government received $25 billion. Robertson
said that in an economy that is $1000 billion in size the
so-called GST bonanza to the states is 0.1 per cent of
1 per cent of GDP. He said it is essentially a rounding
error in the federal budget. Phillip Lasker ended his
story by saying that the GST could well prove to be an
inadequate source of funding for state governments if it
is not increased.
The 2006–07 Victorian budget is a sound budget that is
financially responsible, and it provides considerable
benefits to many Victorians, especially those who are
doing it tough. I commend it to the house.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — If ever I
heard an absurd speech, that was it. Mr Scheffer talked
about the commonwealth government receiving
$25 billion. What a foolish statement for any member
of this place to make! The previous speaker should be
ashamed. He should go back to his colleagues and ask
them to explain the revenue-sharing arrangements in
relation to the GST.
I will not be diverted from what I intend to say by the
distraction of absurd comments from members of the
government. My speech will reflect entirely on the
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failure of the Bracks government to deliver anything of
meaningful benefit to rural Victorians over the last
seven years. We have seen seven wasted years, because
of — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. R. H.
Bowden) — Order! There is too much cross-chamber
conversation.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — There have been seven
wasted years. Notwithstanding the fact that this is the
highest taxing and highest spending government in the
history of Victoria and that this is the highest taxing and
highest spending budget in the history of Victoria, the
debt truck of Steve Bracks and John Brumby has
arrived — or perhaps it would be better described as a
wheelbarrow being pushed uphill by a boy who has a
job in front of him. The problem is that this debt truck
or wheelbarrow has a big hole in it. It took less than
72 hours from the bringing down of the budget for this
hole to be revealed. What is the hole? It is the money
referred to as the proceeds of the sale of Victoria’s
interest in Snowy Hydro Ltd.
The government had claimed that around $600 million
would be received from the sale of the Snowy, and this
was understood to be a conservative estimate. The
market estimates were more of the order of
$900 million. The government had factored the receipt
of at least $600 million into its calculations and
commitments, in particular to education. Those funds
are now unavailable, simply because the government
did not understand the consequences of the policy
initiative it had taken with respect to the proposal to sell
Snowy Hydro.
Having seen the collapse of the Snowy sale, let us
understand that this was but one of a number of illusory
accounting vehicles to improve the government’s
public face in terms of its outlays. Firstly, it accounted
for a one-off proposition of selling the Snowy Hydro;
secondly, it stripped $600 million of motorists’ funds
from the Transport Accident Commission in addition to
the usual dividends it takes from it on a regular basis;
and thirdly, it cashed in $2.9 billion in future payments
due from Transurban for a quick return of $609 million.
That is similar to borrowing money at an interest rate of
9.7 per cent when it could have been obtained in the
market for around 6 per cent.
It is evident that the market has factored in this special
deal between John Brumby and Transurban by an
increase in Transurban’s market capitalisation — that
is, the value of Transurban on the market — of
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$220 million. The net result is therefore that Victorian
taxpayers miss out, because Steve Bracks and John
Brumby are going back to the Cain-Kirner era of doing
funny-money deals. The reason is a mystery to all of us,
given the extraordinary revenue situation of the state of
Victoria.
Taxes have been increasing incrementally. Land tax has
gone up by 104 per cent; stamp duty has increased by
120 per cent; police fines have increased by 226 per
cent; fees, fines and charges are increasing
automatically by the consumer price index; insurance
taxes have doubled to more than $1 billion; and the
poker machine levy doubled last year from $46 million
to $91 million, which is a $45 million increase. In
addition we have seen the introduction of land tax on
properties owned through trusts, a $800 city
car-parking tax, an infrastructure levy that will add
around $8000 to the cost of an average block of land, a
5 per cent water levy, and last week we saw in this
house the introduction of a further infrastructure
development tax. All these tax measures have, along
with the additional revenue from GST, put Victoria into
an extraordinarily rich cash flow environment. So it is
beyond belief that the government should now, in its
projections, be taking the debt route.
Over the budget forecast period debt rises from
$1.5 billion in 2005 to $7.1 billion by June 2010. That
is a massive increase of 373 per cent in just five years.
Why should we be concerned about that? We should be
alarmed that this debt is accreting in a period which is,
without exception, one of the nine financial indicators,
yet the state government is unable to get its spending
under control. What do we see for this increasing debt,
increased spending and increased taxes? We see very
little. What do people have to say about the state budget
just from the limited perspective I am presenting in
speaking from a rural Victorian point of view?
Predictably some people had something to say about
this.
The Victorian Farmers Federation— I would say quite
independently and objectively — had something to say
about this on page 29 of the Geelong Advertiser of
Tuesday, 6 June. The article states:
Farmers will be disappointed the biggest infrastructure
spending in Victoria’s history has ignored the top priorities of
the farm community, according to the Victorian Farmers
Federation.
…
‘The VFF is also very concerned about the scheduled
long-term decline in the Department of Primary Industries
budget’, Mr Ramsay said.
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…
‘Farmers across Victoria will be extremely disappointed to
learn that no funding has been allocated to repair or upgrade
their deteriorating local roads and bridges.

It is interesting that Mr Ramsay said that. The Minister
for Agriculture in another place, Mr Cameron, has
identified, singled out and attacked Mr Ramsay because
he is not someone who is politically sympathetic to
Mr Cameron. I would argue that he has been vilified by
Mr Cameron, which is an extraordinary situation given
that the Minister for Agriculture and the president of the
Victorian Farmers Federation should have a
cooperative working relationship. My point is that
Mr Ramsey is not the only one who is making these
comments.
Mr Geoff Lake, the president of the Municipal
Association of Victoria, who is a well-known Labor
Party activist, indeed a Labor councillor, said on
30 May in his media release that the budget disappoints
councils. The press release also says:
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.

Geoff Lake said further:
Ratepayers are increasingly bearing the costs of roads, public
libraries, maternal and child health services and infrastructure
as highlighted by the MAV in its budget submission to the
state government.

I simply make this point to members of the house: it is
becoming increasingly evident that, notwithstanding the
capacity of the state to invest in the infrastructure
required in the country with the cash available to the
state, it is beyond the competence of the government to
manage its budget effectively to allow that
infrastructure investment to be made. That is because of
the waste and mismanagement which is replete across
the whole public sector and in particular in relation to
any significant projects. I am not going to bore
members of the house with a recitation of those
projects, but we know there is virtually no project
which has either been managed or initiated by the
Bracks government which has not blown out
significantly in terms of cost or time lines, and the
projects themselves have been underwhelming in terms
of the outcomes for the community.
It is fair to say that the concerns of the community are
summarised in these terms with respect to country
Victoria: there has been a spending cut of $28 million
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in primary industries. That is apparently an insult to
farmers and country Victorians given the important
place that primary industry plays as the engine room of
the Victorian economy. There is no doubt at all that this
is a reflection of the poor standing, ability and lack of
advocacy of the Minister for Agriculture.
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crossing over the railway line in Warragul. The need
for a third rail crossing is a matter of significant
community concern, and I urge the government to
rethink its approach of ignoring this project and to
ensure that funds are provided for it in the short term.
In conclusion, I repeat what I said in a debate last week:

No financial support has been offered to country
councils which have been crying out for assistance with
country road and bridge infrastructure. Labor obviously
does not see road safety as being important in country
Victoria, despite road and bridge infrastructure being
identified by the Victorian Farmers Federation as a top
budget priority.
The reannouncement of free public transport for seniors
on Sundays within the Melbourne central business
district and regional cities is of no benefit to those
living in country Victoria. Senior country Victorians are
being unfairly discriminated against by the Labor
government. No funds have been allocated to address
the water crisis in Ballarat and Geelong. The Labor
government has also ignored the need for urgent
infrastructure in country Victoria’s irrigation districts to
stop water seepage and evaporation. The sum total is
that the budget is disappointing for country Victoria.
It is interesting to note that notwithstanding the
commitment the Liberal Party made to match the
current level of funding provided by the commonwealth
through the Roads to Recovery program beginning
from 1 January 2008, thus far the Bracks government
has been unable to be shamed into matching that
commitment, when in fact that is the primary message
that we receive on -an ongoing basis from
municipalities right across country Victoria.
In my own electorate, Gippsland Province, I am
concerned about a number of aspects. The time
permitted does not allow me to go into a lot of detail.
However, I am particularly concerned about Gippsland
Southern Health Service, which missed out on funding
for the Leongatha hospital redevelopment. That is a
huge blow to the local community as that health service
had everything in place for this redevelopment. My
constituents were confident that the government
recognised the need for it and would support the
project. I have made ongoing representations for
several years on their behalf. I am stunned to think that
no funds have been allocated for this project. Even an
uninformed visitor to that hospital would know how
urgent these works are.
I am also surprised and disappointed that safety issues
in Narracan have been left unaddressed by the
government, with no commitment to fund a third

The art of taxation consists in so plucking the goose as to
obtain the largest possible amount of feathers with the
smallest possible amount of hissing.

That was said by John Baptiste Colbert in 1665. I think
this budget demonstrates just what a lot of
goose-pluckers members of the Bracks government are.
Debate adjourned for Hon. S. M. NGUYEN
(Melbourne West) on motion of Hon. J. M. Madden.
Debate adjourned until next day.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Neighbourhood houses: funding
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Local
Government and relates to funding shortfalls for
educational programs at community and
neighbourhood house learning centres. Community and
neighbourhood houses offer a range of social,
recreational and educational opportunities for thousands
of Victorians every year. They are important places for
people to meet and for many to connect with their local
communities. The government’s funding allocation of
$27.8 million over four years for Victoria’s
355 neighbourhood houses will do little more than keep
the doors open. The package includes $16.5 million for
extra opening hours and $10.2 million to increase the
hourly rate of learning centre coordinators, but there is
no additional funding for adult education classes or
equipment.
The Association of Neighbourhood Houses and
Learning Centres has been seeking a five-year,
$84 million funding boost to address the urgent need to
make neighbourhood houses and learning centres
financially viable and sustainable into the future.
Horsham community house is an active adult education
provider that delivers a range of programs for people
aged from 18 to 86 from across the region. The budget
allocation will see community houses like Horsham’s
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forced to cut back on important programs and will
result in reduced access for adult students seeking to
gain basic skills. As the minister is aware, many of
these programs are simply not available elsewhere in
regional communities.
It is of major concern to voluntary committees and
administrators of community and neighbourhood
houses that there is a lack of funding to maintain these
vital programs. The government’s continued slashing of
annual funding is forcing Horsham’s community house
and others to cut back on popular programs and to
delay equipment upgrades. Funding cuts to community
and neighbourhood house learning centres directly
affect access to basic adult education. The cuts have an
impact on the programs offered, the facilities and
equipment in the centres and the resources available for
students and staff. Much of the equipment, especially
computers and printers, is old and outdated and is in
urgent need of upgrading. There are now insufficient
funds to provide enough resources for all student needs.
Community and neighbourhood houses are also
reporting that there is now a lack of funding to employ
adequate qualified instructors.
I call on the government to restore adequate funding to
community and neighbourhood house learning centres
so that education programs and equipment can be
upgraded and maintained to meet student and staffing
needs. My request is: will the minister review budget
allocations in order to restore vital funding for
community education programs at local community and
neighbourhood houses across Victoria, especially in
Western Province?

Wurdale: trail bikes
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I wish to raise a
matter with the Minister for Environment in the other
place, the Honourable John Thwaites. It concerns the
difficult issue of managing trail bike usage on public
land. Last Friday I met with members of the Wurdale
Landcare Group, Wurdale residents, officers of the Surf
Coast Shire and Cr Libby Mears, the mayor, to discuss
their concerns about the increasing number of people
who are using trail bikes in state forest areas around
Wurdale. Wurdale residents told me that some trail bike
riders are not using designated tracks and are causing
environmental damage such as erosion and the
destruction of flora and fauna. They also spoke of the
incessant noise from the bikes, which destroys the
peaceful rural amenity. Members of the Wurdale
Landcare Group spoke of their frustration at seeing
areas that they have spent many hours revegetating
destroyed by careless riders, particularly in the area of
the headwaters of the Wormbete Creek catchment.
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As Parliamentary Secretary for Environment I am well
aware that the conflict between trail bike usage, the
environment and local residents is not isolated to my
region and can often be difficult to resolve. I believe
there needs to be a statewide approach to find the right
balance between the desire of residents for peaceful
anonymity and the protection of our fragile
environment on the one hand and the rights of trail bike
riders to pursue their recreational sport on the other. I
therefore call on the minister to direct resources into
tackling this issue to assist communities across the state
such as Wurdale work towards a resolution.

Libraries: funding
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I raise an issue
with the Minister for Local Government, Ms Broad,
concerning the deteriorating level of recurrent funding
for our public libraries. Over the past four years
recurrent funding for the 43 library service providers —
that is 16 regional library corporations and
22 individual council providers — has increased only in
line with the consumer price index. In 2005–06 the
increase is about $1 million — that is, approximately
20 cents per capita.
Presently recurrent library funding is allocated on a
basis of 90 per cent per capita and 10 per cent factors
weighted on a council basis, reflecting remoteness,
dispersion of the population, socioeconomic
disadvantage et cetera. The funding formula introduced
in 2003–04 for three years is largely population driven,
which impacts on both country and metropolitan areas
with static or declining populations. On the other hand
growth areas in outer metropolitan Melbourne and the
country are obviously receiving funding increases in
excess of the rate of inflation.
Because the Bracks government has failed our library
providers by restricting recurrent funding increases to
consumer price index rises, or $1 million per annum,
our free public libraries cannot provide the staff, book
stocks or resources required. In country Victoria many
libraries are under threat, as are our mobile libraries. By
contrast, the Liberal Party has a commitment which
would see recurrent funding increase by $1 per capita
per annum instead of the present 20 cents per capita per
annum under the Bracks government.
The action I seek from the minister is to ensure that the
new funding and service agreement, which will replace
the present agreement from 1 July, does not
disadvantage those areas where population growth is
static or declining. The simple answer would be for this
Labor government to match the Liberal Party’s policy
which would see recurrent library funding increase
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from the present $29 million per annum to over
$45 million per annum — that is, an increase of
$16 million per annum.

Bendigo Health Care Group: funding
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health in the
other place, Ms Bronwyn Pike. I need to bring to the
minister’s attention the desperate situation of
inadequate funding to the Bendigo Health Care Group.
The weighted inlier equivalent separations (WIES)
funding model which operates in Victoria effectively
funds our hospitals for any given year based on an
estimate from the previous year. The Bendigo Health
Care Group’s target of 18 000 units has well and truly
been exceeded and the $3000 that accompanies each of
the 18 000 units has now dried up.
That has been the situation for the last six months and
nothing will change until the end of the financial year.
For that time the Bendigo Health Care Group has
effectively had to stop all of its elective surgery and has
tried to postpone as many of those surgical procedures
as it possibly can. It then has to find funding from thin
air to keep its emergency department operating.
Because of the outstanding administration and the work
and loyalty of the staff, it is business as usual for the
operations that are required and business as usual for
the emergency department, but the group has had to put
an end to the elective surgery that it would normally be
conducting at this time.
Goulburn Valley Base Hospital in Shepparton has the
same situation, and other regional hospitals around
Victoria are also facing the same problem. Where they
differ from metropolitan hospitals is that metropolitan
hospitals can find another hospital nearby that has not
used up its WIES allocation and so elective surgery can
be moved to other hospitals. Alternatively, the hospital
can be put on ambulance bypass and patients taken on
to the next hospital. Neither of those opportunities
exists in our major regional hospitals such as those in
Barwon, Ballarat, Latrobe Valley, Bendigo and at the
Goulburn Valley Base Hospital.
I call on the minister to find the necessary funding to
allow hospitals to maintain their elective surgery rates
as well as the surgery that continues to present by way
of the emergency departments. I also call on the
minister to develop a funding model which allows our
major regional hospitals to function in a way that is
necessary to allow them to meet the demands of their
respective regions.
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Peter Ross-Edwards Causeway: upgrade
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — My
adjournment issue is for the attention of the Minister for
Transport in the other place. It regards a section of the
Midland Highway between Shepparton and
Mooroopna, known as the Peter Ross-Edwards
Causeway.
The long-awaited work to upgrade that section of road
is due to begin this week and will not be completed
until late next year. As the minister is well aware, the
work about to be undertaken on the causeway is
necessary because in its current state the road does not
meet safety standards. In 2002 VicRoads compiled a
planning study that made eight recommendations to the
government for the upgrade of this section of the
Midland Highway.
The recommendations ranged from a basic upgrade that
would bring the road up to bare minimum safety
standards, but not including lighting, to a six-lane
divided highway with lighting. Seven of the eight
recommendations included lighting for the entire length
of the causeway. Unfortunately the option chosen by
the government for the upgrade is only the basic option,
and therefore the work about to begin will only bring
the road up to bare minimum safety standards and does
not include lighting for the entire section of road.
The section of road I am referring to is the road that
connects the two population centres of Shepparton and
Mooroopna. It crosses the Goulburn River and the river
flats and floodway that surround it. It is a winding
section of road that includes six bridges. It has been
built up quite high to allow for a connection between
the two centres when the surrounding river flats are in
flood. At many points there is a sheer drop of around
3 metres from the road surface to the river flat below.
It is unfortunate that due to the winding nature of the
road there are several sharp turns at the approach to the
bridges. This often leads to damage to the guardrails of
the bridges when motorists are caught unaware and are
not able to control their vehicles. Due to the
surrounding bushland this section of road is very dark
at night. It is a section of road that is desperately in need
of lighting to improve safety conditions at night.
The causeway upgrade planning study identified the
cost of providing lighting at only $370 000. In a letter I
received from the minister last year I was advised this
cost would now be closer to $600 000. With work
about to begin on the safety upgrade, now is the time
for lights to be installed on this section of road. It can

ADJOURNMENT
2324

COUNCIL

never get any cheaper and our community should not
be inconvenienced a second time.
In the interests of the safety of the drivers and
passengers of the 23 000 vehicles that access this road
daily I request that the minister provide the additional
funding necessary to allow lighting to be installed on
the Peter Ross-Edwards Causeway during the
construction works that are due to begin this week.

Timber industry: auctions
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Tonight I wish to
direct to the attention of the Minister for Agriculture in
the other place a matter regarding VicForests timber
auctions. VicForests had its second online auction for
timber on 2 June. It was a substantial auction of some
700 000 cubic metres of timber. The first auction was
held in April for 174 000 cubic metres, but this was a
much more significant auction.
The outcome of the auction has been an absolute
disaster for the industry. I understand that only four
sawmilling companies were successful in purchasing
any significant quantity of resource as an outcome of
the auction. Many missed out entirely and some only
obtained a very minimal quantity. Even those who were
successful had to pay prices that were somewhere
between 20 and 50 per cent above expectations.
It has been suggested to me that was because the
auction process did not follow the path for which
industry participants train and therefore the path that
was expected, and that the great uncertainty of the
process led to the higher prices, which in the long term
are simply not sustainable.
As I understand it, the auction process led to grievances
being lodged on every single lot, and just over 100 lots
were put forward for auction. Indeed the grievance
process has prompted letters today to VicForests from
legal representatives of the Victorian Association of
Forest Industries querying whether the grievance
process is legal and whether the panel appointed to hear
the grievances had the power to determine the outcome.
They make the point in their letter to VicForests that the
grievance panel, which consisted of a representative of
VicForests and a member of the online company that
conducted the auction, simply meant that the grievance
committee became a judge of its own cause. It seems to
me there needs to be greater independence in the
grievance process.
In debate in this chamber a month ago I said that the
timber industry was perilously close to collapse and I
am now firmer in this view. Unless the government acts
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quickly and decisively, many small sawmill operations
in Victoria will simply fall over. If that occurs, it means
a greater reliance on imported timber products to our
country, and that is a bad thing both in terms of an
import position but also an environmental position if
we are relying on imports from other countries of lesser
environmental standards than we adopt for forest
harvesting practices.
My request to the minister is that as a matter of urgency
he arranges to meet with the industry, probably through
the Victorian Association of Forest Industries, the
industry representative body and VicForests, review the
auction system and put in place a system for timber
sales that is in the best interests of the community, the
industry and the government, and I deliberately put
them in that order — that is, the community, the
industry and the government.

North Western Province: seniors reading aids
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
adjournment matter tonight is directed to the Minister
for Aged Care, Mr Jennings. The request is for the
minister to put in place a loan or rental program of
reading aids for our aged community members who
suffer from vision impairment. This is a huge issue in
the Sunraysia area, which has an ever-increasing aged
population — for very good reason, I might add,
because the weather is good and the amenities of the
area are attractive to all ages but particularly to more
senior members of the community.
Using this equipment is best described as being similar
to looking a microfiche. However, it works differently.
As you slide a book or a sheet of paper onto a
horizontal plate it is reflected onto a screen that has a
number of adjustments such as brightness, size and
positioning so that the user can get the maximum effect
from the unit. An elderly lady in Mildura, whom I
believe is 90, is an avid collector of stamps. I suspect
you could say stamps are her purpose in life, but her
hobby is made difficult due to her impaired vision.
We have a great Vision Australia unit in Sunraysia,
which is run by Jenny Gibbons. I have worked closely
with it over a number of years. When I spoke to Jenny
about this issue she advised me that the Sunraysia
catchment has in excess of 700 clients, with probably
just as many out there who do not have any contact
with the unit for one reason or another. Jenny informed
me that there are various models of this device, ranging
from a simple hand-held magnifying glass that may be
illuminated and a model that transfers the words of a
document onto a television screen right up to the fully
stand-alone system I mentioned that does the lot. The
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cost of the units ranges from the very basic at perhaps
$100 up to a machine that does the lot at in excess of
$5000, so it is clear they are not affordable for many of
our people.
In Mildura Vision Australia has some machines that
clients can use in-house or take on trial, but it does not
have the capacity to do any more than that at present. I
understand the Department of Veteran Affairs has a
program that provides some assistance in the area, but
that is of little help to many of our aged and
vision-impaired people. I suspect the best way forward
may be to have the minister’s department have a look at
the various options that are available and ensure there is
a requirement, which I strongly believe there is, that is
not being met. Therefore on behalf of members of our
vision-impaired community of all ages I request the
minister to facilitate a loan or rental program of reading
aids which would greatly improve the quality of life for
many of our community members.

Wallan: truck stop redevelopment
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I have
an issue for the Minister for Transport in the other place
regarding the redevelopment of the Wallan truck stop. I
raise the issue of the plight of a small businessman,
Mr Tony Laro. Tony’s plight has been drawn to my
attention by Mike Dalmau, the Liberal candidate for
Seymour. Mike Dalmau told me that Tony, with his late
wife, who died from cancer some years ago, set up their
business at the Wallan truck stop some 13 years ago. I
called in there on Sunday, and Tony does provide a
wonderful service, working out of a container. There
are always a lot of trucks there and many campervans,
and people were standing around talking. I was very
impressed with the service he offers. I was told that in
the early days the couple struggled in the business but
persisted through all sorts of weather. They served great
hamburgers and fresh, healthy cooked food. They also
gave personal advice and became personal friends with
many of the truckies and regular travellers who went
through.
I am told that Tony is a modern day hero to these
people. I am told he is like the other icon on the
Hume — the Dog on the Tuckerbox. Today the people
who call in there are his friends, his life and his reason
for living. Mike Dalmau told me that as a person who
has suffered himself, he can really understand Tony’s
plight. It is not about business and profits but about real
people. Mike Dalmau has asked me to ask the minister
to stand up for this man, who is loved by every truck
driver. I believe Tony has book of petitions and
comments for people to sign on the way through.
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Tony Laro is a small business operator who must be
supported in this redevelopment. There are many
questions about the Wallan redevelopment. What
process has VicRoads used? Did it publicly advertise
for expressions of interest? Was it an open process to
allow any company to apply? How do we know we are
getting the best deal for all Victorians? What are the
conditions allowing companies to establish at Wallan?
The community is asking a lot of questions about it. But
getting back to Tony Laro, this is a most important
personal issue for this man who has provided enormous
service to the community over many years. I ask the
Minister for Transport to instruct VicRoads that in the
redevelopment of the Wallan truck stop a suitable site
be made available to Tony Laro so that he can continue
to operate his small business of 13 years.

Responses
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Koch raised the matter of
community neighbourhood houses and learning centres.
I will refer that to the Minister for Local Government.
Ms Carbines raised the matter of trail bike usage on
Crown land. I will refer that to the Minister for
Environment in the other place.
Mr Vogels raised the matter of local libraries. I will
refer that to the Minister for Local Government.
Mr Drum raised the matter of the Bendigo Health Care
Group. I will refer that matter to the Minister for Health
in the other place.
Ms Lovell raised the matter of the Midland Highway
and the Peter Ross-Edwards Causeway. I will refer that
to the Minister for Transport in the other place.
Mr Hall raised the matter of VicForests timber auctions.
I will refer that to the Minister for Agriculture in the
other place.
Mr Bishop raised in quite some detail the matter of
reading aids for the aged community in his electorate. I
will refer that to the Minister for Aged Care.
Mr Stoney raised the matter of the Wallan truck stop
redevelopment. I will refer that matter to the Minister
for Transport in the other place.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 5.10 p.m.

2326

COUNCIL

VICTORIA RACING CLUB BILL
Wednesday, 14 June 2006

COUNCIL

Wednesday, 14 June 2006
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

VICTORIA RACING CLUB BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY SECURITY OF PAYMENT
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr GAVIN
JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care).

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on Results of financial statement
audits for agencies with other than 30 June 2005 balance
dates, and other audits, June 2006.
Forensic Leave Panel — Report, 2005.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Casterton Kelpie Festival
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — A uniquely
Australian event that symbolises the traditional image
of the bush took place at Casterton over the Queen’s
Birthday weekend. The Casterton kelpie muster
commemorates the Australian kelpie dog, first bred at
Warrock Homestead near Casterton in the 1870s.
Some years ago, on learning of the significance of the
Casterton kelpie to the Casterton district, the town
launched its claim of being the birthplace of the kelpie
breed. Peter Corlett, well known for his statue of
Sir Edward ‘Weary’ Dunlop, was commissioned to
sculpt a statue, which now stands proudly in front of the
Casterton Town Hall. This year people from all over
Australia, and indeed from as far away as Norway and
Singapore, joined one of the muster’s biggest crowds.
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Events over the weekend included dog trials, a kelpie
parade, social activities and the enormously successful
kelpie auction. A new record price of $5400 was paid
for a hardworking kelpie named Bagalla Mick, bred by
Ian ‘Spud’ O’Connell of Hamilton. Twenty months old,
Bagalla Mick won the novice yard dog state
championships earlier this year and was sold to a
Tasmanian buyer. This is a great result for
Mr O’Connell, especially as the Casterton kelpie
muster was his idea.
My congratulations go to the Casterton Kelpie
Association, its president, David Levy, the festival
organiser, Sarah Smith, and a dedicated team of
volunteers for organising a very successful
10th Casterton kelpie muster.

Refugees: offshore processing
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) —
Following my 90-second contribution last Thursday I
note with continuing disbelief that 26 Australian
citizens have been wrongfully placed in detention. The
former immigration minister Phillip Ruddock has
revealed that 26 of another possible 220 wrongful
detainees have been investigated by the commonwealth
Ombudsman and have been found to be Australian
citizens.
The Howard government’s record on refugees is
deplorable. I note in yesterday’s press that four
coalition members are leading a revolt against the
Howard government’s new laws that propose all
asylum seekers will be processed outside Australia. I
hope these members are brave and true to their beliefs
and maintain their opposition to these insidious laws
that will once again see women and children locked up.
This legislation is an attempt to appease the
Indonesians, who, albeit an important neighbour,
should not be the dictators of Australian foreign policy,
or indeed, any policy.
This new legislation provides no prospect of review or
appeal against decisions made to grant or deny people
asylum. It also denies legal representation. I note the
Senate’s legal and constitutional committee, with four
coalition members, examined the proposed laws and
recommended that they not proceed. Of the
137 submissions, 136 were opposed to the legislation.
To the four brave coalition members, I say: maintain
your opposition!

Liana Indovino
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I raise the
issue of Liana Indovino, a young disabled girl. She was
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born with cerebral palsy and has been cared for by her
single mother all of her life. Her mother is one of the
thousands of Victorian carers who put their own lives
on hold and have to work very hard all hours of the day
to make quite certain that their disabled people are
cared for. Liana’s mother is exhausted and fragile, and
she desperately needs to have Liana housed in
permanent care. She reflects, as I said, the plight of
carers across Victoria.
The Bracks government has presided over a huge
increase in the waiting list for permanent housing for
disabled people. In the recent state budget the disability
sector was totally ignored by the Labor government,
which gloated over a huge surplus but did nothing for
the thousands of disabled Victorians.
I received a succinct and passionate letter from Liana’s
brother, who implored action on behalf of Liana and the
thousands of Victorians in the same position. The
Bracks government has ignored the pleas from Liana’s
family. The Minister for Community Services in the
other house must address this issue as a matter of
urgency, and I call on her to get accommodation for
Liana immediately.

Alcoa: Make an Impact campaign
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — Last Friday I was
delighted to officially launch the Make an Impact
campaign, a joint initiative of Alcoa and Greening
Australia, at Deakin University’s waterfront campus in
Geelong.
The Make an Impact campaign aims to raise awareness
of the role Australian households play in generating
greenhouse gases as they contribute about 20 per cent
of our total emissions. Most importantly the campaign
commits Alcoa’s work force and its families to working
towards changing the statistics and to becoming part of
the solution to global climate change. Seven thousand
Alcoa employees across three states will receive a
footprint reduction kit containing a greenhouse
calculator and tips on how to lower energy and water
consumption and more effectively manage waste.
As Parliamentary Secretary for Environment I
congratulate Alcoa for its ongoing work with Greening
Australia, a partnership which goes back 24 years and
which has seen over 10 million trees planted to
revegetate degraded land across Australia. Alcoa is
certainly an industry leader in the Geelong community,
being an excellent environmental role model. Alcoa
continues to find new ways to lessen its footprint on our
planet and the Make an Impact campaign is to be
commended.
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Dr Frank Pyke
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
make some comments on the retirement of Dr Frank
Pyke as the chief executive officer of the Victorian
Institute of Sport. This evening there will be a function
to honour his work at the institute over some 16 years.
Dr Pyke was recruited to head the Victorian Institute of
Sport and has done a remarkable job. He has been the
only director of that institute. He took it from fairly
modest facilities to the facility we have today in Punt
Road, which is now one of the world’s leading sports
centres. It is an important part of the Australian Institute
of Sport’s network certainly in the development of elite
athletes but also in the development of programs that
assist everybody who is a plugger at sports as well.
Dr Pyke’s specialisation was in sports medicine, and I
think he has done some outstanding work in assembling
a team that is developing the expertise and performance
levels of sportsmen in Victoria and has also contributed
a great deal, particularly in respect of injury recovery.
Unfortunately, in the short term Dr Pyke intends to
spend at least some of his retirement in Adelaide. He
has made a significant contribution and leaves very big
shoes to fill. I commend him on behalf of the house.

Migrants: community acceptance
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — Yesterday morning’s
Age carried a story that Victorians are more supportive
of migrants than are people living in other Australian
states. The report said that 63 per cent of Victorians
believe immigrants play a constructive role and have a
positive influence, whereas in other states about half the
population share this view. While the positive attitude
to recent immigrants in Victoria is without a doubt
influenced by the history of the state, it is also true that
this good news is the result of successive state
governments showing leadership in supporting and
speaking up for multiculturalism.
The report says that about a quarter of the people living
in New South Wales believe migrants are more likely
to be involved in crime and that only 18 per cent of
Victorians think this. While the issue of community
leadership is important, the greatest sense of acceptance
of immigrants in Victoria also seems to be a result of
Melbourne being a less topographically segmented city.
Melbourne is not broken up by water and hills so
people interact more and understand each other better.
The Bracks government’s strong support of
multiculturalism and community building through its
small grants program, for example, plays a critical role
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in strengthening local communities and celebrating the
backgrounds and cultures of immigrant communities.
People who feel valued and respected by the general
community are more likely to embrace their new home
and subscribe to its aspirations.

Harness racing: country meetings
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — The V3
proposal by Harness Racing Victoria has turned out to
be a financial disaster. Twelve months into the program
now we have had ample opportunity to see the nearly
30 meetings that have transferred from seven smaller
communities to their host clubs. We are eagerly
awaiting the result of the state government’s review of
the whole racing industry. We are waiting for the
government to put together a governance model of the
harness racing industry to know whether down the track
we will see harness racing TAB meetings return to
some of our smaller clubs.
Certainly clubs such as Boort, St Arnaud and
Wedderburn are not experiencing any benefits in taking
their meetings to the host club of Charlton, even though
Charlton is doing a fantastic job in promoting its club
and presenting meetings. The proposal was put forward
by the board of Harness Racing Victoria because it was
going to create substantial financial gains to the
industry. Those financial gains, 12 months on, are
certainly not there. They have been selective with the
use of their figures, they have not been comparing
apples with apples, and it is time Harness Racing
Victoria came clean and told the industry that the
V3 proposal is not the benefit that it thought it would
be.

Industrial relations: WorkChoices
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I would like
to commend the federal Leader of the Labor Party, Kim
Beazley, on his commitment to scrap Australian
workplace agreements and restore unfair dismissal
laws. At the next federal election the Australian people
will have a clear choice. On the one hand they will have
the coalition, which is determined in its so-called
WorkChoices legislation to drive down the cost of
labour to the benefit of employers and to the detriment
of employees, while on the other hand they have a
Labor Party which is committed to improving the living
standards of all Victorians and Australians.
The federal government trumpets that its new
WorkChoices legislation will improve productivity.
There is absolutely no evidence that that is the case.
What it will do is disadvantage many hundreds of
thousands of Australian workers, particularly young
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employees who are in low or semi-skilled occupations,
with no opportunity to bargain, and create a cohort
called the working poor, which is totally at variance
with the traditional Australian ethos of a fair go for all.
The federal government is proud to say that the
unemployment rate is now 4.9 per cent, but you only
need to work 1 hour a fortnight to be considered as
employed. If we add to the 4.9 per cent the number of
workers who would like to work more hours, the
unemployment rate would probably be closer to 10 per
cent. This will be the legacy of the federal government,
on which the Australian people will pass judgment in
2007.

Preschools: funding
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My matter
today concerns the remarkably good policy released
today by the Leader of the Opposition in the other
house, Ted Baillieu, that will assist Victorian
kindergarten students across the state. An amount of
$730 will be provided on a per capita basis to
kindergartens for every student, and this is very
important because all of the international evidence
shows very clearly that money invested in early
childhood services is very important.
We believe in ensuring that children are well educated
and that they are given the best chance in life. The
people who are unable to afford to send their children to
kindergarten will be able to do so under this policy.
I congratulate the Age for putting the story on its front
page today, as it is a very significant story for all
Victorians, particularly those with children who will
attend kindergarten. It is important to understand that
the $730 bonus grant that would be paid for every child
at kindergarten would lift the standard in kindergartens.
There would also be money for clusters to improve
services there and for rural kindergartens — there
would be a whole program of grants.
All Victorians would be proud of what would be a very
good program. This government should support it. The
Premier should think again and direct the money into
early childhood services — into kindergartens.

Industrial relations: WorkChoices
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I wish to congratulate the
federal Minister for Mistakes, the Honourable Amanda
Vanstone, who once again has let the cat out of the bag
and explained to all of us what the real agenda is behind
the new industrial relations policy of the federal
government.
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Two weeks ago in Perth she told a particular group that
the real benefit of the industrial relations policy is that it
will have a detrimental effect on and suppress real
wages, and that it will therefore remove the ability of
the unions to interact with the economy. There it is:
right from the mouth of one of the federal government’s
own ministers — the Minister for Mistakes — that it is
about getting to the union movement and that it is
therefore necessary to allow the importation of guest
workers who will be used to suppress real wage growth
in the Australian economy.
Of course I do not oppose bringing in skilled labour
when we do not have a particular skill in the country,
but when all and sundry are brought in just to attack the
conditions of ordinary working men and women in this
country, it is a disgrace, and the federal government
will pay for it at the next election. I say: bring on that
next election, because Labor is back in town!

Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre: legal clinic
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — On 25 May I had the
privilege of launching a unique new pro bono legal
clinic for the Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre at the
offices of lawyers Baker and McKenzie. This cancer
patients legal clinic will provide free legal advice to
those suffering from cancer, people for whom the
added burden of legal fees may just be too much. The
involvement of Baker and McKenzie in the cancer
patients legal clinic demonstrates that lawyers are
willing to make the most of their abilities and respond
to the community and those in need.
The cancer patients legal clinic is the first service of its
kind anywhere in the world and is an innovative and
reasoned approach to the problems that beset cancer
sufferers and their families. I applaud Baker and
McKenzie for its work with the world-renowned Peter
Mac and hope this innovative approach to the provision
of pro bono assistance will set a precedent for more of
its kind throughout Australia, and the world.

Rail: Ringwood and Camberwell stations
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — Today I want to
speak particularly about Ringwood railway station,
which is part of the transit cities program and which has
been allocated $2.3 million in this budget to commence
the development of the station. It is very much needed.
Having spent some months on railway stations I feel
very qualified to speak of them. Ringwood railway
station is sorely in need of redevelopment, and I look
forward to the state government’s transit cities program
developing Ringwood station.
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I would also like to speak about Camberwell railway
station, where I also spent quite a lot of time over a
six-month period. I would like to see the government
go ahead and develop Camberwell railway station as
fast as it can. It is one of the ugliest, draughtiest and
filthiest places I have ever stood to catch a train. Its
redevelopment is almost more important than that of
Ringwood station. It is ugly, draughty and absolutely
filthy, with bottles and wrappers everywhere. It is a
dirty station in urgent need of redevelopment.

PRESCHOOLS: GOVERNMENT
ADMINISTRATION
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I move:
That this house calls on the Victorian government to move
the responsibility for preschools from the Department of
Human Services to the department of school education.

Before I start, I want to make sure that people do not
get hung up on the terminology I have used in this
motion. I have used the term ‘department of school
education’ deliberately to make it very clear what I
mean by linking preschools with schools within the
education system. The current official title for the
department is the Department of Education and
Training, and I could have used that title but I wanted to
make sure that the link between preschools and schools
is well and truly spelt out in the motion, so I have
chosen to use those words.
I gave notice two weeks ago that I would move this
motion along with another motion. They now appear in
my name on the notice paper as notices of motion 1 and
7. Before speaking particularly on motion 1, I want to
draw the attention of the house to notice of motion 7,
where I called on the government to reverse its decision
to sell Victoria’s share of Snowy Hydro, and I am
pleased to say that was achieved with 100 per cent
success within three days of putting it on the notice
paper.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Thank you. I am happy to
take the plaudits, but I will make a point on that in a
minute. With notice of motion 1 standing in my name I
have achieved 50 percent success, because judging
from what appeared on the front page of the Age today,
the Liberal Party has now adopted the policy of The
Nationals to move the responsibility for kindergartens
from the Department of Human Services to the
education department.
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I am absolutely delighted that it has finally seen the
light and accepted that it is The Nationals’ policy. I
have absolutely no doubt in my mind that had this
motion not been due for debate today the article on the
front page of today’s Age would not have appeared,
because the Liberal Party would not have made a
decision. It certainly had not made a decision two
weeks ago. I am delighted that it has made that decision
today and finally seen the light. I have already achieved
a 50 per cent success rate with those notices of motion.
I have no doubt that in due course the pressure on the
government will be such that it will come on board and
decide to move preschools into education, giving The
Nationals a 100 per cent success rate.
The success of these notices of motion demonstrates the
effectiveness of a small party in the Victorian
Parliament. We will never have government in our own
right, but we can successfully apply pressure to both of
the major parties. Today’s motion proves that we are
able to achieve success. Some would describe us as
being the conscience of conservative politics in this
Parliament. I might say that we are also the conscience
of the government in a lot of matters — and it is being
dragged, screaming and kicking, to the table on many
of the finer initiatives The Nationals have advanced in
this Parliament over many years. Today I am absolutely
delighted to have the opportunity of moving this
motion. I am also absolutely delighted that the Liberal
Party has come on board and accepted the policy
position of The Nationals, a policy position, I might
add, that we have held for over four years. We went to
the last election with this policy position and now we
await the government’s doing the right thing by young
children in Victoria and supporting this particular
resolution.
I will get to the issue itself. I will not spend time this
morning arguing the benefits of four-year-olds
attending a full year of kindergarten. The benefits are
significant and include both educational and social
benefits. Prep teachers consistently see the distinct
advantage in the level of learning readiness of children
who have experienced at least a full year of preschool.
Some would argue very strongly that there is extra
educational benefit in children having two years of
preschool, and the socialisation benefits are equally
important. The merits of preschool are universally
accepted. I do not think we will have any argument
from members in this chamber today about such merits,
so I am not going to spend time arguing the merits.
The issue is whether the current preschool structure in
Victoria is sustainable and whether young children
would be better served if preschools operated under
different administrative arrangements. The Nationals
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believe our preschool system would be strengthened by
moving the responsibility for preschools from the
Department of Human Services to the Department of
Education and Training. This morning we will put
some very strong arguments in support of our case. We
will listen with great interest to the response of the
Labor Party. We will also listen to and study with great
interest the detail of the announcement in the paper this
morning by the Liberal Party. I hope that government
members will express some personal views about
whether it is more appropriate for preschools to come
under education rather than under the Department of
Human Services.
That is how I will outline my arguments this morning. I
will be supported by at least Mr Drum from my party,
and if there is sufficient time, by my other colleagues
Mr Baxter and Mr Bishop. We share a common strong
view and are united on this issue. We are also prepared
to give 10 minutes of our time to Ms Hadden, the
Independent, to give her the opportunity to express a
view on this motion. If Mr Olexander were to ask for
time on this issue, we would extend the same courtesy
to him. The Nationals are the conscience of the
Parliament. We make sure everybody gets a fair go, no
matter the size of their party or who they are.
I will briefly give some background to the situation in
respect of preschools. I hope the Honourable Carolyn
Hirsh and others are listening to the arguments I will
put forward, because I know that Ms Hirsh shares an
interest in preschools and I hope she will participate in
the debate.
Mr Pullen — The member will not listen, and she
has already got her speech.
Hon. P. R. HALL — All right, we will look at it
later on the record. I want to hear the arguments.
First of all I want to spell out where we are with
preschools in Victoria at the moment. Preschools, or
kindergartens as many of us call them, are not
compulsory in Victoria. It is the view of The Nationals
that they should not be compulsory and that even if
they move to a department of school education, they
should remain non-compulsory.
Currently almost 60 000 four-year-olds are enrolled in
Victorian preschools, as are a number of
three-year-olds, although, as I understand it, the
department does not keep a record of the number of
three-year-olds enrolled. According to Department of
Human Services figures, the participation rate is a
healthy 94.4 per cent. I say ‘healthy’ because that is
good, but I also say that there is a growing danger that
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that participation rate will drop off unless urgent
measures are taken to address some of the financial,
access and staffing issues which I will outline in my
contribution this morning.
Close to 2000 teachers are employed in nearly
1600 funded kindergartens throughout Victoria. Of
interest is that almost 60 per cent of those kindergarten
teachers have part-time positions and that roughly
40 per cent of them have full-time positions. That such
a majority of positions are part-time is unique in the
education sector. The state government pays a rate per
child which covers, at the best estimate, 40 per cent of
the cost of kindergartens. There is, and always has
been, a contribution from the state government towards
the cost of the provision of preschools in Victoria.
The average fee paid by parents for their four-year-olds
to attend kindergartens is $165 per term. That amounts
to about $660 per year that parents of preschool
children pay in fees — for, I might add, 10-hour weeks
of preschool. Because there is no government
contribution for three-year-olds, the fees for those
children are much higher than that.
Kindergartens in Victoria are controlled by the
Department of Human Services but are run by
voluntary committees of management. There are some
cluster management groups and some local
governments that play a role in coordinating preschool
services, but essentially, as I said earlier, preschools in
this state are run by voluntary committees of
management. I will spend some time talking about that
aspect of preschools.
I might add that there is now legislation that allows for
schools to establish preschools, but that has not been
taken up widely basically because of the lack of
funding support from government. Why would a school
offer to administer a preschool program when it will
receive only of the order of 40 per cent from
government grants in return? Schools already find it
difficult enough to run their programs on the budgets
given to them; it should be readily acknowledged that
they would not be so keen to take on extra
responsibilities if they were to receive only 40 per cent
in government funding.
I will outline some of the problems that exist in our
preschool system. In doing so I want to acknowledge
the wonderful dedication and commitment of staff to
providing an education for children in preschools. I also
want to acknowledge the great contribution by parents
towards making preschools such a success. Parents I
know whose children attend preschools put in a lot of
hours of voluntary work to ensure that the
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kindergartens run well. I want to acknowledge that
great work by staff and parents. In saying that I need to
declare that my mother was a preschool assistant for
some 30 years before she retired, so I have some
interest in the topic and have learnt how they operate
from her experience of 30 years in preschools.
Among the problems that exist are the costs. I will talk
about that in more detail, in terms of both the fees that
parents are required to pay and also the fundraising they
have to undertake. I will also talk about class sizes. The
government would be keen to listen to the arguments
about class sizes, particularly when it has advocated so
strongly for prep and grade 1 class sizes to be of the
order of 20 to 21, while it is not uncommon for
preschools to have, and they are allowed to have, class
sizes of 28 to 30.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — It is a different ball game.
Hon. P. R. HALL — It is a different ball game, said
the Honourable Carolyn Hirsh. We will listen to the
arguments she puts forward in her contribution to this
debate.
I will also spend some time talking about the workload
on volunteer committees. I particularly want to talk
about a very serious problem — that is, the recruitment
of staff to run preschool programs. I also want to talk
about kindergarten teachers, not only about the shortage
of teachers, which I referred to earlier, but also about
the professional isolation experienced by kindergarten
teachers, the lack of job security and the lack of any
career structure, and I also want to talk about salary
parity. All these are important problems that impact
upon the provision of preschool services in Victoria.
Let me go to the issue of costs first of all. Department
of Human Services figures suggest that the median fee
for preschools throughout Victoria is $150 per term,
which equates to $600 per year for a 10-hour preschool
week. I compare that with school fees. As we know,
school fees are voluntary — although the majority of
schools ask for fees, they are strictly voluntary — and
they are for a 30-hour school week. To get it into
perspective, parents are paying a $600 median fee per
year for a 10-hour week at kindergarten, while no fees
are required for a 30-hour school week. The
department’s figures suggest that the median fee is
$150 per term; the Australian Education Union (AEU)
suggests that the average fee is $165 per term, or
$665 per year. Whatever measure you use, it is a costly
exercise for families at a time when they can least
afford it.
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I refer to the Australian Education Union’s document
Public Education in Victoria — Education for
Everyone’s Needs. It is a very good document that the
AEU has put together, expressing the need for
education in this state. I know it has been sent to all
members of Parliament, so we all have access to it.
Page 13 of that document talks about recognising early
childhood as the first step in education and about the
cost of access to preschool education. It states:
Fees paid by parents in metropolitan areas have increased to
an average of $668 per year, an increase of 340 per cent since
1992–93. In rural Victoria, the fees have increased to an
average of $620 per year, an increase of 410 per cent since
1992-93 …

Those figures are sourced from the 2005–06 budget
submission of Kindergarten Parents Victoria. The
document makes an important point:
In all other states, except NSW, preschool is free —
maximising access especially for those children who would
benefit most.

It is a costly exercise for parents to send their children
to preschool and, as I said, it comes at a time when the
financial pressures on families are probably at their
greatest. If you have children attending preschool, it is
likely that you also have other toddlers or kids who
have started school, and parents therefore have the cost
factor of providing for the needs of all their children.
The mums of preschool children are more likely to be
at home or, if they are working, they will have
significant child-care costs. Parents of preschool-age
children are also at the age at which they are most likely
to be buying a home. The cumulative cost pressures on
parents of preschool-aged children are very significant,
and the requirement to pay between $600 and $700 per
year for preschool fees is an impost they can hardly
afford.
I will quickly mention the $300 kids bonus, or ‘Steve’s
lotto’, as some letters to newspapers have put it. If you
are lucky enough to have a child starting year 7 or year
prep next year, you get $300. I am not saying that is a
bad thing: if there is the capacity to help parents whose
kids are starting primary or secondary school, then that
is a good thing. But I also say that the cost pressures on
parents who send their children to preschool are even
greater, particularly when they have significant fees pay
like the ones I have just outlined. As I said in my
response to the budget papers, there is sufficient
capacity in the budget to provide a great deal more for
those people in need. I suggest that one of those areas
of desperate need is support for parents sending their
children to preschool.
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I have received a fair amount of comment from
different people since I announced that I would be
moving this motion. I had a call last Friday from one of
the parents on the committee of the Neerim South
kindergarten, which is in my electorate. She expressed
to me the committee’s support of this motion. The
parents at that kindergarten will be signing a petition
which will be tabled in Parliament in due course. The
lady mentioned to me that Neerim South kindergarten
is a typical kindergarten where parents of
four-year-olds pay $150 in fees per term to send their
children for 10 hours per week. Parents of
three-year-olds also pay $100 per term in fees for
2 hours of kindergarten per week.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — Three-year-olds don’t need
kindergarten.
Hon. P. R. HALL — By way of interjection, the
Honourable Carolyn Hirsh said that three-year-olds do
not need kindergarten. Perhaps she could read the
Public Education in Victoria — Education for
Everyone’s Needs document that I referred to before.
She should read page 10 of that report — —
Mr Viney — Who produced that document?
Hon. P. R. HALL — I have already said that it is
produced by the Australian Education Union. Does
Mr Viney have a problem with that?
Mr Viney — You are pandering to the union
movement!
Hon. P. R. HALL — It would be a first for The
Nationals to be pandering to the union movement. One
thing we are able to do in The Nationals, through you,
President, is to get along with a broad range of people. I
have absolutely no problem talking to friends that I
have in the Australian Education Union. I am delighted
to have the opportunity of addressing the union’s
annual conference on behalf of The Nationals in a few
weeks time and will take great pleasure in doing so. If
Mr Viney suggests I am biased towards the Australian
Education Union, then I will put on the record that I
was a teacher for 13 years in the public education
system. For all of those years I was a member of the
then Victorian Secondary Teachers Association
(VSTA) which was a forerunner of the Australian
Education Union. I have no qualms at all about
consulting with people from a very broad church from
right across Victoria.
Mr Viney — How many times did you go on strike,
Peter?
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Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Viney, through you,
President, asked me, by interjection, how many times
did I go on strike. I say this to Mr Viney: I never went
on strike.
Mr Viney — No, how many times did you vote to
go on strike?
Hon. P. R. HALL — I never went on strike. I was a
member of the VSTA for 13 years and I did not go on
strike once. It was against my principles, but I did not
see anything wrong with being part of a union.
Earlier, by way of interjection, the Honourable Carolyn
Hirsh suggested that kindergarten is not necessary for
three-year-olds. She should have a look at the
international educational research about children who
have spent two years in education, particularly work
done by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation
and Development using the Program for International
Student Assessment report in 2003. The information is
all on page 10 of this report. The parliamentary
Education and Training Committee would be happy to
provide further information to Ms Hirsh which spells
out the benefits of children spending two years in
preschool education.
I want to return to the cost factor of sending children to
preschools in Victoria. I want to talk about fundraising,
because parents of preschool children spend a great
deal of their time fundraising to keep the cost of fees
down. Fundraising is particularly hard in country
Victoria, because the numbers of children in preschools
are probably not as great as they are in metropolitan
areas. In the city you can have up to two groups of
30 children, which means there would be 60 sets of
parents who would contribute to both the fees and
fundraising requirements of running the preschool. But
this is not the case in country communities where there
are often smaller groups.
In some instances in rural communities there may be
10 children in a group — for example, Omeo and
Swifts Creek in the Tambo Valley are small
communities which combine to run a preschool
program. At best there are up to 10 children in those
programs. That makes the continued viability of those
programs difficult to achieve. I know that the
government provides some additional grant money for
kindergartens where I think there are less than
16 children in a group, and certainly less than 10. There
is some additional grant money, but there is still a
requirement to pay a teacher at a level that is required
under awards. Whether that person is teaching
10 children or 28 children they are still paid the same,
and so they should be. However, there is an extra cost
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factor involved with 10 children, because there is not
the same number of people from whom fees can be
raised or who can participate in fundraising.
In one of the articles to which I will refer later I noticed
a reference to a small community in Mr Bishop’s
electorate around Mildura. Something like nine families
involved with a small kindergarten had to fundraise
$17 000 to keep their preschool afloat. That was a
significant hardship for the people in that rural
community. The fundraising issue is an important one,
and it is particularly prominent in rural Victoria, where
we have smaller kindergarten sizes. As I said before,
government funding provides about 40 per cent of the
cost of running preschools. The fees paid by parents
and the fundraising efforts provide 60 per cent of the
costs.
I want to talk about class sizes. Again, I will refer the
house to the Australian Education Union’s document. It
says this about class sizes:
Group sizes in preschools remain high at an estimated
average of 28 children aged three to four years.

That is the case; I have spoken to preschools in my
electorate, and there can be up to 30 children in some of
those groups. One teacher and an assistant responsibly
looking after 30 children aged three to four years is a
very difficult ask. For children of that age, as the
government itself would claim, class numbers closer to
20 and 21 are a far more desirable outcome than the
figure of 28 or so, which is the average kindergarten
class size in Victoria.
I want to talk about the workload on volunteer
committees. In most cases parents each year are
required to form a volunteer committee of management
to run their preschool. The problems they experience
include the fact that there is no continuity in the
committees of management, because there are mostly
new faces in the committees from year to year. It is not
often that a parent would have a child in a preschool for
two years in succession, so quite frequently there is a
change in the faces on the committee each year. The
new people have to come in and learn the job and
undertake some of the very important tasks that those
on the committee are required to undertake.
Many members of the volunteer committees of
management have said to me that they are not experts
in accounting, payroll, occupational health and safety,
legal liability or the recruitment of staff, yet they are
required to undertake aspects of each of those tasks in
their roles as members of volunteer committees of
management. Some have suggested to me that they are
spending up to 30 hours per week on committee
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work — time that could well be spent with their
children. Those of us who have served on school
councils or kindergarten committees — and I am sure
many of us have over the years — would appreciate
that a significant time commitment is involved.
One of the other important points made to me by people
who have been on committees of management is that
they feel uncomfortable having too much knowledge
about the financial status of other parents of children
attending the preschools. Parents who claim a
concessional payment have to disclose their financial
position to the volunteer committee of management. It
is uncomfortable for some parents to find themselves in
a position where other parents have to disclose their full
financial details to them. If that can be avoided, I think
it is certainly best avoided.
The members of these committees also find liaising
with their staff difficult sometimes, particularly when
they have to ask the staff to take a pay cut, perhaps
because of falling numbers in the kindergartens. We
frequently find that numbers vary, particularly in some
of our country kindergartens. While for one particular
year a kindergarten director may have a full class and
be working full time, the next year there might be a
collapse in numbers and they have to go back to a
half-time position. It is not as if they can make that time
up in other year levels as they could in a school; in a
kindergarten they are out there by themselves. There is
only one person and one group of children, and a
variation in class numbers can cause a difference in
terms of the time worked. One of the problems
kindergarten teachers face is a problem with
consistency — a lack of continuity in the employment
structure.
Some committee volunteers have described to me their
role on volunteer committees of management by saying
that volunteering is like a part-time job. For many it is;
it is certainly some hours a week that they have to
work, and, as I said, they are doing so at probably the
busiest time of their lives. Having young kids — and
most of us in this chamber have had young kids around
our ankles — is the busiest time of your life, and it is
the time you can least afford to put into other
administrative functions. In terms of preschool
structures around the state, about one-third of
preschools have some local government support in
terms of collecting enrolments and placing children in
kindergartens, but two-thirds of the preschools in this
state still rely totally on volunteer committees of
management.
I want to talk about the staffing situation in preschools,
because I think that is one of the most critical areas that
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we need to address, and that is one of the main reasons
we have put this notice of motion forward. In opening
my contribution, I commented that we need to make
sure that the preschool system in Victoria is sustainable,
and I am of the honest view that if we do not make
some basic structural changes then the current system
will not be sustainable. I want to cite some more
comments of the Australian Education Union, of which
many kindergarten directors are members. On page 14
of Public Education in Victoria — Education for
Everyone’s Needs, the AEU refers to the staffing
situation:
In a 2005 survey of preschool teachers … of the 343 teachers
who responded, 30 per cent indicated that they would retire
within the next three years and a further 25 per cent said they
were considering moving to teach in primary schools within
the next five years.

So we are looking at potentially more than half the
current number of preschool teachers dropping out of
the system — 30 per cent retiring and 25 per cent
moving to primary education. Our preschool system
would totally collapse if we were to lose 55 per cent of
our staff.
Further down on the same page the AEU also
comments that:
… the attraction rate of new entrants to early childhood
education is approximately 20 per year, well short of the
number required.

I mentioned before that there were just under
2000 preschool teachers throughout the state. We need
more than 20 per year coming into the system if we are
going to maintain the equilibrium at the moment.
Obviously with population increases, there will be
greater demands for preschool teachers. We need to be
growing the number of preschool teachers we have in
this state, not reducing it.
Finally the article states:
The key problems at the heart of both attraction and retention
issues in this sector are the lack of salary parity with
schoolteachers, the inappropriate employment structures, the
excessive workloads, inadequate administrative support
coupled with a high level of responsibility and lack of access
to high-quality professional development and professional
support.

After the talking with preschool teachers, I agree with
every one of those sentiments. The shortage of teachers
is a critical problem, and I suspect it is more of a
problem in country Victoria than in Melbourne — for
example, I know from experience that in recent years
the Briagolong community struggled for over
12 months to get a qualified preschool teacher to run its
program. We had to plead with the department for an

PRESCHOOLS: GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION
2336

COUNCIL

exemption for a teacher who was undertaking training
to run that program. At the end of the day that teacher
decided that the uncertainty was too much for her to
bear. She got a full-time job in the primary school
system, and the kindergarten struggled to find
somebody to deliver its program. It is the same with the
Yarram kindergarten. I know that only 12 months ago
that kindergarten, which had been trying for two years
to replace its retiring director, had to ask its director to
defer retirement until a replacement could be found.
That is the sad state of recruitment in country Victoria.
It is extremely hard to attract qualified preschool
teachers to some of these areas.
There is a shortage of relief teachers, which creates a
difficulty if a teacher is not available because of
sickness. I know that in some instances kindergartens
have had to cancel sessions because they have not been
able to find replacement teachers. Secretaries of
committees of management have told me that they have
had to make up to 16 telephone calls to try to find a
replacement teacher who was prepared to travel to a
community to deliver a program when the normal
teacher was absent because of illness. There is a critical
shortage of relief teachers in country Victoria. There is
a lack of job security in the kindergarten system. There
are no guarantees from one year to the next that a
position will be ongoing because it depends totally on
the number of children. If there is a drop in the number
of children either the teacher’s hours are cut or the
position is cut entirely.
There is also an issue of professional isolation. Often
there is only one kindergarten teacher in a town.
Certainly there is no coordinated structure that readily
provides professional development for those teachers.
There is no career structure for preschool teachers —
that is, they are a preschool teacher or they are not a
preschool teacher. Unlike teachers in the school system,
they cannot move on to different positions of
responsibility through a career structure because that is
lacking in the preschool system. The issue of salary
parity has been of concern for some time. I note that
from 1 July beginning preschool teachers will achieve
salary parity with schoolteachers However, that is only
at the entry level, and as time progresses there will still
be a difference between the salary structures of
preschool teachers and schoolteachers.
I want to mention a couple of other issues. One issue
that has not been raised in any of the publicity but is a
problem in the preschool system that we need to
overcome is the provision of support for preschool
students with disabilities. I know it is a big enough
problem for schools to find support for students with
disabilities, but if a student with a disability wants to
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move into a preschool program they have to go through
the commonwealth government to try to get some
support. That has been a difficult process. I have
personal experience over the years where it has been
difficult to find some support so that young children
with disabilities are able to participate in preschool
education.
There are a number of other arguments I want to
advance, and I shall talk about what parents are saying.
There is an excellent article in the Sunday Age of
14 May under the heading ‘Crunch time in the
children’s garden’ and the subheading ‘Parents are
worn out by seemingly endless efforts to raise money,
teachers are leaving for better prospects elsewhere.
Something has to give in a preschool system in need of
urgent overhaul’. I will not have the time to go through
each aspect of that article, but it says:
Teachers, principals, academics, educationalists, union and
parent organisations are calling for an urgent overhaul, saying
makeshift measures will no longer fix the situation.

Add The Nationals’ voice to that call. As I said, we
have been calling for that for over four years now.
From today on we can add the Liberals to that list —
and we are waiting for the Labor Party to come on
board.
The article talks about many of the issues I have
discussed this morning such as the high fee structure
and the demands on parents of being on a volunteer
committee of management. It says:
Some more affluent kindergartens are charging higher fees
and raising money to pay an administrator or bookkeeper to
take the burden away from parents.

That is good if you can afford it, but the vast majority
of our communities simply cannot afford to do that and
have to manage all those tasks themselves.
In fairness and in the interests of balance I refer to a
comment made by Gerard Mansour, the chief executive
officer of Kindergarten Parents Victoria suggesting that
the organisation is not in favour of moving preschool
responsibly from Community Services Victoria to the
Department of Education and Training but is concerned
about the funding issue. I say to Kindergarten Parents
Victoria that the funding issue will be resolved only if
there is a move from the Department of Human
Services to the Department of Education and Training. I
notice from the organisation’s comments on the
Liberal’s announcement this morning that it is certainly
not in total opposition but wants to see more detail.
Following that article, the Sunday Age of 21 May
published comments from correspondents welcoming
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the suggested move of preschools into the education
area. Jennifer Hammett, of Swan Reach, who is one of
my constituents, expressed good views about that. I do
not have time to mention all of those who wrote in but
their views are worth reading.
In terms of what other people are saying, on 18 May of
this year I went to a meeting in Pakenham organised by
a group called Parents for Preschool Education. It says
in the invitation it extended to me — it was also
mentioned in the Age article — that last year it
surveyed 459 parents statewide and found that
overwhelmingly — 89 per cent — parents believed that
responsibility for preschool education should be
transferred from the Department of Human Services to
the Department of Education and Training. It has also
been circulating petitions among preschools. I am
advised that it has about 20 000 signatories to those
petitions calling for the change that are about to be
tabled in the Parliament. I am particularly grateful to
two members of Parents for Preschool Education, Lisa
Vagg and Sherylle Hampton, who have been diligent in
their efforts to convince governments, the opposition
parties and anybody else they can get hold of, that there
is sense in moving responsibility for preschools to
education and out of the Department of Human
Services. They have done a particularly good job with
that.
The meeting I attended in Pakenham was attended by
parents, preschool teachers, a primary school principal
and a representative of the Australian Education Union,
who spoke at the meeting. I was there, as was the
member for Bass in the other place. Simon Wilde, the
Liberal candidate for Gembrook, was also at the
meeting. However, there were no Labor Party
members, although I know they were invited along to
the meeting. I was disappointed because they would
have heard first-hand accounts from parents, preschool
teachers and those representing preschool teachers
about the issues involved in running preschools and the
merits of moving that responsibility to the Department
of Education and Training.
I will spend a couple of minutes talking about The
Nationals’ vision for preschools. As the motion
indicates, we believe the responsibility for preschools
should be transferred from the Department of Human
Services to the Department of Education and Training.
We believe further that preschool staff, both qualified
teachers and assistants, should be fully funded by the
Department of Education and Training. Our vision sees
schools taking on the responsibility of delivering
preschool programs at the local level with full funding
to do so by government.
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We also envisage much flexibility in the way this is
done so local needs and conditions are acknowledged.
Services may be delivered from a co-located site or an
annexe site, so we are not suggesting that suddenly a
new classroom should be built in a primary school and
a preschool program run from that. There are some very
good facilities around the state — and some pretty
ordinary ones too — but there is no reason for a
co-location of those school and preschool services.
Some locations will cater for that, some will not. We
believe there should be enough flexibility to cater for
particular local conditions.
We believe that the staff should be employed by the
school but funded by the government so as to remove
that administrative burden from volunteer committees
of management, to give greater job security to
preschool teachers and also to provide them with some
career structure.
We believe that preschool committees should still exist
but they would have an advisory function rather than a
direct management function. That is the request that has
been issued by parents. ‘We want a say’ is typically
what they say. Lisa Vagg, one of those parents I
referred to before, said, ‘We want to have a say in our
child’s preschool education but we do not want to have
to run the whole show’. The Nationals’ vision about
preschool committees being advisory committees rather
than management committees is an appropriate one that
will give parents a say in how their preschool operates
but will not make them totally responsible for it.
We also envisage that what I am calling a
predominantly public preschool model would be
supplemented by a privately operated preschool model
as well, in much the same way as we now have a public
education system and a private education system. I
know that some private schools run preschool
programs, and do so very successfully. I would
envisage that under The Nationals’ model this would
continue to apply — that some private schools would
want to continue to run preschool programs; and we say
so they should.
I would envisage that government would provide some
financial support in the running of that program in
exactly the way it provides some financial support to
private schools running school programs now. Indeed I
think there would be some groups of parents who might
want to independently run their own private preschools,
and we do not discount that as being possible under this
system either.
The other thing I want to say clearly is that we do not
envisage that this would be a sudden change that would
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occur from one day to the next. There needs to be some
phase-in program because obviously there will be some
administrative functions that need to be undertaken
over a period of time. I think it would take two or three
years for a complete phase-in of the moving of
responsibility from the Department of Human Services
to an education department.
I want to repeat that we do not believe preschool
attendance in this state should be compulsory. What it
will mean for parents under this plan is that there would
be no compulsory fees for preschool. They would be
asked to pay a fee just like all other school children in
this state but it would be a voluntary fee, not a
compulsory fee. There would be no requirement for
parents to undertake onerous administrative
responsibilities Parents would be able to have a say in
the running of their child’s preschool but without the
mandatory responsibilities of running the program. I
think it would provide parents with greater certainty
about the programs. They would not run the risk of
having programs cancelled because they could not find
a relief teacher.
We believe the benefits for teachers would be greater
job security and not so much professional isolation.
There would be a career structure for them as they
move through preschool in the early years of schooling.
There would be greater full-time employment
opportunities for preschool teachers, remembering that
60 per cent of them are now part time. There would be
greater opportunities for preschool teachers to receive
professional development and greater opportunities for
them to work at other levels, and they would have a
reduced administrative burden.
For children there would be practically no difference in
their day-to-day situation. Perhaps there would be an
easier transition from preschool to school, there would
probably be a greater availability of teachers and also
there would be potentially greater opportunities to bring
about reductions in class sizes in the preschool system.
We say there are benefits all round for all parents,
teachers and children.
I want to briefly mention what we believe is the cost
structure. It has been suggested by many that the
government meets about 40 per cent of the costs of
running the preschools and that the other 60 per cent is
funded through both the fees that parents pay and
fundraising that they embark upon.
According to Kindergarten Parents Victoria (KPV), the
move to a fully funded public education system would
be of the order of $87 million per annum. The
Australian Education Union has also made an
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assessment of this amount. Its estimation is that the cost
of a fully publicly funded four-year-old kindergarten
would be about $66.6 million. They suggest also that if
you are providing free places for disadvantaged
three-year-olds, it would cost another $5.65 million per
annum, totalling $72.25 million per annum.
I am not saying that this change is not without cost; it
certainly is, and they are significant costs. But I want to
make a couple of comments on the cost itself: it is
significant, but the investment in quality universal
preschool years will pay for itself many times over in
the years to come.
The next point I want to make is that the new structure
will be phased in over a period of two or three years, so
the initial costs will not be immediate. Also, the
government suddenly found $40 million for the
$300 prep and year 7 kids bonus, so this is not much
more than that. If it can find $40 million for that out of
nowhere where there is seemingly no demand for it,
then we do not see why it cannot find similar amounts
for funding preschool programs.
My next point is that there is a 7.9 per cent growth in
GST funds coming into the state in this year’s
budget — something well over $500 million — and if
you look at the projected budget estimates, you will see
that that trend will continue in the years to come. So
from our point of view there is capacity, because of the
increased revenue flowing to government, to fund a
public preschool education system.
The final point I want to make about the cost factor is
that in the longer term perhaps the costs are not as high
as has been suggested by both KPV and the Australian
Education Union, given that one-third of children in
this state attend private schools and the funding for
government to support students attending private
schools is nowhere near that provided to support
students attending state schools.
In the long term I think the ratio of children attending
private kindergartens as opposed to public
kindergartens will be about one-third to two-thirds and
therefore the full cost estimates of both Kindergarten
Parents Victoria and the Australian Education Union
may not quite be realised. So it might be cheaper than
we think.
I want to conclude so that my colleague the
Honourable Damian Drum has the opportunity to
comment on this issue. I want to conclude with these
comments and remind the house of some of the
pertinent points I have put forward in this debate today.
I mentioned the survey undertaken by Parents for
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Preschool Education which found that 89 per cent of
parents believed that preschool education should be
transferred from the Department of Human Services to
the Department of Education and Training.
I also mentioned that there are 20 000 signatures on
petitions that are about to be tabled in Parliament
advocating such a change. The Nationals believe this
change would be supported by an overwhelming
majority of Victorian families. We also believe that
unless such a change is made, the cost of preschool
education will impact on access in a more significant
way in the future. We also believe that unless the
change to the education department is made, we will
continue to have massive problems in attracting and
retaining preschool staff.
We believe education is a lifelong learning experience.
That process is enhanced when you get a good start in
life, and that is what preschool gives young children.
We believe the best start we can give our kids is access
to a free, quality school and preschool system. Logic
tells us that preschools should become the
responsibility of the education system as is the case in
most places in Australia and around the world where
preschool is part of an education system rather than the
child welfare system.
Today, the government has the opportunity to do the
right thing and secure the future of preschool services
for the 60 000 or so young children who attend
preschool each year. They deserve the best, and I urge
the government to give them the best by supporting this
motion.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — The government will not
be supporting this motion today because on balance it
has taken the view that preschools are best kept within
the administrative responsibility of the Department of
Human Services. I am not going to stand here and say
there is no case for preschool education to become a
function of the Department of Education and Training;
clearly there is and Mr Hall has articulated a case. I am
not here to say that his case is completely flawed, but I
think there are some important broader issues that need
to be put into the context of this debate.
I want to pick up Mr Hall’s final point that preschools
should be part of education rather than of the welfare
function of government. I think Mr Hall has confused
the welfare function of the Department of Human
Services with the broader children’s services function.
The entire function of DHS is not focused on welfare as
such; it is focused on delivering services to the
community, with community development and human
development intentions and goals, and to suggest that
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having preschools within the functions of the DHS
makes it a welfare role is to not fully appreciate the
broad strategy, approach and function of DHS.
It is probably worth saying that to some extent the
administrative responsibility for where preschools sit is
not all that relevant. What is relevant is the delivery of
services to families and to children, to enhance their
educational opportunities and their social and
community development, and that is the critical
function of a preschool service.
The critical function of a preschool service is to prepare
children for those years in the education system and to
prepare them for that step into life from, if you like, the
protection they naturally have with their parents in
those early years of development. So there is a broader
function than just an educative one. There is a social
and development function for children in our preschool
system. I am not saying it could not be done or
managed within the education department, of course it
could, but it is equally incorrect to say that the
education function could not be managed within the
DHS because of course it can.
This is an area where there can be views expressed and
debate had about what area of government might have
better administrative responsibility for the delivery of
services to children in preschools, but as I said, that is
not the critical issue. The critical issue is what services
our children are getting in their preschools, how well
they are being delivered and how well our preschools
are supported to deliver those vital services of social
development and community development and of the
early stages of education.
It is also worth saying that these do not just happen in
the preschool setting. They happen in many settings
across our system. Obviously they happen in the family
home. They also happen in the homes of family
day-care providers, in childcare centres and in a whole
raft of areas including in small childminding centres
around our leisure centres when mum or dad need to
have the children looked after for a short time while
they are engaged in some other activity. They also
happen with grandparents, with uncles and aunties.
There is a whole raft of things that lead to a child’s
development in social ability, in the community
development function and in the educational function.
These are the things that this government has set up to
enhance our community by strengthening it and, with
the appointment of the Minister for Children in the
other place, by ensuring there is a broader and holistic
view about how we deliver these very vital services to
our young children to give them the best chance to
develop in society.
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Yes, there is an argument and a case to say that
preschool funding should be administered through the
Department of Education and Training, but in my view
that is not the essential point. This government has been
about enhancing those essential services for our
children. This government has been about boosting
services to our children across the board. It has raised
the participation rates to, I think, nearly 95 per cent of
four-year-olds who are now getting a preschool
education. We have lifted that from what my
recollection tells me was about 87 per cent or 88 per
cent when we came to government. That had declined
to those levels because of the policies of the previous
government.
I experienced those policies personally. If I have my
mathematics right, my oldest son did his preschool year
in 1992. I have mentioned to this house before that
when he went to his first year in school in 1993, the
Kennett government announced the intended closure of
the school that I had just enrolled him in, which again
enlivened my political interest. But my recollection —
and I am struggling as it is a while ago — is that
in 1992 the fees that I had to pay for his preschool
education were between $80 and $100. He has just
started his first year in university, so it was a little while
ago. Four years later, when my second son went to
kindergarten during the Kennett period, the fees had
increased by about that much per term — they were
about $400 per year, which was a fourfold increase.
So that was the first thing that started to drive down the
participation rate under the previous government, and
that was because the previous government moved to
per capita funding. I heard Mr Hall talking about the
terrible notion of per capita funding, but of course it
was the former government, which included the then
National Party, that introduced per capita funding.
Whilst I agree that we have maintained per capita
funding, we have significantly increased the per capita
amount.
The other thing that the previous government did was
move the responsibility for the payment of teachers
salaries in our preschool system from the government
onto the preschool committees. Therefore Mr Hall’s
crocodile tears and comments about volunteers having
to do all of the administrative work involved in paying
the salaries of preschool teachers relate to a policy
introduced by the then National Party when it formed
part of the last government.
This government has also introduced significant
support to our kindergarten committees in dealing with
those administrative tasks. We recognise that there is an
administrative burden that has quite an impact on
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parents at kindergartens, and we have provided
significant funding and support for our kindergarten
system. The previous government cut $11 million from
kindergarten funding. That was occurring on top of the
10 per cent slash to the Department of Human Services,
which hit all of the services provided by that
department, including disability services.
We agree that there can be a debate about the
administrative responsibility of where kindergartens
should be managed in the state system — I have no
problem with that — and there is a case to argue that it
should be within the Department of Education and
Training; equally there is a case to argue that it should
be within the Department of Human Services. But that
is not the core issue. The core issue is: what are The
Nationals and the Liberals going to do about supporting
kindergartens and supporting education in this state into
the future?
I note that today in the Age there is one of those
pre-announcements of an announcement that the Age
has got hold of in relation to the Liberal Party saying
that it is going to give a $730 grant to each child in a
kindergarten. Of course it will not go to the families, it
will go directly to the kindergarten; and the Liberal
Party will scrap the $300 bonus that is going to parents
for prep and year 7 students that was announced by this
government in the budget. This is all very well — and it
is an interesting policy initiative — and I will talk a
little about the detail in a second. The problem is that
we do not trust opposition members because of their
record. We do not trust what they would do to
preschools again and we do not trust what they would
do to education again.
This is the party that, as I have just outlined, cut
$11 million from kindergarten funding, shifted to per
capita funding, caused a massive increase in fees that
parents had to pay, introduced a 10 per cent funding cut
within the Department of Human Services and, on top
of that, it is the party that sacked thousands of teachers
in the education system.
Hon. Andrea Coote — For heaven’s sake, get over
it!
Mr VINEY — Opposition members say get over it,
but they do not want to be reminded. The point is when
you make announcements like the one reported
today — the $730 grant to kindergartens — we do not
trust the opposition and nor will the people of Victoria,
because we need a little more assurance than just an
announcement. We are not prepared to accept that that
is what the opposition is going to do, because when it
came to government last time it did not announce that it
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was going to sack 4000 teachers, take thousands of
nurses from the hospital system or cut kindergarten
funding. Therefore we do not trust the announcements
the opposition is making now. They are not worth the
paper they are written on.
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system. I volunteered many times to cut up the apples
and oranges and do the puzzles and help with the
reading. It was a great task and a lot of fun.
Hon. P. R. Hall — You have reader helpers at
primary school too, on top of the small classes!

Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr VINEY — It is not about what you say, it is
about what you do. The opposition has demonstrated no
commitment to the proper funding of education in this
state in the past.
The Liberal Party announced kindergarten funding for
each child who attends a kinder, but what it has not
discussed is the context. As I outlined before, there is a
whole raft of measures involved in preschool education.
It happens in a whole range of settings. What do they
mean by that $730 per child? What about the children
in child-care centres when they are four years of age?
Are they giving the grant to them? It does not look like
it from the way I read it. Is it going to kindergarten
committees? What is happening where children are in
family day care and getting an educational experience
as well? What is happening in a raft of other areas
where there are obvious costs to parents in relation to
those early years, including that preschool year? Are
there any other announcements coming?
The other thing I would like to know about this
announcement is: what are opposition members
planning to cut to fund it? We know all of the other
promises they have made, so what other things will
they do to preschool education, like they did before, to
make up for the announcement? There are no
guarantees from the opposition in terms of what it is
offering to do in this area. We simply do not trust the
Liberal Party to provide those services.
Mr Hall raised the issue of class sizes in kindergartens.
He talked about classes of 28 to 30 children and
compared that with the first year of school, where we
have given a guarantee — and we have achieved it —
of classes of 21 children or less in years prep, 1, 2 and
3. Mr Hall would know, because I think he said his
mother was a preschool teacher — —
Hon. P. R. Hall — A preschool assistant.
Mr VINEY — Then he would well understand that
a class of 28 to 30 in a preschool would require a
preschool teacher and an assistant teacher, which would
result in a ratio of 1 to 14 or 15, and in any
preschool — and certainly in all of my children’s
preschool education — there was always at least one
parent helper and sometimes two parent helpers in the
room to do many of the tasks that are part of the

Mr VINEY — There are two paid staff, Mr Hall,
which makes it a ratio of 1 to 15, and of course that is
the same ratio as occurs in a child-care centre. Whilst it
is a class of 28 to 30, the ratio is the important factor,
and there is a ratio of 1 to 15. We welcome the
discussion today, but I would have to say that I find the
debate to be a little esoteric. We are arguing over
whether the administrative responsibility should be
within the area of education or human services.
The critical thing is: what is the government of the day
going to do to enhance the educational opportunities,
the social opportunities and the community
opportunities for children in the preschool system? This
government has said it is about a total holistic
childhood services approach to ensure that children
receive a raft of services to enhance and extend their
opportunities in life. That is what this government is
committed to and what this government will continue to
do. My challenge to The Nationals and the opposition is
to give some assurances that they are not going to do to
preschools and education what they did before. I have
to say that based on their record, I simply do not trust
them.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have great
pleasure in saying that at 10 o’clock this morning the
Leader of the Liberal Party, Mr Ted Baillieu in the
other place, made a policy announcement on a Liberal
government plan for kindergartens in which he came
out with a landmark statement which is going to make a
profound difference for kindergartens well and truly
into the future.
Some of those aspects include the following:
kindergartens are going to be provided with fee relief
through a grant of $730 per year on fees for each
four-year-old from the start of 2007 and which will be
paid directly to kindergartens. We will reallocate the
School Start bonus to fund kindergarten grants. Let me
remind this chamber that the School Start bonus is the
amount of money that was supposed to buy votes for
the Labor Party; the $300 was to be given to people
whose children begin prep and another $300 was to be
given to them as their children enter year 7. The
problem is that this money is not going to be directed
towards education at all; it is going to be left to the
discretion of parents.
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Some parents would probably use it for school
uniforms, but there is no guarantee it will be used for
their children. It is not directed to any specific needs at
all. Parents could go out and buy a pair of socks or they
could go out and buy a DVD. There was to be
absolutely no control over their putting it towards
education.

arrangements. There are about 1700 kindergartens in
this state, and about a third of them are involved with
cluster management arrangements, but the additional
$500 000 funding will ensure that nearly every
kindergarten in the state will have access to cluster
management and the benefits that come from this sort
of planning.

Education is a vitally important issue for the Liberal
Party, and the education of preschool children is
essential if children are going to have a good start in
life. We will direct the $730 grant to kindergartens
themselves. There will be a service management
agreement done with kindergartens to ensure that the
money goes to the kindergartens and that fees are not
increased as a consequence. The money would be
targeted to education; it would be targeted to the
children. We understand exactly how important it is to
have preschool education, and this money would go to
kindergartens in recognition of that.

Progressively we will change the administration and
supervision of kindergartens from the Department of
Human Services to the Department of Education and
Training. This is something for which parents have
called for a significant time. It has been out in the arena
for a long time, and there has been a loud call for it. It is
an integral part of Liberal Party policy to ensure that
kindergarten parents, kindergarten teachers and all the
key stakeholders involved in kindergarten education are
a vital part of this transition so that we get the
programming right, we get the protocols right and we
make quite certain that into the future kindergartens
will be a very important part of the system and that
kindergarten parents and teachers have a huge say in
how children are going to be educated.

We are going to make certain that we create a
$10.5 million capital fund for kindergarten maintenance
over five years. Kindergartens do struggle. There is an
enormous amount of very welcome support from
volunteer and parent groups throughout the state, who
do an extraordinarily good job, and it is very important
that they continue to work in and assist their
kindergartens, but they should not have to run the
kindergartens. In a moment I will talk about an
additional $500 000 we will put towards administrative
support for an expanded network of kindergarten
clusters to manage their GST, to be put into staff
allocations and for a whole range of administrative
costs so that parents can continue to be supportive of
the kindergartens and their kindergarten children
without this additional pressure.
The $10.5 million cash fund over five years would
ensure that kindergartens are at the very highest level
they can be. In addition we understand that there are
25 country kindergartens with under 10 children
enrolled at each. They have some very specific needs.
They have grave concerns about issues such as
mobility, how they will get a replacement teacher if a
teacher does not turn up — a whole range of different
challenges from those experienced by city
kindergartens. We will put $300 000 towards ensuring
that country preschools have the support they need in
kindergartens where fewer than 10 children are
enrolled.
I spoke about the $500 000 that is to be provided by the
Liberal Party to encourage the cluster management
structure, which should enable an additional
100 kindergartens to be part of cluster management

Looking to the future, at some of the greenfield sites on
the fringes of Melbourne we are going to make certain
that there is space on the site footprint for a
kindergarten to be allocated when the time comes for
the development of a primary school. This is an
example of our listening to parents’ concerns. Parents
want a one-stop drop, and they want to know that their
children are going to be safe. Some schools and
kindergartens will provide before-school and
after-school care, which will help and be convenient for
parents in areas where there is a lot of tension in young
families who are trying to work and shuffle children
around. This will certainly be of help in those areas.
By way of contrast we will look at what the Bracks
government has not done. The government has failed to
provide a seamless transition from early education to
primary school, unlike what happens in most other
states, where kindergartens are part of the education
system. This policy will bring Victoria into line with
the other states. Most importantly, under the Bracks
government too many children are being denied an
opportunity to attend kindergarten. Some 3500 children
each year miss out on four-year-old kindergarten. They
cannot go to kindergarten because the fees are too high.
It is just not good enough. The Liberal Party policy of
granting $730 to each child would enable these
3500 children to attend kindergarten, and in many cases
it will be a family’s first foray into the kindergarten
system.
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There are too many families with children at
kindergarten who are battling to pay kindergarten fees.
On average the kindergarten fees are about $727 a year
in metropolitan Melbourne and about $669 a year in
country areas. In some cases those will be the total fees
that need to be raised, but many kindergartens and their
committees of management charge additional fees. The
additional fees can range from $80 a year right through
to the thousands of dollars by which some
kindergartens in private schools have raised their fees.
We will give the mandated fee amount of $730 as a
grant to every single child across the state who is
eligible to attend four-year-old kindergarten.
I cannot leave the debate without mentioning two
things. First I indicate that we are giving 5 minutes of
our debating time to Ms Hadden. In addition, I cannot
let Mr Viney’s comments go by without a response.
Many times in this place we see Mr Viney brought into
difficult debates as a head kicker, but today he was
really struggling. I think Mr Viney found Mr Hall’s
motion particularly difficult to deal with. I think he
found it very hard to criticise this motion. It was a very
difficult debate for Mr Viney, and I have some
sympathy for him. I repeat to the chamber what
Mr Viney said — that it is not relevant which
department supervises kindergartens, whether it be the
department of education or the Department of Human
Services. Mr Viney said what was relevant was the
quality of the service provided. We would all agree
with the need for quality of service, but it was very
interesting to hear the lead speaker for the government
saying he felt it was irrelevant which department the
responsibility sat with. The government actually agrees
with this motion.
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and teachers. The thrust of the comments by the Leader
of the Opposition in the other place, Mr Baillieu, was to
praise the work done in and the excellence of our
kindergartens. We look forward to the time when
children in four-year-old kindergarten can go on with
certainty in the knowledge that they are being given the
very best service and that parents and teachers who in
the past have done such an excellent job will continue
to be an integral part of the development of these little
children.
I repeat that the Liberal Party’s policy will provide
kindergarten fee relief through a grant of $730 per year
on the fees of four-year-old kindergartens from the start
of 2007 — and that amount will be paid directly to the
kindergartens. It will create a $10.5 million capital fund
to provide kindergarten maintenance over five years, to
provide extra funding towards the running costs of
country kindergartens with fewer than 10 children, to
provide an extra $500 000 per annum for administrative
support for an expanded network of kindergarten
clusters and to provide an additional $300 000 to
Kindergarten Parents Victoria to introduce a new
collaborative service planning model across a network
of early-years providers.
We will progressively transfer the supervision of
kindergartens to the department of education within the
first term of a Liberal government We will work with
the department of education, kindergarten teachers,
primary teachers and parent management committees to
develop a set of protocols for the employment of all
kindergarten staff and to provide that kindergartens are
included within the master planning schemes of new
greenfield primary school sites in Victoria in the future.

Mr Viney went on to say that the administration of
preschools could be done by the department of
education. He went on at length to say he felt that was a
possibility. It was extremely interesting to hear that
from him. Mr Viney finished up by saying that the
motion was a little esoteric. That was patronising in the
extreme. It was insulting to both kindergarten parents
and kindergarten teachers. It was a fundamental flaw.
Mr Viney made a big mistake.

This policy is sustainable. It is reflective of what
parents want, and has been costed. It is an excellent
policy and we are waiting to implement it. When we
get into government, kindergarten parents across the
state will see that the School Start bonus offered by the
Labor Party — the cash handout — is nothing more
than a grab for votes, a cynical exercise, whereas our
policy will put dollars into education. This is a very
good policy.

I go back once again to deal with our policy and
comment on The Nationals’ very good motion. I was
interested to hear Mr Hall say he felt the Liberal Party
had ‘seen the light’. I think that was what he said. I can
assure Mr Hall that this policy has been in our pipeline
for a considerable time. It is something we have talked
about and looked at with great interest for a long time.
Indeed I am very pleased to report, as I did earlier, that
our leader has come out this morning with a very
substantial policy in support of kindergarten parents

Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — It gives me
great pleasure to contribute to the motion moved by
Peter Hall. One has to take stock of the quality of the
notices of motion that are continually put forward by
the Leader of The Nationals. The last one he put
forward had to do with ethanol. Again, it was a very
sensible notice of motion on something that works
effectively in other states. The government had the
commonsense during that debate to effectively say that
it would look into the idea and potential for the
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8000-strong government fleet throughout Victoria to
use ethanol-blended petrol. That was a very
commonsense motion put forward by Mr Hall. It has
been accepted in other states. Other states are leading
the way for Victoria!
Mr Smith — On a point of order, Acting President,
can we possibly get Mr Drum back to the issue we are
debating today? He is off talking about ethanol. I am
not sure what that has to do with kindergartens!
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. Andrew
Brideson) — Order! There is no point of order.
Mr Smith should stop wasting the speaker’s time.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Thank you, Acting President.
Well before an announcement was made by any
government, Mr Hall put forward the motion that the
sale of Snowy Hydro should be reversed and that we
should not sell off our water assets.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — It is very easy for people to
be wise after the event, but it takes some courage to put
down in writing and before this Parliament what your
beliefs are before the event. Putting on the notice paper
your intentions about an event that is taking place takes
some courage. That is the situation today, with what has
been a policy of The Nationals for over three years.
Before the last election we said that we believe the
kindergarten system in Victoria would be better placed,
better serviced and better administered and provide a
better pathway for its employees if it were under the
administration of the Department of Education and
Training. Again, Mr Hall needs to be congratulated. We
are talking about 60 000 four-year-olds who are
attending preschool at 1600 kindergartens which are
being serviced by over 2000 teachers in Victoria. It is a
very important industry and an important sector of our
community.
One of the points that is missing in this debate is the
government’s reasons as to why the move should not
happen. It is all right to say that the current system is
fine. But we have put forward an awful amount of data
which suggests that the people who are intimately
involved in the sector will tell you that it is not fine.
They will tell you that the committees of management
have been forced to work exceptionally long hours just
to make their kindergartens viable. Those of us who
have had young children — I have vivid memories and
Mr Viney gave us some of his stories — and have taken
their kids to kindergarten understand that you give up
your Saturday mornings to mow the lawn and weed the
garden. I did not mind doing the work, but one of the

Wednesday, 14 June 2006

things that worried me was that I did not have the skills
to understand child safety. Someone might have
mentioned, ‘You can’t leave that bin lying against that
fence over there’. While we might think it is totally
harmless, kids can climb on that bin, get over the
fence — —
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Mr Smith is picking the
wrong subject here to start interjecting on. Child safety
is an important issue and he should not be making light
of the fact that responsibility is put in the hands of
committees of management that do not necessarily have
the skills. They do not have the skills in financial
management, they do not have the skills in occupational
health and safety and they do not have the skills in a
large range of areas that they have been forced to
manage. That is not to mention the stress they have,
because they may be on the committee of management
for only one year, and in very rare cases two years, and
then they might go off for a while and come back on
again if a subsequent child starts attending the same
kindergarten.
It is a clear matter of fact that it is very hard to get a
place in a kindergarten, and especially in a kindergarten
that is the nearest to your house. My personal situation
is that we had to go past three kindergartens to find one
that had a vacancy. It was tremendous; it had brilliant
teachers and a great set-up. It is very difficult for young
families to find a placement in a kindergarten that is in
the proximity of their residence. That is simply a factor
of what occurs at the moment, and the proposal by The
Nationals would alleviate that problem. Even the notion
put forward by the Liberals, as reported in today’s
press, would go a long way to alleviating the problems
of access.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — It is not something that
government members should be whingeing and yelling
across the chamber about. Genuine policies have been
put forward by the opposition. Government members
always whinge that all we do is whinge. Now that we
have come up with a genuine alternative, government
members are sitting there yelling out interjections. But
they do not have any genuine reasons of substance for
why the move cannot take place or why all the benefits
we are proposing will not be met if we leave the
administration of kindergartens with the Department of
Human Services.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
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Hon. D. K. DRUM — The minister is calling out
that he would like to have a touch-up of the benefits. I
would have thought that the minister would know some
kindergarten teachers. He has a young family himself;
and obviously if they followed their old man they
would not be too bright! He has obviously had to take
them along to kindergarten to kick-start their education
process. It beggars belief that the minister would not
have a close association with some of the kindergarten
teachers in his region. He would understand that it is
very hard to get quality teachers into the system and
very hard to retain those teachers because they have
very few opportunities for job promotion and
professional development, and their pay rates are
disgracefully low.
Pay parity is an important issue. The fact that the
salaries of preschool teachers are an exceptionally long
way behind those in the primary sector creates
problems. Firstly, many students who have expressed
an interest in going into kindergarten teaching
eventually do not find their way there because of the
poor pay parity; and secondly, some teachers who were
previously in the system elect to go back and take even
less money for greater job security in the child-care
sector. These are significant problems with the current
system. Parents are overtaxed and have to work too
many hours on committees of management, too many
hours helping the programs be delivered and too many
hours volunteering on the maintenance programs and in
a fundraising capacity. Moving those responsibilities to
the Department of Education and Training will go a
long way towards fixing all these administrative
problems and a long way — —
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — The minister talks about the
finances. I would like to finish on the standard
government financial debate that it carries on with.
Simply, I think all Victorian families in the respective
stages of their family life go through some times of
hardship and through some times when they are
travelling okay. What this government does
continually — and it is very poor form — shows that it
is significantly bereft of genuine argument. When our
families go through significant times of hardship, we all
tighten our belts. We do not buy new whitegoods, we
do not go on holidays, and we do not even do some of
the things that we should do, like replace our car tyres
with new ones. We take risks. Because we do not have
the money to replace our tyres, we have to drive around
on tyres that are less than safe. That is something we do
not like doing, but families who are going through
hardship have to make those sacrifices and take those
risks, simply because there is no option.
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This government continually forgets that the previous
Labor administration allowed Victoria to become a
financial basket case. Therefore the subsequent
government, the Kennett-McNamara government, had
no other option other than to make hard decisions. This
government needs to understand the mess it left this
state in because of the financial impost on it, which
forced the then coalition government to make very
tough decisions. The government needs to wake up and
remember that fact.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am delighted to make a contribution to this debate. Of
course I will speak against the motion moved by
Mr Hall. It always gives me pleasure to speak on
opposition business for a range of reasons. Firstly, it
gives me an opportunity to remind the opposition of
what its attitude to kindergartens was, given that is what
the motion is about — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — I know you do not
like it. I know you find it hard — even Mr Dalla-Riva,
who was not here at the time. The mover of the motion,
the Leader of The Nationals, Mr Hall, was part of the
government that oversaw enormous cuts to
kindergarten services. Cuts were made not only to
kindergarten services but also to education services, so
it would not have mattered whether kindergarten
services had been under the Department of Human
Services or the Department of Education and Training.
When the lot over there were in government
kindergarten services would have been cut, because
kindergarten services and health services were cut right
across the board.
The other thing that pleases me about speaking in this
debate is that I do not think I have ever before heard
The Nationals support a union. They usually sink the
boots in and kick as hard as they can against unions, but
here they have supported a very good union, the
Australian Education Union. It is a shame that the
Honourable Bill Baxter has not made a contribution. I
do not know whether he will, but I hope he gets up and
supports the AEU, because it would be a first.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Mr Baxter has
something to say.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — I would make a contribution
if your government did not have such stupid sessional
orders.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon. Andrew
Brideson) — Order! Mr Baxter!
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Let me address
some of the points that have been raised in the very
poor arguments put forward by the opposition. If you
look at what we have done since we came to
government — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — No, I will tell you
what we have done: we have done a lot. We have done
more than that lot ever did when they were in
government. We have increased funding to
kindergartens by 109 per cent.
Mr Smith — How much?
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — By 109 per cent,
Mr Smith. That is a huge increase, unlike what
happened when the opposition was in government and
slashed kindergarten services. Our government sees
kindergartens as part of a whole range of services for
parents of young children, such as child-care, maternal
and child health, playgroup and early intervention
services. We see kindergartens as part of the services
we need to provide in the early years rather than as part
of the later years of education.
Members have spoken about their experiences of
kindergarten. My children went to kindergarten,
including as part of a child-care experience.
Mr Smith — They graduated?
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — They graduated
with flying colours, they were very good. My daughters
are very talented young women. Previous speakers
have talked about the joyous experience of participating
in their child’s kindergarten. I have to say I never
shared that joy. I was never big on milk and fruit; I was
never big on playing with the kids — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — I was not big on it.
But I did recruit my mother, the grandmother of my
children, who was very keen on participating. A lot of
parents are enthusiastic about it. They love to get
involved with the kinder kiddies, and I know they bring
a lot to the children’s experience, but it was never my
cup of tea.
Let me pick up a few other points. This is how we see it
as a government: kindergarten is part of those early
development years and associated with child-care,
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playgroup and early intervention activities. We all
know from the experts that kindergarten is a vital
experience for young children. It is vital to their
development — to their social development, to their
ability to go on with education, to their ability to fit in
with education and to fit into the community and be
part of society. The things they learn in those formative
years, often through play and activities with other
children, are vitally important. We as a government see
it as being more akin to that rather than as part of
education, as The Nationals clearly see it.
We are not alone in that view. There are experts who
support our approach, which is consistent with
international and local research, such as Dr Jack
Shonkoff, from the USA, who is broadly acknowledged
as a world leader on early childhood, Professor Frank
Oberklaid, who is a leading early childhood expert from
Melbourne and Peter Kirby, who headed Victoria’s
review of kindergartens. While it is fine that there is a
debate, there is a variety of views about how
kindergarten services are best delivered. There is a
strong view of experts, which is supported by their
research, that kindergarten fits more readily within the
early childhood experience rather than within an
educational experience. Our government supports that
view.
Mrs Coote said in her contribution that kindergarten
services are linked with education everywhere in
Australia except Victoria. That is simply not the case.
The majority of programs in New South Wales and
Queensland are equivalent to Victoria’s kindergarten
years. Those programs are provided through
departments which are equivalent to the Department of
Human Services (DHS). Mrs Coote talked about
participation rates, but she failed to say what our
participation rates are. Our participation rates in
kindergarten are consistently above the national
average. The percentage of children in Victoria
attending kindergarten is 99.4 per cent. This is one of
the highest rates — —
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! Mrs Coote has had her
turn.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — This is one of the
highest rates in Australia. I wanted to deal with a few
points which were raised by previous speakers. Firstly,
a point espoused by The Nationals — I am not sure if it
was one of Mrs Coote’s points — was that kindergarten
programs will continue to close due to the shortage of
trained teachers unless the state government brings

PRESCHOOLS: GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION
Wednesday, 14 June 2006

COUNCIL

2347

kindergartens under the Department of Education and
Training. In response to that point, I will say that our
government has provided an extra $31 million over
three years to improve the pay and conditions of
Victorian kindergarten teachers as part of our ongoing
drive to encourage young graduates to join the
profession.

centres, independent and Catholic schools and private
centres. Most kindergartens have children who are
attending from a whole range of those settings.
Kindergartens have children who will attend a whole
range of different schools. Not every child who attends
a particular kindergarten will head off to the same
school.

Secondly, Mr Drum said in his contribution that
kindergarten teachers are not paid enough and do not
have enough opportunities for career development. The
graduate starting salary for kindergarten teachers will
match primary school teachers. There is an agreement
to that effect which will deliver a better quality of
teaching and stronger career paths for kindergarten
teachers which will be an incentive for them to update
their skills. This year DHS will be awarding seven rural
employment grants worth $6000 each to early
childhood education graduates who are committed to
working in rural kindergarten services for at least two
years.

I will pick up on the idea of ‘Let’s hook children onto
primary school and let’s make kindergarten another
preschool year at schools in addition to prep’. Most
primary schools sites are not readily equipped to
appropriately accommodate a huge influx of
four-year-old students. There would still be problems
about collecting children from school and dropping
them off to school, particularly given that kindergartens
have different times and sessions which are not the
same as schools. Schools would also need to be able to
provide out-of-school care programs for very young
children. Schools are not the most appropriate place for
this. Many parents I know would be very worried about
children being less comfortable in that sort of school
setting as opposed to a kindergarten setting.

The other allegation which was made by Mrs Coote and
Mr Drum is that Victoria is out of step with other states
and territories because early years services are under
DHS rather than the Department of Education and
Training. As I said earlier, this is simply not the case.
The overall approach to kindergarten responsibilities in
Victoria is aligned with the eastern states. In fact
two-thirds of Australian children who attend a
kindergarten program are overseen by a similar
department to DHS. To say that Victoria is out of sync,
out of kilter and not aligned with the rest of Australia is
simply wrong.
The Victorian government sees kindergarten as a part
of the early years picture and not just a precursor to
school. All the research that has been done certainly
shows that kindergarten is a good precursor to school
and that kindergarten assists the development of
children so they are more readily able to attend school,
but it is about more than that. The early formative and
developmental years of childhood and the experience of
child care and playgroups determines not only their
ability to approach school but also their whole life.
Kindergarten is not just about an educational
experience or readying children for an educational
experience.
There are also massive one-off and ongoing costs and
drawbacks associated with the dismantling of the
present kindergarten system and setting it up as a part
of the school system. It would be a huge cost to do this.
Unlike other states, kindergarten in Victoria is funded
through a whole range of different settings which
include child-care centres, community-based child-care

This is a bad motion. It does not deserve the support of
members of this chamber. Sure, it is good to have the
debate, and there are arguments about why things might
change, but the way we are delivering these services is
the best way they can be delivered — that is, with
kindergarten services definitely tied up with those
formative, preschool, early intervention years. That
provides the best possible development for children,
and that is what we are about — providing the best
development for children.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. J. G. Hilton) — Order! The member’s time has
expired.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
rise for the Liberal Party to make my contribution to
debate on this motion. I congratulate The Nationals for
moving this motion about the transferring of
responsibility for preschools to a department of school
education. This is not the first time such a motion has
been moved by the Honourable Peter Hall. In fact,
those who wish to go through Hansard of 6 October
2004 will see we had a debate in respect of a similar
motion.
I will describe for the record my involvement in the
kindergarten system. I have been a president and
vice-president of a kindergarten, and I was the president
of the Kindergarten and Child Care Association of
Boroondara. I was also the vice-president of the board
of Kindergarten Parents Victoria. So I guess I have had
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some experience as a parent and also in relevant
positions, both at a moderate level — starting off as the
minutes secretary at a kindergarten — and as
vice-president of KPV. I think that experience has
assisted me in developing the argument embodied in
the release of this policy today.
This policy the Liberal Party has announced is a great
move forward in recognising kindergartens as a crucial
component in the development of children in this state.
A problem we often find in the way governments
operate is that they have a very short-term view in the
development of their policies, such that they are very
opportunistic. You only need look at government
members to see how opportunistic they are being in the
way that they have responded to this motion. Rather
than being supportive, they have been derogatory. They
have actually suggested that kindergartens are not
important in children’s development. They seem to
think that the development of a child occurs only when
the child hits the union-dominated schools. That is not
the case. Over the last seven years, this government has
allowed around 3500 children per year to be denied
some opportunity to attend preschool.
We know now that this government, despite the
rhetoric and spin, does not fully and properly fund
kindergartens for four-year-olds. That is why today we
are very pleased to announce a significant policy to
move forward with. Our policy is going to be about
securing additional support. Under a Liberal
government, from the start of 2007 a grant of $730 per
year for fees for four-year-olds would be paid directly
to kindergartens. That is not the model this government
wants; it has made a $300 vote grab with its supposed
School Start bonus.
We are going to tie this $730 of funding directly to
kindergartens, so that the kindergartens will benefit, not
the parents. I do not care what anyone on the
government side says, the reality is that there will be
parents who unfortunately will not use the School Start
money the government has said it will provide for
educational purposes. That was just a straight-out grab
for votes. The government said, ‘Here is $300; here is
the money, give us your vote’. We are not going to do
that. We are a bit more accountable for our state’s
money. We are going to make sure that that funding is
tied. As a result, there will effectively be no mandatory
kindergarten fees for four-year-olds in this state. I think
the government should be jumping with joy at this great
policy announcement today rather than trying to belittle
the opposition.
A Liberal government would also provide
$10.5 million in capital funds for kindergarten
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maintenance over five years. We have heard much
rhetoric from this government about what it intends to
do, but the fact is that we are actually going to do it and
commit that money. That is the difference between the
Liberal Party and the Labor Party. When we say we are
going to deliver things, we deliver them. We are going
to provide extra funding towards the running costs of
country kindergartens that have fewer than 10 children
enrolled — again, that is a demonstration that we
understand the issues that are out there. We are going to
provide an extra $500 000 per annum for administrative
support for an expanded network of kindergarten
clusters.
I have seen some of the clusters in operation, and when
I was the president of the Kindergarten and Child Care
Association of Boroondara we looked at a significant
related program. There was a research paper that had
looked at other cluster groups and other central
enrolment-type programs in operation in other local
government areas, and certainly there were some
positives that came out of that in terms of providing
support.
We are also recognising the contribution that KPV
makes, and I put on record my acknowledgment of
Gerard Mansour, the outgoing chief executive officer,
for the way in which he has taken on with great vigour
the needs of kindergarten parents and kindergartens
across Victoria. A Liberal government would provide
an additional $300 000 so that we can work with that
peak body that represents over 1000 kindergartens in
producing a collaborative service planning model
across the network of early-years providers, including
cluster managers, stand-alone kindergartens, child-care
centres and children’s hubs.
Also — and this is the nub of the motion being debated
today — within its first term a Liberal government
would progressively transfer the supervision of
kindergartens to a department of school education.
There is no doubt — and I have seen this in my various
roles — that the year-by-year changing of the parents
on a kindergarten committee puts enormous pressure on
the teacher, who has to operate in what is almost a
political environment to ensure that the committee
functions like a well-oiled machine.
There are some kindergartens in Kew and Balwyn, in
my electorate, that were well oiled. I recall one
president had a masters in business administration from
Harvard University. Needless to say, that kindergarten
ran very effectively and generated substantial amounts
of money, and the committee of management ran
smoothly. I am not beating my own drum but when I
was president of the Davis Street Kindergarten — a
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significant kindergarten that operated two kindergartens
at the same time — in using my management
experience I was able to generate a significant amount
of money in ensuring we could provide additional
airconditioning at the end of that year.
That is not the way kindergartens should be run, they
should be dealt with in a more strategic way, and the
Department of Education and Training has the
resources. The Department of Human Services does the
best it can, but it has a myriad of other areas where it
needs to provide support. We must understand that we
are not moving away from a model that is supportive of
early years development, but the administration and the
supervision of kindergartens should be under a
department of education.
We intend to work with a department of education, with
kindergarten teachers, primary school teachers and the
parent management committees to develop a set of
protocols for the employment of kindergarten staff.
There is no doubt that kindergarten staff would like to
be involved in a broader development program. Some
kindergarten teachers have been working in the same
location for many years and see no opportunity to move
on. Often committees of management have a problem
where there is only one teacher at a kindergarten, but
that teacher happens to fall ill or takes long service
leave.
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Opposition in the other place, Ted Baillieu, and by the
relevant shadow minister in this place, Mrs Coote. This
is a significant policy, moving forward, in
understanding the complexities of kindergartens in that
there are many models in operation across the state. We
must understand the differences between rural, regional
and metropolitan kindergartens and the different skill
bases in which kindergartens operate, whether it be in
certain parts of Victoria where you have the MBA
Harvard president or committees that are ineffective in
the way they can manage a kindergarten.
We understand that we must ensure there is sufficient
capital expenditure made available to kindergartens
over the first five years, and we understand also that
four-year-old kindergarten should be virtually free for
all parents in Victoria irrespective of their capacity to
pay.
The establishment of kindergartens that have a strong
foundation and systems in place is a move in the right
direction so kindergartens are seen and recognised as a
significant component of the development of children,
and we see them as a significant component of ensuring
that teachers understand that if they want to go into
preschool teaching, they will not be stuck in one
location forever, that there will be opportunities for
them to move within the primary school system as well
as the preschool system as they wish.

Long service leave is another issue, and I will not go
into that now, because when kindergarten teachers have
been in a kindergarten for three years and move to
another kindergarten, are their entitlements transferred
and does the committee have to take that into account?
A lot of committees do not have the longer term picture
in view and moving teachers to the education
framework will alleviate concerns about wages, the
transferring of long service leave entitlements and
whether the principal has a plan in place to ensure there
is adequate coverage of absent teachers when teachers
are ill.

The burden on committees of kindergartens has been
onerous over the past number of years, and we are
about to address that in its entirety. We are looking
forward to ensuring that this will be of benefit to the
many thousands of parents, including me and others in
this chamber, who have had to suffer and endure many
hours of trying to coordinate kindergarten activities. We
are not removing the capacity of parents to be involved.
If anything, we are trying to ensure that they can be
more involved in the development of their children and
less involved in the administrative side of it. This is a
great move by the Liberal Party.

We intend to work with independent child care centres
and parents to establish protocols for streamlined
administration. From my experience I am conscious
about ensuring there is the establishment of protocols
between the Department of Human Services, which is
the child care component, and a department of
education which would fall within kindergartens. We
believe these protocols will address that issue.

This sensible motion is supported by the Liberal Party.
We have expanded on the motion and said that we will
take into account not only the education component but
also the development of kindergartens in this state.
Rather than the government coming in and talking
about the past, this is a party that is about the future. We
are sick and tired of hearing about the former Kennett
government. The realities are that we have endured
seven years of this government, and in seven years it
has failed to deliver in a variety of areas, and one area
in particular is the kindergarten preschool sector.

We also believe kindergartens should be included in the
master planning of any new greenfield primary school
sites in Victoria in the future. This is a significant
policy that was released today by the Leader of the
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The government can put out as much spin as it likes in
the marketplace about how great things are but the fact
is that a strong, coherent policy has been released
today — a policy about the future of kindergartens and
our children. The Labor government should support this
motion and understand that we are not about
opportunism, we are about development, vision and the
future. I support the motion.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I find it ironic to
stand here today and speak on this motion, which I
oppose strongly, as I will explain. The irony is that I
was a very active member of the Victorian Teachers
Union state council for many years. It is interesting to
be on the other side of what was my union. However,
that being so, at a personal and professional level I do
not agree with the idea that preschool education should
be under the administration of the Department of
Education and Training. I believe that strongly.
I have a long background, as many members know, in
education. I have taught from kindergarten right
through to the Victorian certificate of education and in
the tertiary field. I ran a kindergarten for six months at
one stage when my children were very young. My first
community involvement was as the president of the
local kindergarten — and I have to admit in a quiet tone
that that was over 40 years ago. My involvement goes
back a long way. I remember once being involved in a
fundraiser where we had an auction and raised £500. I
was absolutely blown away by the cleverness of this
wonderful fundraising event — but I was 24 years of
age at the time and things were simple then.
I turn to my reason for opposing the motion. Preschool
education is a part of the overall development of young
children because, generally speaking, their brains are
not ready for formal educational input such as reading,
maths and that sort of logical reasoning.
They are still in an early phase of social development,
of active learning — learning to get on with their peers,
learning about the world, learning to interest
themselves, developing a growing awareness in their
own thinking and actions and a growing awareness of
themselves in relation to the community and in relation
to each other. That will be affected if they are in a
school ground with a whole lot of older children and in
a system of comparative assessment. If we move
responsibility for preschools to the education
department that comparative thing, which happens right
from prep up, is going to eventually creep into
preschool situations.
Young learners enjoy their families, enjoy their
communities and enjoy developing friendships across a
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range of groups of people. If they are in any way
threatened, as a four-year-old may very well be in a
playground with a bunch of older children, it will be
detrimental to their progress and development. Many
four-year-olds still prefer to spend their time with a
significant other person, a parent where possible, or a
carer. Often when a four-year-old goes to kinder they
will be upset at first at being left, but as the year goes
on they usually adjust and begin to learn to enjoy the
social and developmental experiences of kinder.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Where is the proof?
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — I will answer the interjection.
Some of the researchers who are involved in looking at
the social construction of learning are Vygotsky, one of
the major theorists in this area, Piaget, and Bruner and
Gardner. The papers that these people have written
highlight the importance of social relationships in the
learning environment and of the particular contribution
by other adults and teachers around a child. But the
actual social milieu in which a child mixes is a most
crucial thing in development. They need to be with
their peers. They have time at home with older siblings,
but to put preschoolers in a schoolyard with a group of
much older children could be quite detrimental to a
four-year-old and not in their best interests.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Is that your opinion or does
that come from some study? What study are you
quoting?
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — I have already mentioned the
studies from which this information is garnered. If the
honourable member did not hear me mention them, I
will mention them again — but I believe he did hear
them. Vygotsky, in particular, is one of the researchers
who is very prominent in early childhood development.
Piaget is another researcher who is very prominent in
early childhood development and prominent through all
childhood development. They are the two major
researchers on whom I base the comments I make on
the need for a safe, protected social environment in
which preschool children can continue the avid learning
and development that they have been undertaking since
birth.
My view is quite a strong one — that we need to keep
four-year-olds away from the education environment
until they are ready to go into it, which in most cases is
at the age of five or sometimes six. Some children at
four are socially, intellectually and developmentally
ready to deal with it and some are not. Children mature
at different stages, but as a general rule they are better
in a very vibrant social situation where they are
encouraged and facilitated by well-qualified early
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childhood teachers. I admire greatly the work of those
teachers because I think they do an absolutely fantastic
job in early childhood teaching.
Going back to Mr Hall’s point about three-year-olds, I
believe that generally speaking three-year-olds are
better with their parents where possible. A playgroup in
which parents stay and the children learn to socialise in
a very safe and very vibrant and stimulating
environment is a more useful social milieu for a
three-year-old than a kindergarten. Another reason for
keeping responsibility for preschools with the
Department of Human Services is the relationship
between all the early childhood development workers
and support services that are available. The availability
of maternal and child health nurses right through to
school age is quite important. That involvement should
and does continue through to preschool and sometimes
to the end of preschool.
In 2005–06 the Bracks government provided
nearly $2.5 million over four years to form groups in
which maternal and child health nurses are expected to
encourage kindergarten enrolment when families visit
them for a check for their three-and-a-half-year-old
child. That is a very important role. I think that
four-year-old children do not need to be pushed into
education. Given the appropriate environment and
experiences with a range of environmental stimulation
they will readily develop at their own pace and in their
own time. There is no doubt that preschool education is
crucially important. It has been shown to improve
children’s later literacy, numeracy and general
educational ability, particularly with disadvantaged
families.
The Head Start program in the United States of
America is a classic example. Initially it was thought
there was no effect from giving preschool or early
intervention programs to children from disadvantaged
families. However, 20 years later when those involved
went back and looked at the progress of the Head Start
children they found quite a difference between those
children and children in the disadvantaged groups who
had not been exposed to such programs.
I have a strong view that kindergarten should be
available to all children in their last year before they go
to school. The Bracks government has improved the
quality and affordability of kindergarten programs.
Funding has increased by 109 per cent. There has been
a significant increase in involvement in preschools.
Nearly 95 per cent of children of preschool age now
attend a preschool. That needs to increase to 100 per
cent, and I believe the government will enable the
continuation of these programs.

2351

Local government is an important partner in providing
universal access to maternal and child health services
and kindergarten programs. In fact local government
owns 67 per cent of all kindergarten locations. I do not
know whether in its grand policy the Liberal Party has
suggested it will pay local governments to transfer their
properties to education, or whether it will leave them
with local government. I do not know whether that has
been outlined in the policy. I have not yet heard it
specified whether the 67 per cent of kindergartens will
stay where they are or go.
Another matter is the existence of preschool education
in long-day care centres. Over 50 per cent of parents are
now in the work force and are unable to do that
traditional thing of taking their child to kindergarten at
9.00 a.m. and picking them up at lunchtime, because
kindergartens do not generally operate full time. The
program is intensive and the amount of formalised
structure is considered to be adequate at about half time
or less. But many parents do not have the luxury of
being able to go and pick up their children, so more and
more kindergarten services are being provided by
long-day care centres. I do not know what is going to
happen there.
Again, are kindergarten programs going to be taken out
of the long-day care centres and put in school grounds?
Is there going to be reimbursement to the centres? Who
is going to take the children from the day care centres to
the school-based kindergartens? Who will provide the
care for before and after kinder? Are we going to have
expanded day care services in schools? We now have
before and after-school care for school-aged children.
Some of those programs are great, but is it appropriate
that preschool children participate in extended before
and after-school care programs, or are they better in
long-day care centres or in family day care where the
carer often takes the child to one of the kindergartens,
and even though many of them are not trained teachers
they often provide the children with some very
stimulating activities, even some of the little ones,
which is a very interesting concept.
There are questions here that have not been addressed
in terms of long-day care centres and in terms of
council-owned preschools. I do not believe in this
policy which removes $300 from parents of children
entering prep and year 7 because they might not know
how to spend it properly. I find that a pretty patronising
attitude toward Victorian parents. We are told they
might spend it wrongly. Three hundred dollars goes
into a family’s kitty and in the end the school uniforms
and school books have to be purchased. I find the
Liberal Party’s policy generally pretty indecisive. I do
not think it makes a lot of sense, and I repeat again that
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I oppose quite strongly The Nationals’ motion that the
responsibility for preschools be moved to the education
department.
Hon. Andrea Coote — You don’t really think that!
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — I do actually.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I am happy
to join this debate today and to congratulate The
Nationals on bringing this motion to the house. It is a
worthwhile motion and certainly a debate the
Parliament ought to have. I am disappointed that the
government has not only indicated it will vote against
the motion, but has shown, particularly the last speaker,
such a lack of understanding of what kindergartens are
all about and what preschool education is all about.
There is absolutely no appreciation of the current
position in terms of preschool education in Victoria by
a number of government speakers, including the
Honourable Kaye Darveniza and particularly the
Honourable Carolyn Hirsh.
In fact drawing conclusions from what Ms Hirsh said, I
wonder whether she wants some of the kindergartens in
my electorate closed. Does she want the Nunawading
Primary School-based kindergarten closed? Does she
want the kindergarten at Nunawading South Primary
School closed? Are there others that have already
chosen to locate within primary schools that she wants
closed? The parents behind those kindergartens, the
preschool teachers and indeed many other people in the
community, and certainly the school communities
themselves, have embraced those kindergartens and
have all believed it was a positive step that was
consistent with the research and trends in preschool
education to have those kindergartens located in
primary school environments — the very environments
that Ms Hirsh suggests are totally inappropriate for
kindergartens.
I wonder whether we draw from her speech the fact that
that is government policy? To what extent was she on
her Pat Malone and talking simply on a personal basis,
or to what extent was she presenting to us this morning
the government’s policy on preschools? She indicated
that she has no commitment to three-year-old
kindergartens. Does that mean that the government has
no commitment to three-year-old kindergartens? What
is the government’s position on those kindergartens?
The community wants them, the parents want them, the
preschool teachers and all of those people associated
with Kindergarten Parents Victoria and so forth all
believe it is a positive step to offer three-year-old
kindergartens to people who are interested. The
Australian Education Union believes in it and
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understands the value of it, and the communities
themselves understand the value of it.
In recent times I have had representations from the
cities of Whitehorse and Knox indicating they want to
see the sorts of steps that have been taken by the Liberal
Party in its policy announced today and the steps that
are advocated in this motion by The Nationals enacted
by government. They want to see kindergartens move
into the education environment, although not
necessarily physically in terms of the facilities because
it is appropriate for local communities to choose where
they want those kindergartens. It may well be
appropriate in some circumstances to have those
kindergartens in a range of settings to suit the needs of
particular communities, and that is all about the choice
of those communities. But it is certainly very clear that
in some communities the model that would have some
preschools located in primary schools is an appropriate
model. There has been no suggestion that children are
intimidated, find it difficult to settle in those
environments or have some sorts of problems with
preschool education when their centre is located with a
primary school.
From having visited Nunawading Primary School and
Nunawading South Primary School in particular, I can
say they are very well-run kindergartens and are now
far better resourced within their new environment,
where the teachers have some support, where there is
increased access to professional development and
where parents are more engaged both in the community
of the preschool and the community of the school
looking forward, and that has been a most appropriate
thing. The suggestion by Ms Hirsh that having
kindergartens located anywhere near primary schools is
a problem is absolutely ridiculous. It just does not
justify any serious debate when you look at the body of
evidence that is presented by scientific research in early
childhood development right across the world, not just
in Australia.
Some time ago I sat on an all-party parliamentary
committee which looked into this issue. The committee
comprised a number of members from both sides of the
house. The member for Rodney in the other place was
representing the then National Party on that committee,
along with former members Lorraine Elliott — whom I
congratulate on her Order of Australia award last
weekend — and Inga Peulich, who will be coming back
into this place very soon.
In addition, Caroline Hogg, a former community
services minister from this house, and the present
Minister for Community Services in the other place, the
member for Bundoora, were also on that committee.
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We were all very firm and of a single mind about the
importance of preschool education, particularly for
four-year-olds. We also believed in having
opportunities available for three-year olds to attend
kindergarten.
At that time we entertained the debate as to whether or
not kindergartens should be administered by the
existing structure in community services or whether
they should be transferred to the education department.
It was an interesting but not a conclusive debate, but I
think it would be true to say that that committee tended
towards the view that it would be appropriate at a point
to move kindergartens under the auspice of the
education department.
I found it therefore somewhat interesting that the
Minister for Community Services did not pursue that
initiative when she became a minister and was in a
position to do so. From my point of view — and
perhaps some government members do not understand
this — moving kindergartens into the education system
does not mean a dramatic change in the way preschool
education is delivered. It is not about enforcing the
disciplined education concepts that you might associate
with primary schools. It is still very much about
developmental play — physical play as well as learning
and gaining knowledge. It is very much about concept
learning rather than detailed learning, and it is very
much about the socialisation of children.
It is a different experience from the primary school
experience. Where kindergartens have been located in
primary school environments they have been able to
maintain a different environment — an environment
within an environment — and certainly I have not
observed preschool children running out in the school
grounds and trying to compete for tennis balls or such
like with children from grades 5 or 6. In fact the
approach to the delivery of that model has been very
carefully thought out and managed in those schools,
and I think it has been very effective.
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appropriate, that kids should be home with their
mothers or carers, and perhaps their fathers. Certainly I
brought up one of my children for some time while my
wife returned to work, so I was a house husband for a
while. From that point of view is she saying that those
children should stay home with their parents of either
gender or with a carer and should not have access to a
kindergarten for three-year olds, if that is their choice?
If that is government policy, then it should be put on the
table. Government members should scream it from the
rooftops. Let us have the community debate, because I
know what the community will think about that
particular policy, if that is government policy!
The policy put out by the Liberals this morning is an
appropriate step forward. It is good news for kinder, or
preschool, education. It is terrific news for those parents
involved, who have young families, who are looking at
what options they should take in terms of the great start
in life that kindergartens can provide for young
children. It is also terrific news for people who have
careers in the preschool education sector, because it will
ensure that they have greater access to professional
development and support, that they are plugged in to
the education system in a much better way and that they
are able to give children the flying start we all believe
they deserve.
This is a good policy, and it is consistent with the
motion put by The Nationals today. I applaud them on
bringing it forward as a matter of debate because I think
it is an important issue. It makes a very effective use of
the financial resources of this state government through
its allocation of funds, to ensure that mandatory fees for
preschool education will disappear under a Liberal
government — because we will take away the Bracks
bribe on preps and year 7s, and allocate the money
where it is needed.
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I am pleased to rise and
oppose the motion put by The Nationals.
Hon. Andrea Coote — You don’t mean that!

I would be very concerned if what Ms Hirsh has put to
this house today is the direction of government
policy — that is, to say, ‘We will not have preschools
in primary schools. We will not encourage that to
happen even where it is the choice of the local
community to pursue that model’. I am concerned if
what she is saying today is that she or the government
would prefer to have centres such as those in
Nunawading and Nunawading South closed because
the government does not like that model.
I am concerned about the proposition she put in this
debate — that kindergartens for three-year olds are not

Mr SMITH — I genuinely mean that. I begin by
quoting William Shakespeare. The quote is:
Old men forget.

They forget what they did with education when they
were in government. In particular they forget what they
did with kindergartens, which is what we are talking
about today.
The previous government cut $11 million out of the
system — and I know $11 million is not a lot of
money — and reduced the human services area by
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about 10 per cent. So much for the crocodile tears being
shed about what is going on in the area of kinder
education. I will be a bit generous to the opposition here
and suggest that it genuinely believes that what it is
about is in the best interests of the child, as we do. We
are all in raging agreement that we all want to see the
best possible services provided for our children, and we
have clearly different views as to how we go about that,
but I respect the fact that both The Nationals and the
Liberal Party generally want to do what they believe is
best for children.
It is a pity they did not have this view a few years ago,
and it is a pity they do not have it federally, but we will
be a bit generous today in the course of this particular
debate. The government thought long and hard about
the best way of providing the most appropriate system
that would allows our children to learn the necessary
skills to function in society, and just to learn — in my
view that is what kindergartens are about — social
integration and how to learn.
I have had good discussions with representative groups
within my community about this, and there are very
strong and different views as to which is the best way
forward. I might add that some people express a view
that the Victorian Labor Party is about a fair go for
everyone, and I agree — I certainly think we are — and
some people will question what we are doing in terms
of the $300 grants to families and whether that is the
best way to provide the resources necessary to ensure
that as many kids as possible get to kinder. Maybe the
jury is still out on that — time will tell — but it does
not alter the fact that we are doing what we believe is
significantly beneficial to parents with kids of that age.
It is also a continuous improvement model. It is one of
those things that the government will constantly look at,
with a view to improving things as time goes by. If
there is an area that obviously needs improvement, then
we will do it, but it does not change what we are
about — that is, doing what we can to improve access
and affordability, if you like, for parents with children
at kindergarten age.
Hon. Andrea Coote — That’s our policy!
Mr SMITH — The Honourable Andrea Coote
interjects and says, ‘That’s our policy’. I did say at the
start that I would be generous and suggest that we both
have certain views about how to best look after children
et cetera, but we will differ on the detail.
The Bracks government responded to recommendations
of the Premier’s Children’s Advisory Committee that
was set up to advise the government on all things
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relating to children, preschools et cetera, and the
interaction and integration with the Department of
Human Services (DHS). Even today I have heard from
constituents about the importance of moving
responsibility for preschool education from the
Department of Human Services so that it comes under
the umbrella of education. I suppose it gets back to
whether or not you believe the kindergarten system
should be part of the education department. All the
expert advice we have, including that of Dr Jack
Shonkoff, an American expert in child welfare and
child education, and Professor Frank Oberklaid from
Melbourne, tells us that the model we are pursuing is
the best way forward and in the best interests of the
child.
Like anything in medical science and in a whole range
of different fields, there will be people with different
views. We only have to look at global warming. There
is overwhelming support from scientists for the world
to do something about global warming, while at least
17 000 scientists have signed a petition arguing that it is
nowhere near the problem we have been told it is.
Where does the truth lie? We can only take advice from
those we trust. We have done that, and we have
formulated our policies. It is a contentious issue and
one that I dare say the Liberals will push very hard,
because they sense some political advantage in doing
that, and they are simply trying to outbid us, if you like,
for the mums’ votes in particular.
I am also interested in their attitude towards our taking
a broad-brush approach and suggesting that all families
get the money, as opposed to their policy. Their
approach is totally contrary to what they have done
federally. Last time I looked, Johnny Howard was
fantastic at spreading out taxpayers hard-earned dollars
into middle-class welfare, with no means testing at all
in a whole range of areas. The hypocrisy of those
opposite seems to have no boundaries whatsoever.
Another issue is that we believe local government has a
significant role to play in the area of kindergartens. I
have heard talk about the idea of integrating the
kindergartens with primary schools, but given that
67 per cent of all kindergarten locations in Victoria are
owned by local government, we suggest that would be
an extremely difficult exercise. That idea has some
merit in relation to mothers in particular having to drop
off kids at kindergarten and then rush somewhere
else — for example, to a primary school. As Mr Drum
mentioned earlier, sometimes kindergartens and schools
are miles away from home or at inconvenient locations,
so an integrated geographical location may have some
real merit. I visited Cranbourne Christian College last
week while it was celebrating its arts festival, and it
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seemed to have a tremendous early learning system. It
is an Italian system, but I cannot quite think of its name
at the moment — —
Hon. Andrea Coote — Montefiore?
Mr SMITH — I am not confident that is right, but it
is a system that was developed at the end of the Second
World War, and apparently it has had some real
success. It has its detractors as well — —
Hon. Andrea Coote — Montessori?
Mr SMITH — I think that is correct. It seemed to
me to be a tremendous, very calming environment and
one that allows youngsters to progress quite naturally.
But it is separate from the actual school, and there is the
dilemma. Some views are being expressed that
responsibility for kindergartens would be better located
within education, but others say it would not. We
subscribe to the latter view. I have been interested to
hear those opposite support the views of the Australian
Education Union (AEU) on numerous occasions. I
never thought I would hear that — not in this place.
That would be a first. I am just a little bit bemused by
that. Just because a union puts forward a particular
policy or position does not mean it is naturally right.
Ms Hadden — You are saying Mary Bluett is
wrong, are you?
Mr SMITH — I have said Mary Bluett has been
wrong on a number of occasions, and I have said it
publicly. I thank Ms Hadden for the opportunity of
reminding people of that. That is not to say the union is
always wrong, but there is a bit of self-interest. Every
union works from that perspective. One of the claims of
the AEU is that Victoria is out of step with other states
and territories in having early year services under the
Human Services umbrella rather than under Education
and Training. I suppose in a sense that is true of other
states, but that does not imply that Victoria is out of
step with all other states. I think Western Australia,
South Australia and maybe Tasmania are in step with
one another and out of step with us, but I do not know
that there is too much in Western Australia or South
Australia that we would want to follow. Generally we
tend to lead them.
In our response to that claim we say that two-thirds of
Australian children attend a kindergarten program
overseen by a department similar to the Department of
Human Services. It is more than just a matter of doing
what others do; it is essential that we do what is right
and what we believe to be right. That is what we are
getting back to — who is right? Who knows who is
right? I happen to believe that no policy is set in stone
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forever and there should always be room to move and
improve. If people come up with a strong enough
argument and the evidence to prove that we have got
something wrong, I believe we ought to have the
political strength to accept that and improve the model
in a way that moves it forward. I think the proof of the
pudding will be in the eating, and I say that this
government has got this right.
What I have principally heard from the other side today
has been about the policy it has announced rather than
genuine debate on The Nationals’ motion. The other
side is in opposition. It is a bit desperate and has to
grasp at every straw it can — and it is doing just that.
This is a motion that should be opposed and on that
basis — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak in
support of the motion. I congratulate Mr Hall on
moving such a commonsense motion, which is what
you would expect of him. At the outset I take the
opportunity of thanking the Liberal Party and The
Nationals for giving up 5 minutes and 10 minutes
respectively of their valuable time to enable me to
speak. I would otherwise not be given an opportunity to
speak on this very important motion because I am not a
member of a political party. I am an Independent
member for Ballarat Province and have no speaking
rights other than the opportunities provided by the
graciousness of the opposition parties.
This is a very important motion. I do not know why
government members are not supporting it. It probably
has to do with funding issues, since the government
now has a $600 million black hole because it cannot
flog off its interest in the Snowy hydro-electric scheme.
A preschool is not a child-care centre. I have a very
firm view on that. Preschool education is just that: it is a
very important year before a child enters primary
school. The preschool year, or kindergarten year, is not
and should never be considered part of a child-care
centre regime or a babysitting class. The government is
not prepared to support this motion because, as the Irish
would say, it is clueless and did not think of it first.
Everyone else has thought of it. Everyone else is
pushing it, including the Australian Education Union,
kindergarten teachers, kindergarten parents and
members on the opposition side of the house, but the
government is not prepared to even entertain
commonsense.
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I say to the government: if it is truly serious with all its
rhetoric and jargon it publishes in its glossy magazines
about A Fairer Victoria and improving the lot for
Victorian families and parents, then it would transfer
responsibility for preschools from the Department of
Human Services to the department of education. It
could afford it if it transferred across the Bracks bribe,
as Mr Atkinson appropriately called it — the
$182 million School Start bonus. That has been seen for
what it is — simply a vote-buying exercise by this
government. The first half-payment of $150 is to be
made in term 3 to families of students who are currently
in prep and year 7 a couple of months out from the
25 November election. If the government were serious
about having a fair education regime for all children in
this state, it could use that $182 million to transfer
responsibility for kindergartens across to the
department of education.
I have done quite a bit of research on this issue. I asked
my daughter this morning to tell me about her days at
kinder. She said, ‘Oh Mummy, that was too far back, I
cannot remember that’. She is just 15 years old. When
she thought about it she said she had had a lovely time.
She learnt to read, she learnt all about families and she
played with the animals at the Brown Hill kindergarten
on the banks of the Yarrowee Creek in Ballarat. She
also met Aboriginal people, who taught the
preschoolers how to play the didgeridoo and throw
boomerangs across the oval. She also learnt that there
were a mixture of families in our community. She
learnt that some children had a mummy, and a mummy
who lived in the household, that other children had a
daddy, and a daddy who lived in the household, and
that other children had a mummy and a daddy who
lived in the household. She thought that was all very
acceptable and normal, and to her credit she has
continued with that understanding and belief to this
day.
Preschool education at a kindergarten is absolutely
essential. It is not child care, it is education at the age of
four. The government’s own policy — the Department
of Human Services policy updated in 2006 — has this
definition:
Kindergarten — ‘Kindergarten’ (formerly known as
preschool), is a universal early childhood program, funded by
the state government, for children in the year prior to
commencing primary school.

Is says further:
A funded kindergarten program complies with all the
requirements of the Victorian kindergarten policy, procedures
and funding criteria.
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Why then is responsibility for kindergartens not with
the department of education? The very influential
Australian Education Union says it should be. In its
state budget submission under the heading ‘Preschools’
it said:
… the move of preschools, as part of an office of children’s
services, to the Department of Education and Training …

That was what it called for. It also called for increased
professional development to be provided, it called for
early intervention services to be provided with special
case status in respect of preschool teachers and it called
for per capita grant levels for small rural preschools to
be increased. It also went on to say in its submission at
page 9:
It is the AEU’s position that Australia’s and Victoria’s
investment in preschools must be a priority.

And further:
The AEU again proposes that the government investigate the
move of preschools as part of an office of children’s services
to the Department of Education and Training as a mechanism
for guaranteeing not only quality preschool education, but
also facilitating preschool/school transition.

It also said:
This proposal was strongly supported by the leadership
groups established by Minister Kosky in the blueprint
process.

Why is the government not going down that path? The
very influential and sensible AEU is saying it should be
done and the motion today says it should be done, but
the government says no.
Let us look at New Zealand as an example. New
Zealand is a very progressive country. It has laid the
groundwork for a reform of the system of
kindergartens. It provides 20 hours of free preschooling
for every three and four-year-old by 2007. That is in
New Zealand’s budget. It aims for 100 per cent
coverage of graduate early-years teachers by 2012. It
also offers paid maternity leave and licenses child-care
centres to take either babies or children aged over two.
We know that Victoria and New South Wales are the
only states or territories in Australia that do not include
kindergartens in their education system. I wonder what
the real reason is. Is it because the government has not
thought of it first? Is it because it has no money left in
the budget because of the $600 million black hole
caused by the collapse of the sale of Snowy Hydro Ltd?
That could be the reason. Or is it just that it does not
want to think about it? Goodness knows, but I have not
heard a sensible explanation from any government
members as to why they do not support the transfer of

PRESCHOOLS: GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION
Wednesday, 14 June 2006

COUNCIL

responsibility for kindergartens across to the
department of education. The government is sitting on
its hands and opposing what everyone else in the
community wants.
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) data on
participation rates of children at kindergartens are very
interesting. The government’s budget paper 3 at
page 112 under the heading ‘Kindergarten and Child
Care Services’ shows funding for 58 000 children to
participate in kindergarten in 2006–07. That is the
target for the number of children the government will
subsidise. It also shows the kindergarten participation
rate at 96 per cent. The ABS statistics tell me that in
Victoria, 74 800 children aged 4 had attended a
preschool as at June 2005.
So a lot of children are at preschool and
kindergarten — there could be a lot more, but it is
expensive. Unless you are a low-income family and
qualify for a subsidy, which is about 40 per cent, from
the state government it is a very expensive proposition.
The average fees are around $750 per annum with the
cheapest at about $165 a term, which equates to about
$660 a year. The fees are prohibitive for a number of
groups within the community, especially disadvantaged
families and those on low or fixed incomes.
We know of the studies done, especially in the USA
with the High/Scope Perry Preschool Study, a
continuing scientific experiment that has identified the
short-term and long-term benefits of a high-quality
preschool education program for children living in
poverty. Results from that study have demonstrated that
children receiving the quality early learning program
had better intellectual and social development than
those who did not receive a preschool program, and that
those benefits extended throughout their adulthood.
The participation rates for indigenous children and
non-indigenous children are rather alarming. The ABS
statistics show that the participation rate of indigenous
children at kindergarten is just 46 per cent across
Australia and that the participation rate of
non-indigenous children at kindergarten is 57 per cent
across Australia. That is alarming. It shows the
difficulty with indigenous families accessing preschool
and kindergarten. It is a question of cost. We, as a
Parliament — and especially the government — ought
to be very serious about making education at the
preschool and kindergarten level accessible for all.
The government can do that. It has the money to do it,
with the higher stamp duties paid in this state and with
the gambling revenue — $55 million a year comes out
of Ballarat from gambling on pokies alone — that goes
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to the government coffers. It certainly has the money to
invest in children. If it is really serious about investing
in Victorian families, in parents and children, then it
ought to start spending the money at the very early
stage — that is, the kindergarten level — so those
children have the best chance and opportunities in life.
I must congratulate The Nationals on their policy for
kindergarten and preschool funding and also the — —
Hon. P. R. Hall — Which we have had for four
years.
Ms HADDEN — Yes; Mr Hall says they have had
that for four years. It is a very progressive party. Also,
the Leader of the Opposition in the other place is
reported in today’s Age as about to announce a Liberal
Party policy of a $730 per year grant to cover the cost
of preschool fees and that that amount be paid directly
to the kindergarten. In the same article the Victorian
branch of the Australian Education Union welcomed
that Liberal policy, saying:
If the grant is directed to preschool education —

as is proposed by the Liberal Party —
it will provide enormous relief, whereas currently (Labor’s)
$300 bonus to parents is welcome in some areas, but is not
needed in others …

I concur with those comments.
It is important that the government takes a long, hard
look at the issue of transferring responsibility for
kindergartens across to the education department. As I
say, kindergarten is the first year of the education cycle
for children and ought to be supported by the
government, and I really do not know why it will not go
down that path.
There have been a number of excellent articles in the
Age on kindergarten issues and the difficulties
kindergartens are experiencing. One in particular,
which was published on Sunday, 14 May, is headed
‘Crunch time in the children’s garden’. It goes through
all the issues kindergartens are facing, saying they are
facing a crisis:
with parents fatigued by fundraising and volunteering and
newly qualified and experienced teachers deserting the
system.

It runs through what the kindergarten teachers complain
of:
Low job recognition; poor career prospects; few mentoring
opportunities; professional isolation; excessive
administration; having to retrain new committees as children
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leave for school; and intentional and unintentional
intimidation from parent management committees.

The article says that parents complain about the need
for excessive fundraising, particularly in rural and
lower socioeconomic areas, with some kinders having
to raise $9000 per annum to stay afloat and others
having to raise $17 000 a year to stay afloat. It also says
that parent management committees complain of
needing to spend up to 30 hours a week on committee
work and doing the books, at the expense of time with
their own families, and that they complain about
knowing too much about the financial status of other
parents, which information has to be investigated so as
to claim government subsidies. It also states they
struggle to find replacements for sick kinder teachers,
and they have to ask teachers to drop their salaries
when enrolments dip or consider increasing fees.
All of these issues have been around for a long time,
and unless the government takes them seriously there
will be a lot more dissatisfaction amongst this important
group of parents of kindergarten children.
The article is interesting where it refers to figures from
an Australian Education Union survey of Monash,
Melbourne and RMIT university courses that offer
early childhood education. It states:
Up to 50 per cent of early childhood education graduates opt
to work in lowly paid child-care positions rather than as
kindergarten teachers because they offer full-time work and a
chance to learn through —

their colleagues. It also states:
Of the teachers who qualify to teach from birth to 12 years,
just 15 per cent are opting for kindergarten and in past years
this has been as few as 5 per cent. This is despite 50 per cent
expressing an interest in preschool teaching at university entry
interviews.

Another issue is that Mr Bracks, the Premier, told the
Sunday Age — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I want to start my
comments in reply by thanking the Honourables
Andrea Coote, Damian Drum, Richard Dalla-Riva and
Bruce Atkinson, and Ms Hadden, for their expressed
support for this motion. I also want to thank Mr Viney,
the Honourable Kaye Darveniza, Ms Hirsh and
Mr Smith for their participation in this debate and at
least taking the opportunity to express a view. I am
disappointed that they feel disinclined to support this
motion. However, there are some rays of hope in the
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way they contributed to the debate. That gives us some
hope for the future.
In responding to the comments made by some of those
who oppose the motion I start by quickly referring to
some comments made by the Honourable Kaye
Darveniza and Mr Smith about their express surprise
that The Nationals would be supporting a policy
position of the Australian Education Union. I say in
response to that that they should not be surprised. We,
as a party, are not philosophically locked into
supporting unions, nor are we philosophically locked
into opposing unions. If they have a position to put
which we believe is a sensible, commonsense policy
position, we are prepared to look at it on its merits and
support it or otherwise reject it.
The Honourable Kaye Darveniza and Mr Smith may be
surprised at the extent of commonality between The
Nationals’ policy and union policy in some areas,
particularly in the Australian Education Union and also
the forestry division of the Construction, Forestry,
Mining and Energy Union (CFMEU). There are
positions on which I think there is a great deal of
commonality between the views expressed by The
Nationals and those of the union movement, and there
are others.
The Honourable Carolyn Hirsh seemed to have as her
prime objection to this motion the idea that preschools
would be co-located with primary schools. I think
Mr Atkinson disposed of that idea adequately in his
response, but I will say this: this model, which sees
responsibility for preschools moved to the department
of education, does not require facilities to be co-located.
In my contribution I said we need to be flexible enough
to take on board the circumstances that apply locally
and the wishes of local people. In some cases this may
mean a co-located facility, while in other cases it may
mean an annexed facility. There is plenty of flexibility.
I go to the comments of Mr Viney, the government’s
lead speaker on this motion. He said the issue of
administrative responsibility is not all that relevant —
what services preschools are getting is the main issue
that should be considered. I say to Mr Viney and others
in the Labor Party: the real question is whether our
current preschool system is fair and sustainable. That is
the question you really have to ask.
I was disappointed not to get a response from the Labor
government on the three main issues I put to the house
this morning. They are the issue of the ongoing viability
of staffing for preschools, the cost of preschools and the
workload on parents. I remind the house of the staffing
issue. I quoted an Australian Education Union survey of
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its members that suggested that over the next five years
30 per cent of preschool teachers in this state will retire,
with 25 per cent likely to move into the school sector.
Over five years that means 55 per cent — or about
1100 — of Victoria’s 2000 preschool teachers will
move out of the system. In any one year only 20 new
teachers come into the system. Since 5 times 20 equals
100, we will lose 1100 preschool teachers and gain 100.
I suggest that if this eventuates there will be a real crisis
in the delivery of preschool services. We will simply
not have enough staff to deliver the services we all
expect. No-one from the ALP today has rebutted that
argument or made any comment on the point about
staffing.
The same applies to the issue of parents’ workload.
Certainly government members acknowledged it was a
problem, but all they wanted to do was blame the
Kennett government for it. As I think someone else
said, the government has had seven years to address the
problem of the excessive workload of parents who
serve on volunteer committees of management and the
issue of cost. In his contribution Mr Viney said that in
his day fees were $80 to $100 per year but that under
the Kennett government they went up to $80 to
$100 per term to somewhere between $300 and $400
per year. Today they are $700 per year.
There is a real crisis in terms of staffing, cost and the
excessive workload of parents. The Liberal Party has
come on board, supporting The Nationals’ fair and
reasonable position. I now call on the Labor Party to
show some commonsense — to show the spirit of what
is fair and equitable — and support this motion.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 17
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.

Drum, Mr
Hadden, Ms
Hall, Mr (Teller)
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Noes, 21
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Mrs
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr

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

Viney, Mr

Pairs
Forwood, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Lenders, Mr
Theophanous, Mr

Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 1.04 p.m. until 2.08 p.m.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — As a courtesy to members of the house, I wish
to inform them that the Leader of the Government,
Mr Lenders, is currently attending the funeral of Mr Ian
Little and will not attend question time today.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
State volleyball centre: funding
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, the Honourable Justin Madden. I note the
government’s announcements about the proposed state
volleyball centre at Dandenong and certainly believe it
is a very good project. In particular I note an
announcement on 20 October 2004 that $5 million had
been allocated by the state government to the project
with construction to start mid-2005 and completion in
2006, which is about now. A further announcement on
22 April 2005 indicated that an additional $2 million
had been allocated for the project and construction
would start this year with completion of the centre in
2007, so it is another project that is over time and over
budget. I ask the minister why the project has been
delayed by more than 12 months and why the cost of
the state volleyball centre has increased by at least
40 per cent.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the question and any
questions from the member opposite on sport and
recreation. It is good to see Mr Atkinson getting his
quota up at last.
This will be a great development. Members would
appreciate the comments I have made in this chamber
not only about this project but also about sporting
participation in this state. As a result of the high levels
of increased participation in sport in Dandenong, we
could see that this venue was an underperforming asset.
It had a number of basketball courts which were not
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being used. We entered into a partnership by funding
the local council to upgrade that facility and turn it into
a state volleyball centre. In the process of doing so and
given the increased participation rates, we have seen
demand increase at that centre for not only basketball
but also for volleyball. Across the course of time we
have seen increased participation, increased demand
and the need to enhance the centre’s scope.
Hence we have provided sufficient funds to improve
what was an underperforming asset. It was
underperforming because the Liberal Party, as you see
if you look back seven years to what it was doing when
it was in government, was not investing in
communities. We are investing in communities and in
grassroots participation. We are seeing demand for
improved facilities and we are investing in those. Over
the course of the next few months work will develop on
that project. I expect we will see not only a tremendous
outcome for state volleyball and for basketball in that
community — where we are seeing demand increase
significantly — but even greater levels of participation.
We will probably also see a few champion volleyballers
and more champion basketballers come out of that
region.
We are making the investment, we are facing the
challenges and we are happy to support communities
by funding them to improve their facilities, as we do
with councils. I will be happy to talk about that in more
detail. We are making the investments, whereas
members on that side of the chamber would not invest
when they were in government. We are proud to see the
investments paying off through increased participation.
Supplementary question
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — It was not
such a great answer actually. The minister made a
remark about an underperforming asset. I advise the
minister that the basketball facilities at Dandenong have
been extensively used over more than three decades.
There is nothing new about the level of support there.
In fact that centre is the base of a very successful
Women’s National Basketball League team.
The subject I went to in my question was the
establishment of a state volleyball centre. The minister
seems to have ignored this and to have suggested that
the resources were being put in the first instance
towards upgrading the basketball facilities. I ask the
minister if he could advise the house if any further
government funds above the previously announced
$7 million allocation have been assigned to this
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project — recognising that that is a 40 per cent increase
in the cost as compared to the original
announcement — and when the state volleyball centre
will be completed.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am happy to clarify that in the short
time I have available. I also encourage the member to
ask further questions on this matter, because I am very
pleased about the level of investment we are making in
community and regional facilities. This project is being
delivered by the local government in that area. It is
delivering the project, we are funding it.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — For Mr Atkinson’s
information, we have made two funding allocations,
one of which was for the initial project. As I said
before, the level of participation has increased in not
only volleyball but also basketball. One of the
basketball courts that was to be used for volleyball is in
such demand for basketball that we have had to change
the scope of the project. That was requested by all the
stakeholders. We are making that investment but the
Liberals would never have done so. I will continue to
tell members opposite about the increased participation
rates, because we are rising to the challenge and
making the investments where they need to be made.

Aged care: Doveton facility
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — My question is to
the Minister for Aged Care, Mr Jennings. Can the
minister advise the house of recent actions by the
Bracks government to improve the access to residential
aged care of older people living in Melbourne’s
south-eastern suburbs?
An honourable member — You are showing an
undue interest in that, Mr Pullen — a vested interest!
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — Mr Pullen does have an interest in the
wellbeing of senior members of his community. He
stands up for his constituents and for the wellbeing of
all seniors in south-eastern metropolitan Melbourne, if
not in an area broader than that. The good thing about
Mr Pullen’s question is that it provides me with the
opportunity to build on what I reported to the house in
connection with the budget — that is, the fantastic
$23 million commitment to redevelop the Kingston
Centre and the facilities at that centre.
Yesterday I had the good fortune to be in the company
of the member for Dandenong in the other place at the
announcement of the new residential aged care facility
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in Chestnut Road, Doveton. Members of this chamber
have heard me talk many times about the
redevelopment of residential aged care right throughout
Victoria. Indeed during my period as minister I have
been able to talk about the 42 residential aged care
facilities that we have developed across Victoria. The
vast majority of those have been in country areas — 39
of the 42 have been in rural and regional Victoria. This
is one of those comparatively rare occasions on which I
can stand up with some degree of pride and satisfaction
and say that we are investing in significant facilities in
the metropolitan area designed to cater particularly for
residents of our community who have high-care and
complex-care needs.
We have made a $34.5 million commitment to build a
state-of-the-art, 100-bed facility at Doveton that will
cater for people with high-care and complex-care
needs. In particular the facility will support the needs of
people in the seniors population of the south-east
catchment of Melbourne who have mental health issues
and conditions. I am very pleased to say that we have
used the site in Chestnut Road, Doveton, in a very
useful way that will tie in with the existing facilities
provided through the senior citizens club there. In fact I
am very pleased to say that we have recycled the
community benefit of this block of land, which was
previously used as outdated walk-up residential
accommodation for seniors. The building was flattened
some years ago when it was considered to be an
inappropriate style of affordable housing for the citizens
of Doveton. We are reinvesting by developing this
facility.
Yesterday I was joined by not only my colleague from
the other place but also representatives of Southern
Health, who provide quality care each and every day
for the people of the south-east and who are committed
to continuing to provide quality care. We viewed the
plans that have been prepared by Tectura, a wonderful
architectural firm that has been involved in the
redevelopment of a number of aged care facilities
across Victoria. Tectura is committed to quality care
provision and to first-class facilities which are designed
on environmental and sustainability principles and
which incorporate sympathetic design and garden
landscaping to encourage members of the community
to be actively involved in the wellbeing of older people
who are in residential aged care so that those facilities
will be living and breathing community centres as
distinct from isolated facilities. In fact, we will deliver
through this facility in Doveton a first-class service to
meet the needs of the ageing population in the
south-eastern suburbs of Melbourne.
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Commonwealth Games: benefits
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is to the Minister for Commonwealth
Games. Last week the Australian Bureau of Statistics
revealed that the growth in state final demand, or
spending, for the entire March quarter for the whole of
Victoria was just $67 million. How does the minister
reconcile this with his claim that the Commonwealth
Games boosted spending by $270 million for the month
of March?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome
Mr Rich-Phillips’s interest in the Commonwealth
Games and particularly his questions on the subject,
which have been a long time coming. When it comes to
economic activity and growth in Victoria, if you
understand your economics and the investment in the
Commonwealth Games — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Sometimes I wonder
whether opposition members do not fully comprehend
economics. None of us can pretend to be masters when
it comes that subject, but I suspect many opposition
members know far less than they pretend to know.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — They are pretty good at
yelling but sometimes they are not very good at
listening — and you can tell that by the voter turnout
for them at the last election.
The growth from the Commonwealth Games will not
happen in one particular month or one particular
quarter. Let us have a look what will happen. If you
appreciate the multiplier effect, particularly when it
comes to infrastructure, Mr Atkinson and
Mr Rich-Phillips will realise that the $450 million
project at the Melbourne Cricket Ground alone will not
arise as a spike in one particular month but has been
going on for years. The growth in the economy had
been occurring for years in the lead-up to and occurred
during the course of the games. When you consider the
opportunities that were provided to major businesses
and that 87 per cent of procurement in infrastructure
expenditure was picked up by Australian companies,
you realise that did not happen in one particular month,
one particular week or in the 11 days of the
Commonwealth Games but in the weeks and months
leading up to the games.
When you look at some of those statistics across the
course of the games, you see that there were some
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spikes, but that will not occur right across the economy.
We all appreciate that if you measure the economic
activity over several years you will see the growth. That
is supported by the growth that occurred in Victoria
across that time over and above what happened in other
states. I advise Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips that
investment spending grew more in real terms in the
March quarter in Victoria than in any other state. I
suspect that was because of the Commonwealth Games.
Some of the additional expenditure is likely to have
been related to the Commonwealth Games — for
example, expenditure on hotels, cafes and restaurants
grew by an unusually high 3.8 per cent. Spending on
recreation and cultural services grew by 1.9 per cent. Of
course not all additional expenditure was related to the
holding of the games, but a sufficient amount of it no
doubt would have been.
As I mentioned before, the vast majority of the
investment that helped grow the economy has been
occurring for years and years. Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips
would know that because of the detailed questions he
has been able to ask at the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee on a number of occasions over
many years in relation to the Commonwealth Games. I
suspect that if Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips reflected on
those comments made in the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee over a number of years, he would
see the examples of that growth that have been reported
to that committee.
Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The minister seems confused, because the Australian
Bureau of Statistics figures of last week show that
Queensland, Western Australia, Tasmania, the
Northern Territory and the Australian Capital Territory
all grew faster than Victoria during the month of
March. Those are the official figures. The minister’s
colleague the Minister for Tourism in the other place
has issued a press release saying that the impact of the
games for the month of March was $270 million. Given
that all the official independent statistics consistently
show a lower economic impact from the games than the
minister claims, will he now publicly release the full
KPMG report on which his claims are based?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I have just outlined where
the growth occurred. It is worth appreciating that in real
terms spending in Victoria grew in the March quarter
more than in any other state. That is what I said in my
answer to the last question, and I am repeating it now.
Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips should look at the detail about
consumer spending. He is being very selective in
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expressing what his statistics show. It is worth
appreciating that the growth from the games occurred
over many years. When we report comprehensively on
the games, although it might disappoint the member
opposite, that report will reinforce what a fantastic
event the games were and what a fantastic job this
government did in delivering those games.

Housing: Building More Homes Together
program
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — My question is
addressed to the Minister for Housing, Ms Broad. Can
the minister inform the house what the government will
deliver through implementation of the first stage of the
Building More Homes Together program?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for her question and for her interest in boosting
the number of affordable homes for Victorian families
to live in. The Bracks government believes every
Victorian deserves a decent and affordable place to live.
That is why the Bracks government will deliver
107 new homes as part of a $16.3 million package in
the first round of the innovative Building More Homes
Together program. Under that program the government
has contracted with two developers — Common Equity
Housing Ltd and Demar Developments — that are in a
consortium with Community Housing Victoria Ltd to
construct new affordable rental housing across the state.
The program involves builders, developers and
community agencies working with government on
projects to provide a mixture of private and community
homes.
We as a government have gone down this path because
we want value for money and because we think housing
associations offer a positive new way of providing
affordable rental housing. By working side by side with
developers and housing associations the government is
able to complement its own funds with private
investment, and that means we can deliver more homes
for families who need them. In this case the
government has secured $4.8 million in equity from the
private sector that will deliver 30 per cent more housing
than the government could purchase through public
funding alone.
I am pleased to say that slabs will be poured and frames
will go up later this year as construction of the first
homes in this round of the program gets under way.
The majority of these homes will be one and
two-bedroom units to meet demand. I am pleased to say
that many parts of Victoria will benefit. We have
worked hard to ensure this program will help families
in both metropolitan and regional Victoria, because we
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are a government that governs for the whole of
Victoria. Families from Carrum Downs to Shepparton,
from Epping to Greensborough, from Ballarat to
Mildura, from Morwell to Warrnambool and at
Rosebud will all benefit from this program. The homes
will be owned and managed by not-for-profit housing
agencies and will be available for long-term rental to
low-income households.
I am also pleased to advise the house that there is more
to come. I plan to announce a second round of building
contracts under the program later this year. The Bracks
government will keep working on innovative programs
like this one so that more Victorian families will have
decent and affordable homes to live in.

Housing: Footscray accommodation
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — My
question is also directed to the Minister for Housing. I
particularly noted the minister’s laudable reference in
her answer to Ms Romanes that every Victorian
deserves a decent place to live, and I refer to reports
that residents on a Footscray supported accommodation
assistance program were fed a diet of pasta and salad
for weeks on end. I ask: how is it that such a
circumstance could occur under her watch?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — The
member’s question is more properly directed to my
colleague, but I will respond by indicating to the
member that in circumstances where Victorians for
whatever reason find themselves in difficulties and
without a place to live, whether as a result of private
housing circumstances or any other circumstances, then
agencies that are within my responsibility — the Office
of Housing and community housing agencies that are
funded through the supported accommodation
assistance program — will make every effort to assist
people to find appropriate short-term and long-term
accommodation.
In these circumstances, of which I am well aware, a
range of agencies that are funded through the
Department of Human Services are alerted to the fact
that people need assistance, and certainly those
agencies that are funded through my portfolio will be
rendering every possible assistance to people who need
to find alternative appropriate accommodation.
Supplementary question
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I note the
minister’s attempt to deflect the question, and I refer the
minister to page 183 of the 31st edition of the Victorian
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Government Directory, which says that the Office of
Housing provides and:
… works in partnership with the community sector for the
provision of supported accommodation assistance program
(SAAP) services.

I suggest that the government’s own document sheets it
home to the minister. That being so, I ask: what audit
arrangements are in place to ensure that SAAP
providers deliver appropriate services to their grossly
disadvantaged clients?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — Further in
response to the member’s question, he is correct that I
am responsible for the supported accommodation
assistance program (SAAP). That is a matter I am very
proud of, given that this government, unlike the
previous government, has more than doubled funding
while the Liberal Party in Canberra has cut funding to
this program. This is a program which is strongly
supported by the Bracks government. However, the
member is not correct in identifying this particular
facility as a SAAP provider, and I reiterate what I have
said in response to his first question, that the agencies I
am responsible for will render every assistance to
people who need it in terms of alternative
accommodation. He is not correct in saying that this
facility is a SAAP provider.

Sport and recreation: facility grants
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I direct my question
to the Minister for Sport and Recreation, Mr Madden. I
ask the minister to advise the house how the Bracks
government is getting on with the job of providing all
communities with access to quality sporting
infrastructure through the community facilities funding
program.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I take great pleasure in being able to
answer such an impressive question from the member. I
appreciate his level of support, not only for community
sporting groups in his region but right across the board
when it comes to sports funding in this state.
The community facilities funding program, which is a
hallmark program for Sport and Recreation Victoria,
sees facilities funded right across the state. It sees
minor, major and pool funding provided to councils
across Victoria. What is spectacular about this is the
impressive outcomes we see from it. First of all, the
objectives of the program are to encourage a planned
approach to sports development and to support
high-quality, accessible, inclusive and robust sport and
recreation communities across the state, and by that
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investment to strengthen communities through
recreation and sporting participation.
The program, the results of which I recently announced,
opened for applications in August last year. As
members might be aware, I announced a number of
successful projects. The member for Evelyn in the other
place, Heather McTaggart, was at Chirnside Park
Football Club when I announced a grant of $29 000 for
the oval lighting project. That was in response to an
increased demand, particularly because of the great job
the volunteers are doing in those communities and the
huge turnout of juniors. The club needs those lights to
get better value out of the existing facilities. That is just
one of the 153 successful projects — minor facilities
and planning grants — across Victoria to the value of
$5 million that were funded through this program.
The grants range from $43 406 to the East Gippsland
shire in the electorate of Mr Hall and the Honourable
Philip Davis for the development of a skate park in
Orbost to $50 000 to the Moriac Tennis Club in the
electorate of Mr Eren and Ms Carbines for facility
improvements and $50 000 to the Dunkeld Bowling
Club in the electorate of Mr Vogels and Mr Koch for
the installation of a synthetic green. It shows that we are
providing opportunities for all Victorians. That
translates into grassroots participation figures.
In addition to the recent funding announcement, in
December we announced 28 grants to the value of
$10.4 million through the program for 19 major facility
projects and 9 Better Pools projects across Victoria.
These announcements bring the government’s total
investment in sport and recreation infrastructure
through the sport and recreation community facilities
funding program to — and get this, President! — over
$118 million, and I know Mr Drum will appreciate that.
The number of projects — and members might want to
write this down because it is particularly important and
impressive — totals 1450 community projects funded
across the course of this government.
An honourable member — How many?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I will say it again:
1450 community projects have been funded, and
through the $118 million investment, we have seen a
multiplier effect of the order of $400 million building
better communities right across the state.

Local government: building regulations
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Local
Government. I refer to the introduction of
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regulation 312 of Building Regulations 2006, which is
scheduled to commence today. Does the minister agree
with the Victorian Municipal Building Surveyors
Group and many councils that the regulation will
reduce the revenue received by councils, and if so, what
steps will she take to reduce the impact of these revenue
cuts on council services?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response, I do not have a copy of that regulation in front
of me. I will be happy to take the question on notice
and respond to the member.
Supplementary question
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — The
Victorian Municipal Building Surveyors Group has
estimated the reductions in revenue for councils as
follows: Bayside, $134 000; Glen Eira, $54 000;
Stonnington, $34 000; Moira, $5800; and more than
$100 000 in Boroondara. I also note that the Municipal
Association of Victoria wrote to the minister on 11 May
saying that the capping of fees for services that local
government must provide is an unnecessary
undermining of the autonomy of local government.
When the minister comes back I ask her to say why she,
as part of cabinet, has supported this undermining of
local government autonomy.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — It
is an extraordinary question from a member of a
political party that sacked every council bar one in this
state and put in its mates as administrators. For it to
now claim to be the defender of democracy in local
government shows an extraordinary hide. It is quite
remarkable.
As I indicated in my first response, I will take the
matter on notice and respond to the member in due
course.
Hon. D. McL. Davis interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr David Davis has
asked his question. I ask him to be quiet.

Consumer affairs: building practices
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
question is to the Minister for Consumer Affairs, the
Honourable Marsha Thomson. The Bracks government
takes very seriously its responsibilities to protect
Victorians from dodgy builders and building practices.
Building or renovating a home is one of the most
significant transactions that a Victorian consumer may
undertake. Can the minister advise the house of any
recent activities that the Bracks government has
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undertaken to protect Victorian consumers from dodgy
builders?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I thank the member for his question. I know
Mr Hilton is keen to ensure that consumers in this state
are properly and appropriately protected, and the
Bracks government certainly takes that responsibility
very seriously.
Consumer Affairs Victoria spends a lot of time
informing traders about their rights and obligations as
traders, and about doing the right thing by consumers
and acting responsibly. It is very proactive in that
exercise. We do not apologise for taking action against
those traders that do the wrong thing. We have a
legislative regime in place to protect consumers, and we
want to maintain and stand by that legislation.
This is in contrast to the Liberal Party, which, if its
consumer affairs policy stays in place, will deregulate
the industry. As a matter of fact its policy does not even
mention the issue of builders and legislation to protect
consumers. As the member who asked the question
rightfully pointed out, consumers who purchase their
homes, or build or renovate their homes, are obviously
expending large sums of money, probably the most
they will spend in their entire lives, and they have a
right to expect that they will be treated appropriately in
those transactions.
It will not surprise members that the Bracks
government has been running a blitz on dodgy builders
and taking action to bring to court those builders who
are ripping off Victorian consumers. Thirty-three
builders have been prosecuted by Consumer Affairs
Victoria for significant breaches in the building area,
and seven prosecutions are still before the courts this
financial year.
CAV has especially targeted builders who accept large
deposits but then do not commence the work they
promised. That sort of practice is particularly cruel for
consumers and families. In recent cases builders like
Slobodan Bogdanovic in Melbourne and Jeff
Vandersluys in regional Victoria have been convicted
and fined for breaking the law and ripping off
consumers. The prosecution of dodgy builders has
resulted in fines totalling close to $230 000.
We will continue to work with those traders who want
to do the right thing, to ensure they understand their
obligations under the law, but we will also go after
those who are doing the wrong thing and ensure they
are taken before the courts to be dealt with in the way
they should be dealt with. I want to take this
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opportunity to commit to Victorian families that we
will continue to protect their interests and ensure that
Victoria is a great place to live and raise a family.

Motorised scooters: safety
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
question is to the Minister for Aged Care. I have raised
with the minister on many occasions in this place the
safety of our senior Victorians driving their motorised
scooters. I have called for him to develop regulations to
protect these people. It is vital that our senior Victorians
have the independence and flexibility which scooters
give them, but it is vital that they use them safely.
Tragically, more than six elderly Victorians have died
and more than 152 have needed hospital treatment
because the minister has neglected to do something
about this issue. When is the minister going to
implement safety regulations for motorised scooters?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I am grateful for any interest shown by any
opposition member on matters that deal with the
wellbeing of older members of the community. I am
not quite sure how many times is the ‘many’ that the
member says she has raised the issue here. I certainly
know the member would be acutely aware that
regulations relating to transport issues, whether they be
motorised small vehicles or those used on roads and
footpaths in Victoria, are the responsibility of my
colleague the Minister for Transport in the other place.
She would be acutely aware of that, and acutely
aware — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — ‘She’! What has happened
to Mr Batchelor?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — No. It scanned nicely
in the sentence I was uttering but which Mr Atkinson
was not listening to. In the sentence I was constructing,
my reference to the honourable member was gender
specific and correct to my understanding.
The substantive answer is that I am happy to take
advice from the member or any member of the
Victorian community about the best way in which those
regulations could take place. I am happy to engage with
the appropriate minister and the appropriate regulatory
body within the regulatory framework in Victoria to
deal with that matter. If the member wishes to continue
to pursue this issue, I would be happy to receive any
suggestions about the way in which it can be
implemented.
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Supplementary question
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Can I ask
the minister to make representations on behalf of senior
Victorians to his colleague for advice on what speed
scooters will be allowed to go on the footpaths?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — My brain is obviously not working fast
enough to deal with the complexities of this issue! The
issue would normally have been raised on the
adjournment, but maybe we should not be hung up
about the form in which it is pursued.
I would be happy to pursue the matter in conjunction
with my colleague the Minister for Transport, and I will
not encourage him to do a survey to answer the
member’s question, but I think we need to be mindful
about what the capacity of those vehicles may be, the
way in which they should be used, and what risk they
may present to riders or pedestrians in the community.

Rural and regional Victoria: responsible
serving of alcohol
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) —
Can the Minister for Consumer Affairs advise the house
what the Bracks government is doing to promote the
responsible serving of alcohol in rural and regional
Victoria?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I thank the honourable member for his
question. The Bracks government has done a lot to
ensure that responsible serving of alcohol (RSA)
training is taken very seriously, and that it is available
to employees in licensed venues, regardless of where
these employees may live.
I am pleased to say that during the past year more than
40 000 Victorians have undertaken responsible serving
of alcohol training. Employees in pubs, bars and clubs
as well as packaged liquor outlets are required to take
responsible serving of alcohol training courses.
We understand the importance of providing this
training in all areas, and as a result of the work that has
been undertaken under the Bracks government there are
now more than 15 000 Victorians who have completed
responsible serving of alcohol training in regional
Victoria and who are now in a better position to
responsibly serve alcohol in their jobs within country
Victoria.
Unlike members opposite, we actually do take an
interest in regional and rural areas of Victoria and in
ensuring that services are provided in those areas and
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that training is extended into rural and regional
Victoria. Of the 400 registered training organisations
that provide RSA training, 111 are in regional Victoria.
These comprise mainly TAFE colleges, as well as
universities, colleges of advanced education, secondary
schools and private training providers.
RSA training is now available from regional areas as
diverse as the South West Institute of TAFE in
Warrnambool, the Sunraysia Institute of TAFE in
Mildura — I know the Honourable Barry Bishop will
be interested to hear that — and the Gippsland
Education Centre in Warragul. Over 230 trainers have
been approved to provide training across regional
Victoria.
As well as face-to-face training, Consumer Affairs
Victoria also provides a refresher course online, which
means that those who are already in the business of
providing alcohol in a responsible way can undertake
their refresher course in a more convenient
environment. It means that staff who work in bars, pubs
and clubs can keep up to date with any changes that are
occurring; they can meet their legal requirements and
learn about the latest techniques, and this is just another
example of how the Bracks government is governing
for all Victorians and ensuring that our services reach
all parts of Victoria.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I have answers to the following questions on
notice: 6612, 7024, 7253, 7631, 7673, 7715, 7970,
7971.

TRANSFER OF LAND (ALPINE RESORTS)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 13 June; motion of
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government).
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I am pleased
to make a contribution to the debate on the Transfer of
Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill, and in doing so I indicate
that the opposition has some concerns about aspects of
the bill, although the broader principles deep in the bill
are not things that we oppose. The greater lease security
and the improved processes for registration of leases are
things that we support, but since this bill was
introduced into the chamber, our level of concern about
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a number of matters in alpine areas, particularly
Mount Stirling, has increased massively, and for that
reason it is the opposition’s intention to move a
reasoned amendment, and I will move that now:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place the words ‘this house refuses to read
this bill a second time until the government provides a
guarantee to the Victorian community and key stakeholders
that no high-level development will be undertaken on
Mount Stirling and that Mount Stirling will remain a pristine
area administered consistent with the recommendations of the
Mount Stirling environment effects statement of May 1996’.

That environment effects statement (EES) is a very
important document from the Office of Planning and
Heritage which followed exhaustive community
discussion and consultation. It was founded on good
science and good supporting documentation and
should, in my view, be the bible for the management of
Mount Stirling into the future.
Until further work is done that indicates something to
the contrary, I believe it is very important that that
document be given the credence and support it
deserves, and I have to say that the opposition became
very concerned in the recent period, with the
government’s decision to put on the web site of the
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort
Management Board a new strategic plan called the
Buller-Stirling 2011 strategic management plan. That
plan is a chilling document which lays out a future for
Mount Stirling that is very different from what the
community acceptance is and from what, in my view, is
proper.
Concurrent with the appearance of that document there
are also regulations that govern aspects of the future of
the mountain, and a series of meetings was held where
the Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort
Management Board met the Mount Stirling
development task force.
In those meetings the cat was let out of the bag. The
Mount Stirling development task force was told that the
board was enthusiastic. As it has been related to me, it
was made very clear that the board was enthusiastic for
high-end user accommodation. The idea that there
would be massive development consistent with the
standards at some of the other big alpine resorts —
Buller, Hotham and so forth — taking place on
Mount Stirling is anathema to many people. The
Honourable Graeme Stoney and people from the
Mount Stirling development task force, including
Dr Alan Kerr and Mr Martin Hunt, fought very hard
through that period in the 1990s to get the arrangements
to a point of community acceptance that Mount Stirling
would not be developed willy-nilly and would not be

2367

developed into a monstrous resort with huge towers and
frightening levels of development that would despoil
the area and fundamentally change the nature of the
usage of the mountain.
Mount Stirling is used fundamentally for a wide range
of recreational activities. It is best known for its role in
cross-country skiing, and that should be protected into
the future. That sort of skiing will not occur if there is
high-end user accommodation put on the mountain. If
we see towers and massive developments put on
Mount Stirling, we will not see such skiing. I have to
say that the minister and the department have been
quite weak on these things in the recent period. The
minister has been flapping around and just will not
come out and say super clearly that this board is on the
wrong tram and that he is not going to allow the
development of Mount Stirling in the way it has been
talking about.
I want to make the point here that the development
plan — the strategic management plan — that the
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort
Management Board put on its web site has since been
pulled off, so this document is now no longer available
to the community. If ever there was a sign of a guilty
conscience from this government, if ever there was a
sign of secrecy and underhand activity, if ever there
was a sign of a slippery piece of behaviour, this is it.
The document goes up — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — It’s you!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Where is it? Mr Mitchell
represents that area, so can he say why on earth that
document is not up there now? We have a copy of it,
but the public cannot get copies now because it has
been hidden from view. What I think has happened is
that the Buller and Stirling management board has had
a pretty good kick; the government has decided it has to
be quietened down and cooled down quite quickly. The
minister has been embarrassed by what has begun to
develop up there on the mountain. He was not happy
when he went up for the opening of the ski season that
people were asking questions everywhere he went. I
have had a number of those points relayed to me. The
fact is that the government knew it was wrong.
Unfortunately I think the government still has this plan
deeper down and has sought to hide it from the
community.
It is worth reading part of the mission statement for the
resort. A number of points are made there, and I seek to
incorporate the precise words into Hansard. At 5.3.1,
on page 14, the document states:

TRANSFER OF LAND (ALPINE RESORTS) BILL
2368

COUNCIL

Reference the Alpine Resorts 2020 strategy as the
overarching strategic direction to guide planning decisions in
the resorts.

I will come to that document in a moment. In the next
column it talks about the provision of accommodation
such as tented accommodation. At 5.3.2 on page 15 it
goes further and in relation to accommodation says:
Encourage the provision to the public of a diverse range of
quality accommodation …
Evaluate a range of accommodation on Mount Stirling and at
Mirimbah.

All I can say is that these descriptions of
accommodation are not consistent with the
environment effects statement. These statements in the
development document that was pulled off the web site
caused great offence to many who know and love
Mount Stirling. I think the government did intend to do
something there, but that has been chilled off, at least
temporarily. What is required now is a more active
process to ensure that the government does not proceed
in an unhelpful way.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Your nose will grow!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — What does Mr Mitchell
think the documents meant? Why has the government
taken it off the web site? Through you, President, it is
extraordinary that the opposition cannot explain why
the government slipped the document out of public
view in that way.
Ms Carbines — I will explain it all to you.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I will be listening very
carefully to Ms Carbines. The truth of the matter is that
we know what was going on — and the community
knows what was going on.
The Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill amends the
Transfer of Land Act to include new leasing provisions
and amends the Alpine Resorts (Management) Act
1997 to add to the leasing and licensing powers of the
alpine resorts management boards. The significance of
that is that lease arrangements on the mountain and the
registration of leases will be made more secure. We
support that greater security on Mount Buller,
Mount Hotham and the other mountains that make up
our alpine accommodation areas.
What we do not support is the application of this bill to
Mount Stirling. For that reason we will move an
amendment to excise Mount Stirling from this bill and
to limit its effect to those areas that are not
Mount Stirling. If the government has no plans for high
level accommodation, if the government has no plans
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for development at Mount Stirling that is inconsistent
with the environment effects statement, it will have no
trouble at all in supporting this amendment because it
will not be necessary to provide that approach on
Mount Stirling. If the government does have a secret
agenda, if the government has not put away its
approach to building greater levels of accommodation
on Mount Stirling, it will almost certainly oppose this
amendment that I will seek to move in the committee
stage.
I make it clear that the opposition is concerned about
the future of Mount Stirling, and I have to say this is not
the first time the Labor Party has had a go at
Mount Stirling. I can even go back to the 1980s. A
letter to the Age dated 29 May 1995 from David Malay
of Preston refers to the then shadow environment
minister, Mr Barry Pullen, who had belatedly
discovered Mount Stirling. The letter says:
Where has he been for the past 10 years. More precisely
where was he in 1989 when the previous government —

the Cain and Kirner governments, in which Mr Pullen
was a minister —
proposed a real taxpayer-funded fully fledged $350 million
downhill resort for the mountain with an alpine village
accommodating 5000 people?

Labor has form on this, it has a very sorry history on
this — —
Ms Carbines — The member does!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — We do not. I have got to
say to Ms Carbines that people like Mr Stoney and
others have been at the forefront of protecting the
mountain over a long time. He may well remember
Mr Pullen’s statements and that as a minister in the
Cain and Kirner governments Mr Pullen planned a
$350 million downhill resort on the mountain, with a
village accommodating 5000 people. That is the sort of
accommodation that we are very concerned about. We
do not want to see 5000 people accommodated on
Mount Stirling, like the Cain and Kirner governments
sought to do. We do not want to see a development of
that nature. We think it is inconsistent.
I will quote from the news release of the Mount Stirling
development task force of 28 May 2006 headed ‘Hotel
horror on Mount Stirling’.
Ms Carbines — There have been a few sleeps since
then.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I know there have, and I
know that the minister — —
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Ms Carbines — It has been 20 years since then!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — No, I am about to quote
from a news release of May 2006. It states:
Abandoning the Mount Stirling EES, the Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling Management Board is proposing ‘high-end
user accommodation’ on Mount Stirling.

The task force news release discusses section 5.3 of the
2011 management plan and says that in a meeting with
the Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort
Management Board and the Mount Stirling
development task force the board had made it clear that
it was enthusiastic for what the board calls high-end
user accommodation developments on Mount Stirling.
The news release reviews the history:
The Mount Stirling environment effects statement 1997
rejected accommodation options for Mount Stirling. The
state-funded EES was exemplary in its process and provides a
comprehensive planning document for the future of
Mount Stirling.

We agree very strongly with that. Dr Alan Kerr, the
chairman of the task force, is quoted in the news release
as having stated:
We thought the EES had finally put to rest inappropriate
development proposals on Mount Stirling and we are
dismayed that this jewel in the crown of our alpine resorts is
again under threat.

The news release goes on to say:
Mount Stirling provides a unique combination of proximity
and wilderness in the alps and has always been about
affordability, accessibility and diversity of use in an unspoilt
natural environment.

I could not agree more. It continues:
It is a delicate balance and these latest proposals would
fundamentally alter the Mount Stirling experience to the
detriment of all Victorians.

The statement goes on to say, and I think this is an
important point and is exactly what the opposition
thinks too:
We are not against appropriate development on
Mount Stirling and we are not against high-end user
accommodation in the Mansfield district but this is not right
for Mount Stirling and the minister must unequivocally and
publicly reject the idea from the start.

It took the minister quite a long time, but I know he has
belatedly written to the task force. However, all he has
said, as I have had it relayed to me, is that the
management authority will not be allowed to do anything
inconsistent with government policy. That is not quite
strong enough for people on the mountain and for people
who use the mountain. The government will need to go a
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bit further than that to put this to bed, given the history,
given Labor’s plans in the 1980s, given the sneaky and
underhand way that this was conducted — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — The member should not talk
about sneaky; he is Mr Sneaky himself.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I am very happy to talk
about sneaky here, Mr Mitchell, but as a local member
for Central Highlands and one who would seek to
represent the Northern Victoria electorate, you have
been missing in action! The member is a disgrace! You
are a great concern for the people in your area.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — The member has never been
there!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I have indeed, I grew up
in Mansfield. Mr Mitchell may not know that, but I
grew up in Mansfield.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — You never — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! Mr Mitchell!
Through the Chair, Mr Davis.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I agree with that, Acting
President, I spent the early part of my life in Mansfield
and have links and — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — No, Mansfield is what I
said.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! Mr Mitchell!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Acting President, I make
the point that Mr Mitchell has not represented his
electorate in this matter, he has not been prepared to
stand up for the mountain, he has been prepared to go
quiet, prepared to hide on this issue. It is also of
concern that members like Ms Broad and
Ms Darveniza, who seek to represent that Northern
Victoria Region in the upper house under the new
arrangements later this year, will not stand up for the
mountain or for the values that are involved.
I, for one, want to put on record my concerns about the
behaviour of those individuals. They have already
voted in favour of a toxic dump in their new electorate
and now they are going to vote for the despoiling of an
important environmental asset at Mount Stirling — —
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Where has it been spoilt?
Show us that!
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Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — If Mr Mitchell thinks that
high-end user accommodation would not despoil
Mount Stirling, he has to have a very good look at
himself. I am concerned that somebody like
Mr Mitchell would seek to represent that area, because
he will clearly do a very poor job, as he has done to
date.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — That is why I won the seat,
didn’t I, you goose!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Since you have won the
seat you have hardly been sighted.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! Through the
Chair, Mr Davis.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The honourable member
has been hardly sighted in the area; he spends most of
his time in Melbourne, and I am deeply concerned
about that matter.
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The boards are required to be largely self-sufficient. Their
main revenue sources are service charges, gate fees and site
rentals …

He then has the footnote:
The smaller alpine resorts are less developed and,
consequently, their revenue sources are more limited than the
larger resorts.

That is obviously true and is one of the reasons why the
Parliament sought to bring Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling together in that way. The report
continues:
The boards may also receive capital works grants from the
Victorian and commonwealth governments.

On page 49 the report states:
In May 2004, the Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997
was amended to disband (in November 2004) the
Mount Buller and the Mount Stirling boards and establish
the —

new —
I note also that the Auditor-General has made some
comments about the financial standing of alpine resort
management boards. It is not that long ago that this
chamber brought together the Mount Stirling and
Mount Buller management boards. We did that to
strengthen the financial position of Mount Stirling.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — You did?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — No, the chamber, the
whole Parliament.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The whole Parliament, I
have to say, brought together those boards. That was
seen as a way of strengthening the Stirling situation. It
is interesting to read what the Auditor-General says on
pages 48 to 50 of his June 2006 report on the results of
financial statement audits for agencies with other than
30 June 2005 balance dates and other audits. In the
report at page 48 he says that the boards, as they were
set up:
plan for the proper use and development of the land they
manage
develop resorts that primarily provide quality alpine
recreation and tourism experiences in all seasons of the year
conduct their business in an ecologically, economically,
culturally and socially responsible manner.

I guess it is the last point that the government has lost
sight of in the case of Mount Stirling. The
Auditor-General goes on to say:

Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management
Board. The new board is responsible for managing the
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling alpine resorts.

As part of the changes they were required to establish:
a seasonal snow drought fund to maintain cash flow during
poor snow seasons —

and —
a capital investment fund to finance asset maintenance and
replacement.

When the boards were brought together I think there
was some concern from people that Mount Stirling may
not be the major focus of the board and that the
Mount Buller interests, which are so strong and
predominant, would override Mount Stirling. It appears
that that is something of what has occurred here. The
fact is that this matter will have to be looked at again.
We will have to be very cautious and find ways to
strengthen the position of those who would protect
Mount Stirling, to ensure that the interests which have
legitimate positions with respect to Mount Buller are
not able to overwhelm the legitimate aims and
objectives of those who have a different experience
with Mount Stirling.
Another of the points the Auditor-General makes in his
report tabled in Parliament today relates to financial
viability and the fact that the alpine resorts are of their
nature seasonal and the snow season varies. He said:
The poor season also heightened concerns about the
long-term financial viability of these boards.
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He is talking here about Lake Mountain and Mount
Baw Baw, but the general principle also applies
elsewhere:
Both required cash injections, which took the form of revenue
grants, from the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to meet their operating costs in the year ended
31 October 2005. Lake Mountain received $350 455 and
Mount Baw Baw $830 769. Both also received further cash
payments after 1 November 2005.

In his conclusion on page 50 the Auditor-General goes
on to say:
The larger alpine resort boards have continued to achieve
positive operating results and net cash inflows in 2005.
However, the Department of Sustainability and Environment
will need to closely monitor the financial condition of the
smaller boards …

While Mount Buller and Mount Stirling are shackled
together in their current structure, the financial issues
with making Mount Stirling viable are real because it is,
in some respects, similar to those other mountains.
There has to be a proper financial plan that protects the
values of but at the same time ensures the long-term
viability of Mount Stirling without the excessive
control that could occur from Mount Buller. There has
to be a set of values that is protected. Those values are
very important and would be supported by most
Victorians; they certainly were at the time of the
environment effects statement. If the response and calls
to my office that have occurred over the recent period
are any guide, there is no doubt that the community has
a strong view about protecting Mount Stirling.
I want to turn to the minister’s comments on
Mount Stirling. He was reported in the Herald Sun of
6 June as having said that he had not seen a copy of the
draft management plan yet. He said:
However, I understand it does not raise the issue of
accommodation on Mount Stirling …

He was either clearly misinformed then, or misled the
public through that statement. I suspect that he was
misinformed. He went on to say:
The government believes Mount Stirling should be for
low-impact activities, not major developments.

But that is not what the document says, and that is the
problem. The minister continues to fluff around and not
sufficiently clarify the position of Mount Stirling. Even
the documents of the Mount Stirling task force have not
been clear enough for many people. I call on
Ms Carbines, when she makes her contribution,
because she is just one heartbeat away from the
environment minister’s job — —
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Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — She will no doubt be able
to give the government’s position very clearly on
Mount Stirling and will be able to ensure that the — —
Mr Gavin Jennings interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I mean if something
untoward were to happen to the minister. I hope
nothing of the sort happens! Although, for the record, I
hope Ms Carbines will find an opportunity to contribute
in the Parliament in the future. I mean — —
Ms Carbines interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — There is some doubt
about that with her positioning on the ticket down in the
Western Victoria Region, although I note there is hope
that opportunities and vents may open up for
Ms Carbines much nearer to Melbourne.
Ms Carbines interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I certainly suggest that
she would be a better addition to the Parliament for the
Western Metropolitan Region than a current occupant
of that seat, as I have outlined to the chamber already.
The minister’s spokesperson made some comments,
which I think should go — —
Mr Gavin Jennings — Which relate to the bill, as
distinct from your contribution.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Actually they relate to the
issue of Mount Stirling, which relates to the bill, to my
reasoned amendment, and to the amendment that we
will move in committee. In the country times of
Wednesday, 14 June — —
Hon. E. G. Stoney — The High Country Times.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — It was in the High
Country Times of Wednesday, 14 June.
I was not greatly comforted by the government’s
position. I was pleased to hear what Dr Sykes, the
member for Benalla in the other place, and others had
to say, but government members are still not
sufficiently clear about the future.
Chairman of the Mount Buller/Mount Stirling resort
management board, John Dyson, said on the weekend at the
opening cocktail party —

for the opening of the ski season — and I wonder if
Ms Carbines was there, swanning around with others
from the government —
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that the board had come under fire for the new management
plan, but defended the board’s role in being able to consider
all options and ideas, without necessarily agreeing with their
implementation.

That is a very slippery little statement, given that it was
his body — the management board — that put up the
new management plan to 2011. This was not just a
vague suggestion; he was not canvassing 14 different
options — this was the suggested or recommended
option. The accommodation that would have despoiled
the mountain was mentioned several times in the
document. It was not a casual mistake. People do not
make five-year management plans, slip in little bits here
and there, put them up on a public web site and then,
when they are discovered, take them down and hide
them. John Dyson was defending the board’s role in
being able to consider all options and ideas without
necessarily agreeing with their implementation.
I suggest to the community that that statement is very
concerning, that the plan is still on. I think the
government is trying to go quiet at the moment. It is
looking for an opportunity to start this plan up again
when things get quiet. In the committee stage we will
move amendments to clauses 11 and 12 to delete — —
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significant accommodation on Mount Stirling. For that
reason, we will move to prevent that.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The Nationals
made a decision in our party room not to oppose this
legislation. Since that decision was made the Liberal
Party moved a reasoned amendment in the other place
and again here this afternoon. We see some merit in
that reasoned amendment and are happy to have the
government consider it. The Liberal Party seeks a
commitment in respect of issues concerning
Mount Stirling. It is a reasonable request of the
government from the Liberal Party. Hopefully that will
be considered, that commitment will be given, and
therefore we will all be able to support the passage of
the bill through the Parliament.
I am not aware of the particular amendments that will
be moved in the committee stage. I am not sure whether
they were distributed during the course of debate in the
other chamber, so I request through Mr David Davis
that I receive a copy of those. Maybe between now and
the time the committee stage transpires I can consult
with some colleagues in my party as to the merits of
The Nationals’ position in respect of those
amendments.

Hon. E. G. Stoney interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Look at what Barry
Pullen, a former Minister for Conservation and
Environment in this place, said — that is right. Look at
what he said. I saw him sitting there when he was in
government. He wanted to build a resort with the
capacity to accommodate 5000 people on the mountain.
The Labor Party has a sorry history with respect to this
mountain. The amendments we will move to clauses 11
and 12 will seek to protect the Mount Stirling
environment by ensuring the provisions of this bill do
not apply to Mount Stirling.
As I said before, there are two options: the government
either has a plan or does not. If it has no plan to build
significant accommodation on Mount Stirling, there
will be no need for the bill to apply to Mount Stirling. If
the government does have such a plan, it will resist the
amendment and provide further evidence that there is
an ongoing and slippery plan.
In summary, I indicate that the opposition supports the
principles in the Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill
and believes in greater security and stronger title and
leasehold arrangements in the major mountain resorts at
Mount Buller, Mount Hotham and so forth. We are
very supportive of those points, but we do not support
using the provisions to facilitate the building up of

Before commenting on the bill, I commend my
colleagues Dr Sykes, the member for Benalla, and Ken
Jasper, the member for Murray Valley, both in the other
place. They both have a very keen interest in skiing.
Dr Sykes has some of the major alpine resorts in his
electorate; he has a keen interest in that and participated
fully, I understand, in the opening of the ski season last
weekend. I commend them both for the work they have
done in consulting organisations and for their ongoing
interest in the Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill.
The bill amends two acts of Parliament — the Transfer
of Land Act 1958 and the Alpine Resorts
(Management) Act 1997, and I will deal with them in
that order. The amendments to the Transfer of Land Act
predominantly concern Crown leases. A Crown lease is
simply a lease taken over an area of Crown land.
Clauses 3 to 9 of the bill amend the Transfer of Land
Act around the issue of Crown leases.
Clauses 3 and 4 concern the removal of the requirement
that when a Crown lease is created, both the original
and a duplicate be lodged at the land registry. Now only
the original will be required, and that Crown lease will
then be converted into an electronic form. This is the
current practice in respect of land titles. It seems to us a
commonsense measure that reduces the administrative
burden. The provisions described in clauses 3 and 4
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apply to Crown leases. We do not have any objection
whatsoever to those provisions.
Clause 5 inserts a new section 67A, which concerns the
recording of certain minor variations to a registered
lease. It seems commonsense to us that variations to
leases that have the permission of the lessee in writing
can be recorded without the need to strike a completely
new lease. We understand there are certain safeguards
enshrined in this legislation by new section 67A. If
there are major changes or major variations to a lease, a
new lease needs to be constructed. However, the sorts
of minor variations envisaged in the new section can
simply be recorded. We are happy to accept those
changes as well.
Clauses 6, 7 and 8 make sure that certain matters
applying to general leases also apply to Crown leases.
Those matters concern bankruptcy of a lessee, the
surrender of a lease and the recovery of possessions by
lessors. As I have said, there are particular provisions
within the Transfer of Land Act that currently apply to
normal freehold leases which will also now apply to
Crown leases. We think they are fair and reasonable
propositions and we are prepared to support them. The
new section inserted by clause 9 simply concerns some
machinery transition measures which are necessary for
the changes brought about by the previous clauses.
I will now turn to the amendments to the Alpine
Resorts (Management) Act 1997. Essentially these
amendments concern the ability of the alpine resorts
management boards to enter leases in particular areas.
Clause 10 simply inserts the definition of VicRoads,
which is necessary for some of the subsequent clauses
in this amendment bill. Clauses 11 and 12 are
essentially the heart of the bill. Those two clauses
collectively give the alpine resorts management boards
the power to grant leases in stratum. This is best
described by the words of the minister in the
second-reading speech. At page 4 the second-reading
speech states in respect of clause 11:
This clause will give boards greater flexibility in the shape of
the land and airspace they lease, subject to the same controls
that apply to exercising any of their leasing powers …

In relation to clause 12 the second-reading speech
states:
Clause 12 inserts a new section in the Alpine Resorts
(Management) Act 1997 which provides similar powers to
clause 11 but relating to licences rather than leases.

These clauses have been described as giving greater
flexibility to the alpine resorts management boards to
enter into lease provisions. We are happy to agree with
that sentiment. We therefore accept those amendments
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to the act as fair and reasonable. Clause 13 simply
substitutes the new words ‘ communication systems’
for the word ‘telephone’ in section 9 of the principal
act. It is a simple measure which more accurately
reflects infrastructure provisions as they exist today.
Those are the provisions of this amendment bill. As I
said, we made a decision in our party room that we
would accept those provisions.
Before finishing my contribution I want to make some
brief and general comments about alpine resorts in
Victoria. As I said before, the opening of the ski season
took place last weekend. If you are not one of those
people who participate in the opening of the ski season,
it is always a highlight to look at the papers over the
weekend. I was not one of those people who were
fortunate enough to be on the mountains, but I was
interested to note in the weekend newspapers changes
that have taken place at the alpine resorts over the
summer period. I noted extensive commentary about
the development at Mount Hotham and Dinner Plain.
Dinner Plain is of particular interest to me because it is
in my electorate, as are Mount Baw Baw and
Mount St Gwinear. Residential development and
changes to accommodation have taken place at Dinner
Plain — and it has been done very well. When I was
last there I noticed the lodges had reticulated liquefied
petroleum gas (LPG), which is a very innovative idea.
People who live at Dinner Plain can purchase LPG in
bulk, which makes it cheaper for them than other
sources of fuel. I have said this before and I will say it
again: I think that sort of model is an opportunity which
this government could well consider for smaller towns
and communities around Victoria. There could be bulk
storage of LPG and a reticulated LPG supply to homes
rather than each home having to have its own bottled
gas. When you know the cost of bottled gas nowadays
you can see that any savings would be most
appreciated.
Last Saturday’s Age included an article on page 8
regarding Mount St Gwinear, which is one of Victoria’s
smallest alpine resorts. Concerns were expressed in the
article about the promotion of Mount St Gwinear. I
agree with some of the concerns of the people I
represent about that resort. It struggles to compete with
some of the bigger alpine resorts in this state.
Nevertheless, last winter Mount St Gwinear attracted
about 14 000 visitors. It was estimated that 3000 of
those visitors were skiers and the other 11 000 people
simply enjoyed the experience of visiting the snow and
taking part in activities like playing in the snow and
tobogganing. The article said it is a good, cheap
introduction to the Victorian snowfields. The cost of
entry to Mount St Gwinear is $9.70 per car, so it is a
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cheap way for families to experience the joy of snow. It
is a very costly exercise for families to purchase tickets
to undertake activities at major resorts, whereas small
resorts like Mount St Gwinear offer a cheap alternative
for people to get a taste of what activities at the snow
are all about.
We should be promoting and encouraging people to
visit resorts like Mount St Gwinear. One of the
difficulties pointed out in the article is the fact that the
resort has not been promoted on the alpine resorts
tourism web site. That is unfortunate. I understand that
if you are a member, you get automatic promotion on
the skivic web site. If you become a fully fledged
member, it costs of the order of $30 000 per year or
$5000 per year for some of the small resorts.
Mount St Gwinear, which does not really have any
commercial operations directly attached, offered to
contribute $1500 for at least a position on the skivic
web site. The area’s representatives were knocked back,
and I think that is a shame. Michael Leaney, who some
members will know and who is the president of the
Walhalla and Mountain Rivers Tourism Association,
has been very vocal on this issue. Michael has done a
lot for Walhalla and is the owner and operator of
Walhalla’s Star Hotel and has been a great advocate for
that region.
He has expressed some disappointment that the region
cannot get promotion for Mount St Gwinear,
particularly given that people would often spend half a
day in the snow and then come and visit some of the
nearby attractions like Walhalla, Erica, Rawson and
other places close by.
Mr Leaney has made the point that, particularly after
the devastation caused by the fires of last year in the
Erica–Rawson area, which virtually isolated Walhalla,
there does need to be a bit of an effort made by
government to attract tourists back to the area. It seems
to me it would be entirely appropriate for the
government to make a very moderate contribution to at
least helping to promote this resort by perhaps paying
the $5000 to have it included on the skivic web site. As
I said, I think there is a real need there, and I would
hope that the government would look at that and listen
to the request of Michael Leaney and others to do a bit
more to promote Mount St Gwinear and some of our
other alpine tourism areas.
Nevertheless, as I said, I look forward to what may
transpire during the committee stage of debate on this
bill. I will look at the Liberal Party amendments closely
and consult with some of my colleagues in respect of
the appropriateness or otherwise of those. As I said, Bill
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Sykes, the member for Benalla, and Ken Jasper, the
member for Murray Valley, both in the other place,
have been very involved in this legislation and
understand the issues as they currently apply to the
major resorts within their electorates. They understand
those issues much better than I, so I will have a chat
with them and see what we will do with the
amendments. But as I said at the outset, The Nationals
made a decision that we would not oppose this bill, and
we will stick by that decision.
Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am really pleased to
speak in support of the Transfer of Land (Alpine
Resorts) Bill this afternoon. All members would agree
that Victoria’s magnificent alpine region is very
important to our state. It is a quite profoundly beautiful
environment which contributes so much to our way of
life, socially and economically. Our six alpine resorts of
Falls Creek, Lake Mountain, Mount Baw Baw,
Mount Buller, Mount Stirling and Mount Hotham
contribute much to the year-round recreational pursuits
of Victorians and interstate visitors. The resorts
contribute about $129 million annually to the Victorian
economy and provide almost 4000 jobs, so they are
economically important to the state as well.
However, we must also be very mindful of managing
the fragile alpine environment carefully. We must
ensure that the resorts continue to be managed in an
environmentally sustainable way. In fact it is our
obligation, as the government, to ensure that that is the
case. We have acted very strongly in this place during
the present term of this government to protect the alpine
environment, and I enjoyed very much the debates that
took place in this chamber while the government was
moving to remove cattle grazing from the Alpine
National Park.
If you want to find a symbol to represent protection of a
fragile alpine environment, you need look for no further
than that. We on this side of the chamber were very
strong in protecting our alpine environment and felt that
the fragility of that environment and cattle roaming
over it were mutually exclusive. We successfully
passed that legislation last year on a what was a historic
day as far as I am concerned. That was a symbol of the
Bracks government’s action to protect the Alpine
National Park and the alpine environment.
Also, two years ago we released a blueprint for the
future of Victoria’s alpine regions. It was called the
Alpine Resorts 2020 strategy. I have had a good read of
that strategy document, and I would like to
acknowledge the role a former federal minister, the
Honourable John Button, played in managing the work
in relation to that strategy. It certainly sets forward a
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way of managing our resorts in the future so as to
ensure that they still exist in the face of climate change,
which will have a very serious impact on our alpine
environment in Victoria.
I know that the strategy has the very strong support of
our alpine resort boards and the Alpine Resorts
Coordinating Council. The strategy made a number of
recommendations regarding the management of our
resorts to ensure the protection of the natural
environment whilst enabling the sustainable use of the
region to benefit the economies of local communities
and to benefit all Victorians socially and recreationally.
The content of the bill this afternoon reflects some of
the recommendations that were contained in the Alpine
Resorts 2020 strategy regarding the way leasing
arrangements are undertaken in the alpine region.
We know that this bill has the support of the alpine
resorts boards and also that of the Alpine Resorts
Coordinating Council. The bill comes out of very wide
consultation by the council regarding the registration of
leases and strata titles for leases. In fact the council
released a discussion paper two years ago to canvass
opinion in relation to these very matters. In the
introduction to that discussion paper, which was
released in 2004, the chair of the Alpine Resorts
Coordinating Council, Andrew Fairley, said that the
2020 policy:
… has satisfied many of these concerns by addressing the
term of tenure, ownership of improvements, and establishing
the basis of obtaining a new lease. However, the need for
registration of leases and a strata title scheme for leases were
also raised. These were identified as desirable to enable
simpler documents, to reduce costs related to document
preparation and conveyancing, and to provide for strata titles,
including common property.

That statement was in the introduction to the discussion
paper.
Some 21 submissions were received in response to that
discussion paper and public workshops were held. The
results of all that consultation were then collated and
brought together by the Alpine Resorts Coordinating
Council in its recommendations document on the
registration of leases. Andrew Fairley, the chair, in his
preface said:
This report describes council’s recommendation for a system
of lease registration that it believes will be of benefit to all
leaseholders and provide certainty to vendors, purchasers and
lenders. Council further recommends that legislation be
introduced to enable the recommended system of registration
to be put in place. We found that there was strong support
amongst alpine resort stakeholders for such an initiative.
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The bill we are discussing and debating this afternoon
reflects the desire of Andrew Fairley that we introduce
legislation in this place to implement the
recommendations of the consultative process that the
Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council undertook.
Specifically the bill will facilitate the registration
process for Crown land leases, it will streamline the
process by removing the requirement for a duplicate
lease document, it will save time and money, and
improve transparency of arrangements by providing for
the registration of leases with the Land Registry. It is a
simplification of the current process as recommended.
It will also provide alpine resorts boards with the power
in respect of leases or licences in stratum to allow the
leasing of structures such as overhanging balconies and
pedestrian overpasses and, if necessary, structures
above and below roads in the resorts. This is the
outcome of the consultation process that I have already
discussed. We know that the amendments are simple,
yet they have the support of all stakeholders. It is for
that reason that we are debating this bill this afternoon.
But if you listened to the debate and the contribution of
Mr David Davis you would have mistakenly believed
the bill was all about something completely different. If
you listen to Mr David Davis you were led to believe
the bill is all about development at Mount Stirling.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Where is he?
Ms CARBINES — That is a good question,
Mr Mitchell. Where is Mr David Davis? He posed all
these questions during his contribution, but he does not
have the courtesy to be in the chamber to listen to the
response. One can only presume that he was
scaremongering. We know Mr Davis is particularly
adept at mischievous scare campaigns, and this is no
exception, but one would assume from his lack of
appearance in the chamber that he is not interested in
the answers. He was posing rhetorical questions. He
does not want to know the answers because that does
not suit his scare campaign. He has form on this.
The government is not considering accommodation at
Mount Stirling. That is unequivocal advice from me
and the minister. Yes, there was a public consultation
document circulated by the Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board
which canvassed the idea of accommodation at
Mount Stirling. That document was out for public
consultation. I know ‘consultation’ is a word that
Liberal Party members do not understand, because
when they were in power they never consulted
anybody, they acted always without consultation. Seven
years after they lost power consultation is still a new
concept for Liberal Party members.
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Consultation means raising ideas, asking people what
their opinions are of those ideas, listening to what
people have to say and taking that on board. That is
exactly what the Mount Buller and Mount Stirling
Alpine Resort Management Board has done by issuing
a draft document. The overwhelming advice was that
accommodation was not supported at Mount Stirling;
therefore the advice back to the minister does not
recommend accommodation at Mount Stirling. It is a
complete furphy on the part of Mr Davis.

We also further protected the Alpine National Park by
introducing an excise policy to ensure that the Liberal
Party cannot in the future seize national park land, our
heritage, for major development. Ski lifts certainly are
major developments in anyone’s book, and I wonder if
they are in Mr Davis’s book. It was interesting when
Mr Davis talked about excising land, because he has
form on excising land from the alpine environment
when he was part of the government that excised
285 hectares of alpine parkland without consultation.

In 1997 an environment effects statement was
conducted on Mount Stirling. It recommended that only
low-impact activity should occur there, not major
development. That is the position the government
supports and has always supported, and it is completely
erroneous to suggest otherwise.

He also has form on trashing the fragile Alpine
National Park environment. He voted against the
government’s legislation to remove cattle grazing in the
Alpine National Park, which I notice this week the
Leader of the Opposition in the other place,
Mr Baillieu, has now decided to do a backflip with a
double pike over because he is not interested in it any
further. He knows that the Victorian people do not
support cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park. But
Mr David Davis certainly voted to keep cows in the
national park. Mr Davis speaks with a forked tongue. It
is typical of Liberal Party members: judge them by their
actions, not by what they say. When in power they did
not care and took no responsibility for consulting with
the Victorian people. Now when in opposition they are
all care and no responsibility. Liberal Party members
should look back on their form and we should judge
them by what they did when they were in power, not by
what they are saying now. This scare campaign run by
Mr Davis is ridiculous, and most Victorians will see it
for what it is.

In 2004 the Minister for Environment, Mr Thwaites,
moved amendments to the Alpine Resorts
(Management) Act 1997 to further provide for the
protection of Mount Stirling. We have in our term of
office enhanced the protection of Mount Stirling. This
was on top of an amendment to the National Parks
(Amendment) Act 2000 by the former Minister for
Environment and Conservation, the Honourable Sherryl
Garbutt, to put back into the Alpine National Park
285 hectares which the Kennett government, of which
Mr David Davis was a part, had removed in 1997
without consultation. Why was that done? To develop
ski lifts in the Alpine National Park.
It is rank hypocrisy on the part of Mr David Davis to
run around Mount Stirling, or maybe ski around it — I
am not quite sure what Mr Davis was doing on the
weekend — talking about development and
scaremongering when the only people who are likely to
develop Mount Stirling, and who have form on this, are
Liberal Party members. When they were in office they
removed 285 hectares from the Alpine National Park
without consultation. You cannot get more major
development than having ski lifts, and that is what the
Liberal Party plans to do, whereas under the Bracks
government we have acted to further enhance
protection for Mount Stirling. We have ensured that any
development at Mount Stirling is low-impact
development. There is no accommodation at
Mount Stirling. If Mr Davis were in this chamber I
would say, ‘Mr Davis, read my lips, no accommodation
at Mount Stirling, and repeat after me’, but he is not
here. He scurried out of this chamber, probably to issue
a news release scaremongering again. I would put
money on it. There is absolutely no evidence to support
this mischievous campaign.

This bill deserves the support of all members of this
house. It has wide support from stakeholders across the
alpine environment, including the management boards
for the alpine resorts and the Alpine Resorts
Coordinating Council, and I wish it a speedy passage.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — For
the record I need to defend Mr David Davis against
criticism that he is not in the chamber. The bill was due
to be debated later this day, and we accommodated the
government and the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee by bringing the bill forward. Mr David
Davis has a series of important appointments which he
has juggled around to accommodate the house.
Members will have noticed that he has been running in
and out of the chamber. I think it is a bit rich for us to
be bashed up for cooperating, especially when
Ms Carbines has a history of making her contribution
and taking off before we even get to the next speaker.
I had a bit of a smile when Ms Carbines talked about
protecting the alpine environment and said we want to
trash it. I ask Ms Carbines if she has been to
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Mount Hotham, but, again true to form, she is going. I
ask, perhaps rhetorically, if Ms Carbines has been to
Mount Hotham because the gateway to Mount Hotham
has been trashed with the construction of a huge dam. It
could have been sited in some other position. Surely it
could have been placed elsewhere with a bit more
sensitivity. It really has destroyed the gateway to
Mount Hotham. I know there are lots of benefits in
having recycled water, but if you were to talk about
trashing the environment, nothing could top that. I have
had lots and lots of comments about it.
Firstly, I wish to note that I support this bill in relation
to the establishment of ski resorts. Lease registration
will be of great benefit to stakeholders, and I support
that. However, I have grave fears about the implications
for Mount Stirling. Mount Stirling has been in the
sights of a lot of people for a long time and it is
important that we raise the issue again. To address that,
the opposition has moved an amendment to take
Mount Stirling out of the bill and therefore out of the
equation. It is a sensible move, I support it, and I
congratulate Mr David Davis for outlining our position
on that and for his contribution outlining the concerns
of the opposition. I also congratulate Mr Hall who
again was very strong on that.
I have to say that over the years there has been no
stronger supporter of the established alpine resorts than
me. The established ski resorts have contributed an
enormous amount to the Victorian economy.
Mount Buller, Mount Stirling, Mount Hotham, Falls
Creek, Mount Buffalo and Lake Mountain are all in my
electorate, and these resorts provide a magnetic
attraction for skiers and an economic base for local
economies. The advent of snow-making has moved us
into a new era, and the use of recycled water will be a
great boon to that because snow-making takes an
enormous amount of water. The only snow up there at
the moment — I was just looking at the Mount Buller
web site — is man-made snow along some of the
tracks. Kids are there having a bit of fun and there are a
few learners are on Bourke Street, so it is a great boon
and a fillip for the resort.
However, once again Mount Stirling has entered the
debate. Mount Stirling provides accessible
back-country experiences for locals, visitors and more
than 140 schools. It is a treasured icon to thousands of
people. In the 1990s more than 20 000 people signed a
petition to stop ski lifts being installed and the erection
of a gondola, and I am very proud to have been a part
of that campaign.
I make the point that almost all the people who go to
Mount Stirling would support some upgrade. They
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would like to be able to get up to the snowline rather
than tramp from Telephone Box Junction. They would
accept a day centre up near the snowline somewhere in
the trees. That has been discussed as one of the options
for the environment effects statement. They would
accept a new access road. Perhaps they would accept
some services huts. When we talk about
accommodation and such we need to be careful that we
do not throw the baby out with the bathwater. There is
room there for real ecotourism, and we need to be
careful about that. It is some years since the
environment effects statement, and I think it is quite a
good time to perhaps revisit what we could do that
would be accepted, but in my judgment we certainly
will not be accepting a swank ecotourism resort of any
sort with ‘eco’ in front of it just to give it legitimacy.
Mount Stirling is now part of the Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board. It is
managed by the resort management board, and I know
that the board is very concerned as to how to attract
people to Mount Stirling. I know it wants to recoup
some of the expense of running Mount Stirling, which
is fair enough, and I will outline that a little later in my
contribution. But a few things occurred recently which
pointed to a resurgence of major development interest
in Mount Stirling. There were approaches to the
minister from the resort management board, there were
briefings to the Mount Stirling development task force
by the board talking about high-end development ideas
and there was the introduction of this bill — and that
was all in one week. By coincidence a major company
associated with the resorts has established a separate
alpine construction company. I just wonder, being
cynical about this, if this company has already put ideas
to the board about Mount Stirling. It would be
fascinating to know the answer because Mount Stirling
has been looked at longingly for many years for
development.
I have here a chronology of Mount Stirling put together
by Rodney Waterman from the Victorian National
Parks Association, and there is probably no better
documented history of modern Mount Stirling than this
paper. It was written in 1997 while the issue was at its
peak, and I will quickly pick out some of the historic
sections of it.
In 1979 the Land Conservation Council recommended
that Mount Stirling be developed for downhill skiing. In
1981 Liberal Premier Dick Hamer revealed plans to
build a world-class multimillion dollar alpine resort at
Mount Stirling. In 1982 the Cain government instigated
the first Mount Stirling environment effects statement
for a large downhill ski development, including a
village at King Saddle. In 1983 Mount Buller and
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Mount Stirling, formerly managed by the Forest
Commission, were gazetted in the schedule to the act as
alpine resorts. In 1984 Premier Cain announced a
$100 million alpine resort proposal at Mount Stirling
had been approved in principle by the state government.
He called for private developers to submit plans, and
the development was due to be completed by 1992. In
1989 the Alpine Resorts Commission released a draft
strategy plan for the integrated development of
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling, including downhill
ski lifts for Mount Stirling and the mechanical linking
of Mount Buller and Mount Stirling. In 1993 the
Mansfield-based Mount Stirling development task force
was formed, principally to oppose development of
Mount Stirling and to investigate long-term options for
the protection of Mount Stirling. This group grew out
of the Stirling-Delatite Action Group, and I wish to
declare that I was a member of that — proudly a
member of that group — and we did a lot of good
work.
In 1994 Alpine Resorts Commission chief Philip
Bentley gatecrashed a public meeting in Mansfield. He
announced the imminent signing of an agreement
between the ARC and Buller Ski Lifts to develop
Mount Stirling for downhill skiing, including a
gondola, and there was general public outrage.
I have to quote this because it is part of the history. The
chronology by Rodney Waterman continues:
Local Liberal upper house member Graeme Stoney,
announces that he is ‘implacably opposed to downhill skiing
on Mount Stirling’

That statement appeared in an article in the Sunday Age
of 20 March 1994. The chronology entry for
21 March 1994 is:
State Labor Party opposes proposed development.

It goes on to talk about the Mount Stirling task force
taking out Supreme Court injunctions: it all got pretty
untidy at that stage. I pay tribute to Martin Hunt and
Dr Alan Kerr, who are true bush lawyers. Many others
on that task force really did a great job on that issue.
In April 1994 the government announced that the
Alpine Resorts Commission would be reviewed, and
there would be an environment effects statement to
investigate future options for Mount Stirling. About that
time in a contribution in this place the then Minister for
Conservation and Environment, Mark Birrell, reminded
the people of the Labor Party’s plan for Mount Stirling.
Ms Carbines talked about the form of the Liberal Party.
She should listen to this. The then minister said:
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The proposal from the Cain government for a 50 per cent
larger ski village at Mount Stirling, a 5000-bed alpine village
at River Spur, a big car park along the Delatite River and two
gondolas from the new bitumen car park on the river tells
honourable members what the Labor Party is all about!

There were public meetings, the second of the
commissioners was appointed and the Labor Party
jumped on the bandwagon. There was then a new
dimension when a lot of groups, including the
cattlemen, the Victorian National Parks Association,
the Wilderness Society and many other people, got
together to prevent further development. I think it was
very significant that those groups got together.
In 1997 former planning minister Robert Maclellan
announced that downhill ski development would not be
allowed on Mount Stirling for 15 years, and that
nature-based tourism would be promoted. Eventually
the resorts at Mount Buller and Mount Stirling merged
and have been run as one resort until now. It is a bit
unfortunate that I am running out of time.
The Mount Stirling task force put out a brochure at the
time listing what it wanted. It wanted:
Emphasis on all-seasons attractions …
No infrastructure above the tree line …

It also wanted a high-level road, a day centre, walking
trails, additional bush huts, education initiatives and an
upgraded road to Mount Buller. I do not understand
why there has not been some low-level development on
Mount Stirling. Everyone knows the problems with
Mount Stirling. The elevation of the day centre at
Telephone Box Junction (TBJ) is too low. People have
to walk kilometres to get to the snow; for safety reasons
school groups want to camp in the snow gums and not
in the mountain ash, and they have to slog too far from
their buses at TBJ.
Option C of the environment effects statement outlined
a lot of those matters. I think option C was a very good
option and would still be supported, with some
variation. Given the time lapses there would have to be
some variation to it. Option C was about nature-based,
low-impact mountain tourism with a focus on
recreation. It talked about the mountain centre at TBJ
being kept, access to higher altitudes being facilitated,
perhaps a sealed shuttle road up to the cricket pitch
area, a shuttle service on the new road and the building
of a new higher altitude centre near the cricket pitch.
I think the idea deserves to be revisited. I think it would
be an accepted way forward for what we are discussing
here today. It amazes me that successive governments
and the resort management board have not seen a
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logical way to move forward on this matter. If they
revisited option C and some seeding money was
provided, in my opinion visitation to Mount Stirling
would triple. It is quite simple. There is a need for a
one-off capital grant; governments provide those all the
time. There is need for some hut or camping
infrastructure in the snow gums. There is a resort
management board (RMB) strategic plan for
Mount Stirling, but that needs to be revisited.

carefully at option C. We need to give Mount Stirling a
new direction. It is time for that. This debate is
probably an opportune way to give Mount Stirling a
new direction. It will need some seeding money. I do
not see that as a big problem at all because it is a
one-off. With a little bit of lateral thinking and looking
at the eco-tourism side of it, it would create an
enormous boost to visitation in the area, and a big fillip
for the Mansfield district.

I do not know why the RMB is so hesitant about
approaching the government for some seeding funding.
Do we know whether the government has been
approached? Perhaps it has not been. That is what
governments do. They have seeding funding for all
sorts of projects; some with economic benefits, some
not, but that is what governments do. The government
has just done it at Mount Hotham and Mount Buller
with the water issue, which I think is a great initiative.
It should do it with Mount Stirling. I think with very
little real capital and a lot of lateral thinking, and
moving away from resort-type development towards
true eco-type development which would complement
the Mount Buller resort we would have a very good
outcome for Mount Stirling.

Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) —
Despite what Mr Stoney said, Ms Carbines sat here the
whole time listening to his words of wisdom, while
Mr David Davis is still down in his little hole
somewhere.

There are quite a few people with visions for
Mount Stirling, including the Mount Stirling
development task force led by Martin Hunt and Alan
Kerr. I congratulate them; they have led the fight for
more than 12 years. Also there are people like Barb and
Craig Jones, who have been tour operators on the
mountain for 21 years. Nobody knows the mountain
better than Craig Jones. He is a very thoughtful person
and a very good tour operator. He looks after more than
100 schools and tells me that the big demand for
schools is to be able to get out of the mountain ash and
into the snow gums; to camp safely, move around, and
have some serviced-type camping areas. He tells me
that would be a wonderful thing for these schools
because safety is a big issue.
Mount Stirling is basically a very safe mountain. It is a
back country mountain with great access, and Craig
Jones tells me that with very little capital input
Mount Stirling could be the most wonderful
eco-tourism resort. These people have always had a
wider vision for Mount Stirling along the lines of
option C, with some variations. It has been very
difficult for the Joneses, who have been working under
terrible conditions for years. They are to be
congratulated for the service they provide to the public
and to many schools.
In conclusion, I call on the Bracks government to go
back to the environment effects statement and look

An honourable member interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — If branch stacking
keeps you busy, I am sure he is busy. I rise to support
the Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill and indicate
that I will not be supporting Mr David Davis’s
amendment. This bill is about continual improvement
in the management of our alpine regions. It makes
amendments to the Transfer of Land Act 1958 and the
Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997 and the agreed
actions in the Alpine Resorts 2020 strategy.
The bill before us, along with the current Bracks
government policy, protects Mount Stirling from any
major development. The opposition’s very weak
attempt at relevance with its amendment is unnecessary
and shows how far out of touch Mr Davis is on this
issue and in his portfolio, which is obviously far beyond
his capabilities. Certainly that is in stark contrast to
Mr Hamer, as he then was, when he was Premier.
Much as it chokes me to say so, I think he had very
great environmental credentials. I believe Mr Davis
could really help his case if he sat down and looked at
the work of the late Sir Rupert Hamer. In fact, I think it
will be a very long time before Victorians view the
opposition in the same way and with the same respect
as the former Hamer government.
We are not supporting the Liberal Party’s amendment
because in 2004 the Minister for Environment in the
other place amended the Alpine Resorts Management
Act 1997 to protect Mount Stirling from major
development, and major development is the key.
Specifically section 38(3) of the act states:
In relation to the Mount Stirling alpine resort, the
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management
Board must exercise its functions under sub-section (1)
subject to the following principles —
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(a) that the resort must be planned for, developed, promoted
and managed as a nature based tourist, recreational and
educational resource for all seasons of the year.

One of the problems we have seen in the past with the
alpine areas is that they have been very heavily
promoted during the winter, but all the exciting things
there are to do up there and the natural beauty there is
on top of the mountains during the summer have not
been promoted. This government has gone a long way
in promoting these areas as resorts for 12 months of the
year and as being exciting to go to all year around. Our
highly successful ‘You can always blame the alpine air’
campaign brought many visitors to those regions in the
summer months.
The government believes that Mount Stirling should be
used for low-impact activities and not be subject to
major development, and that is why this amendment
was sufficient to ensure that. It is not the only thing we
have done as a government to protect the high-value
environmental areas. The National Parks (Amendment)
Act 2000 was also amended to provide the inclusion of
an area of 285 hectares, which was excised in 1997
during the seven dark years of the Kennett government.
It was excised by the previous government to develop
ski lifts in areas of high conservation significance, in
what is now the great Alpine National Park. Fortunately
the Bracks government has returned that land and
ensured that the Liberals will never get their grubby
little hands on it to build their fun parks and ski parks in
such a magnificent part of the state.
We have to remember that Mr David Davis was part of
the government that did this, and now he comes in with
his crocodile tears and is all for the environment; but
his history and form show that he has no plans, no idea
and that he is out of his depth in the tear drops, the poor
boy!
The move by the previous government to excise land
from the national park to build ski lifts was a significant
attack on the integrity of the national park. It struck one
of the most fundamental principles of national parks —
that they should be reserved, preserved and protected
permanently. We had further proof of our stance when,
as Ms Carbines mentioned, the government passed the
alpine grazing legislation, which removed alpine
grazing from very sensitive ecological areas.
I was part of the task force involved in that measure,
and I spent a lot of time and effort learning and
understanding what it was all about.
Hon. Andrew Brideson — You sold out the
mountain cattlemen. You sold them out!
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Hon. E. G. Stoney — They’ll be gone!
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — You may both think
that, but once again you are dead wrong. I was going to
exempt you from this, Mr Stoney, because I know you
are very passionate about the cattlemen, and I know the
trouble you went through and the headache it caused,
and I am very thankful for the way that we spoke
together; but unfortunately I cannot say the same about
the rest of your colleagues.
There was no genuineness at all in anything they
mentioned on alpine grazing. They carried on, they
ranted and raved and made noises about how they were
supporting the cattlemen and how they were doing all
this, but in actual fact it was just another case of Liberal
scaremongering without any facts, because as late as
12.45 p.m. on 2 June, on The Country Hour, the Leader
of the Opposition in the other place, Ted Baillieu — or
Backflip Baillieu, as he should now be known with his
backflip on Scoresby and on anything and
everything — admitted that he is walking away from
protecting the mountain cattlemen.
He said in the interview with Libby Price on The
Country Hour — and I am sure Libby would have
choked on her coffee when she heard this, given the
rantings and ravings of those opposite:
The mountain cattlemen have accepted the compensation and
that cannot be undone.

For all their empty words and hollow promises, at the
end of the day they knew that we were right. I can still
remember saying at the time that at least half of the
members opposite were privately supporting what the
government did but were not game enough to put it on
the record because they did not have the backbone to
stand up and tell the truth. The then Leader of the
Opposition in the other place, Robert Doyle, was
running around like a little jackrabbit saying, ‘We will
bring back the mountain cattlemen, we will guarantee
this’ and now Ted has backflipped again. It just shows
that what we are doing is the right thing. The
government is on track with what it is saying in
protecting the environment, and we are ensuring that
Victoria’s alpine regions are protected for many
generations.
Anyone who spends time up there, whether they are
going for a walk or a drive, would be very happy to see
the condition of the park and appreciate the
government’s $7.5 million package to remove weeds
and pests, and to repair moss beds. But one great
difficulty when driving through the Alpine National
Park is the Bogong High Plains Road. The Alpine Shire
Council put in its $2 million up-front to seal this road
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and make a tourist loop from Gippsland across and
down through Bright, to make a fantastic touring
opportunity. The state government then put up its
money, but the federal Libs flatly refused. All the
people living in those areas are reminded every day
when they drive on that dirt road about how their
federal member, Ms Panopoulos, failed them, backed
down and was too scared to stand up to her masters.
The federal government will not put in its fair share of
funding to get the alpine road sealed, and it is an
absolute shame because it is vitally important to the
communities on both ends of that road, and it would
make a fantastic tourist trip, encompassing possibly the
best parts of Victoria.
Through this bill the government has worked very hard
to bring alpine stakeholders together and explore how
we can lead the way in sustainability. We wanted to
make sure that it was viable both economically and
environmentally. They are two important factors that
we have to consider when we do these things. We will
ensure that that environment, which is very rare — the
alpine region is only 1 per cent of the state’s total
area — remains for future generations because it is
some of the prettiest terrain you are likely to see, with
its snow gums, snow daisies and the different grasses
that grow through the summer months after the snow
melts. Many thousands of jobs spin off from these sorts
of environments. I never understood ecotourism
properly. I always thought, ‘Well, is this really going to
generate income, generate jobs?’. But I must admit I
have been amazingly surprised at how many jobs and
benefits flow from ecotourism as it grows across the
state.
Our ‘You can always blame the alpine air’ campaign
has attracted many thousands of visitors to the
magnificent views across the high country. The Alpine
Resorts 2020 strategy recommended the amendments
being made through the bill. Specifically it is about
making it more attractive for head lease registration in
our alpine area. We are cutting the red tape, which is a
commitment we gave at the last election, and we are
trying to ensure that businesses and Victorians right
across the state find it easier to do business with this
government, compared to with the previous
government.
Under our proposed changes Crown land leases would
be treated the same as any other freehold lease, and the
new provision will allow the variation of any registered
lease to be recorded in the land registry, which means
that a registered lease can be updated easily rather than
being surrendered and then reissued, which is currently
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required, and which is really a doubling up of what
needs to be done.
The bill clarifies issues relating to the application of the
Transfer of Land Act for both Crown and freehold
leases. The bill importantly enables alpine resort boards
to issue a release for a stratum of land, but it does not
provide the ability for the alpine resorts board to issue
strata releases involved in body corporate and common
property.
Members will find when they look through it that it is a
very sensible bill. It clears up a few things, but most
importantly it protects our alpine regions. I wish it a
speedy passage, and I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am pleased to rise and make a contribution to debate on
the Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill. As a
government we are very passionate indeed about
Victoria’s alpine region. You only have to see some of
the activities that we have been involved in to really
appreciate just how passionately we feel about
preserving this very important area not only for those in
our community to enjoy now but also to ensure that this
national park is there for generations to come. Such
things as the removal of cattle grazing from the Alpine
National Park clearly demonstrate just how
passionately we feel about the Victorian alpine region
and how much we care about preserving this important
heritage for future generations. This commitment was
further supported by a $7.5 million government
package to restore the national park and preserve the
unique high country environment for future
generations. It is a very significant amount of money
that was provided by the government for the restoration
work that needed to be carried out, and some of that
work is still being done now.
The Bracks government has a very strong commitment
to strengthening our regional economy, protecting our
national environment and ensuring the sustainable use
of our resources that will benefit all Victorians. To
recognise that commitment you only have to see some
of the work that has been done by the Minister for
Tourism in the other place, Mr John Pandazopoulos, in
that alpine region and the towns that surround it, in
promoting a whole range of tourist activities to
encourage people to come to the region and enjoy the
many activities that are available there. There are
activities that involve food and wine and activities that
involve going up onto the mountain, whether that be in
winter, when you can enjoy our very fine snowfields, or
in summer, when you are able to enjoy our national
parkland and the areas that make up the snowfields
during the winter season.
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We recognise that our alpine region contributes a great
deal to our way of life and creates many jobs and work
opportunities as well as opportunities for businesses to
develop and grow. It contributes socially as well as
environmentally. In 2000 the industry contributed
$129 million to the Victorian economy and provided
over 3700 jobs — and those figures have increased
since then. The area makes an enormous contribution to
our economy, our lifestyle and the way we are able to
enjoy our lives. It contributes particularly to our
enjoyment of our recreational time, to job creation, to
the enhancement of business and to protecting our
precious environment.
We in the government are very proud to proactively
ensure continual improvement in the management of
Victoria’s most precious asset in one of our most
spectacular natural environments. We have done so
through changes to legislation as well as through the
release of the Alpine Resorts 2020 strategy. In 2004
amendments were made to the Alpine Resorts
(Management) Act 1997 to ensure the protection of the
alpine region and specifically Mount Stirling. Any
decisions regarding the ongoing use and management
of Mount Stirling will be made in the context of a very
clear and well-articulated government policy.
Accommodation on Mount Stirling is not under
consideration, even though those on the other side are
saying that is what we are trying to do. Ms Carbines,
who is the Parliamentary Secretary for Environment,
and my parliamentary colleague Mr Mitchell also made
it quite clear in their contributions that accommodation
on Mount Stirling is not under consideration. I do not
know how much clearer we can be about that.
In 2004 we amended the Alpine Resorts (Management)
Act 1997 to protect Mount Stirling from major
development. What we have here today is legislation
that protects the environment. It is not about leaving the
way open for development. Section 38(3) of the act
states:
In relation to Mount Stirling alpine resort, the Mount Buller
and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board must
exercise its function under subsection (1) subject to the
following principles —
(a) that the resort must be planned for, developed, promoted
and managed as a nature based tourist, recreational and
educational resource for all seasons of the year; and
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to major development. The 2004 amendment is
sufficient to ensure that result.
But that is not the only amendment the government has
made to protect the high country and our valuable
environmental areas.
The National Parks (Amendment) Act 2000 was also
amended to provide the inclusion of an area of
285 hectares that was excised in 1997, and I know a
member spoke earlier at some length about this. It was
excised by the previous government to develop ski lifts.
Some members have come in here today and been
critical of this bill, but when the opposition was in
government it excised 285 hectares for the development
of ski lifts on areas of high conservation significance,
which is now the great Alpine National Park.
Not only did this government amend the National Parks
Act to include this 285 hectares back into the Alpine
National Park but we went further to introduce an
excise policy to ensure that reckless decisions such as
that made by the previous government could not be
made again. What we are doing is protecting the future
of the alpine park against the kinds of decisions that the
opposition made when it was in government — to
simply take out great chunks of what is a national park
and to use it for inappropriate development. What we
want to do is ensure that the opposition does not do it
again.
Not only did the opposition excise that very large
number of hectares for such an inappropriate
development, but it did so without any consultation. It
was not interested in going out and talking to
stakeholders about what they wanted to do or how they
saw this land being best utilised or protected; it simply
went ahead and did it. The opposition has a history of
really attacking various significant environmental areas
and showing a total disregard for the use of these
environmentally sensitive areas so that not only can the
present community but also future generations enjoy it.
We always need to be wary of what the opposition is
putting up. We always have to look at its track record,
how it behaved in the past, and judge it on the sorts of
things it did in the past — —
Hon. Philip Davis — If we looked at the
government’s record, we would be laughing at it.

(b) that there are not to be any ski lifts in the resort.

I do not know how we can be much clearer than that. I
do not know how many times we have to spell it out.
The government believes that Mount Stirling should be
preserved for low-impact activities and not opened up

Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Mr Davis interjects
across the chamber but you cannot get away from it,
Mr Davis, that this is what the opposition did when it
was in government. It excised large areas — —
Hon. Philip Davis — We saved Mount Stirling.
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Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — So 285 hectares
were excised to develop ski lifts and the member says
that is protecting Mount Stirling? I would not want to
be protected by the member if that is what the
opposition has done to protect Mount Stirling. I would
not want to be a national park and be protected by
you — and you are one of the opposition leaders — —

an undertaking, as we gave to the cattlemen themselves
variously at the rally on 9 June 2005, separately at a
meeting at Dinner Plain preceding that and separately
again at the mountain cattlemen’s get-together in
January, that we will return the mountain cattlemen to
the alpine park when we are next in government. That
is the position of the parliamentary Liberal Party.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Through the Chair, Ms Darveniza!

In relation to Mount Stirling, let me be clear that as far
as I am concerned this bill may or may not have
particular merit in the eyes of some people involved in
the downhill ski industry and those who are involved
with property interests on some resorts. However, with
respect to the capacity of this bill to facilitate significant
development on Mount Stirling, the opposition totally
opposes that aspect of the bill. There is no question but
that the additional security of tenure will ensure that
any development proposal has a higher level of
bankability, therefore capacity, to attract investment.
We therefore believe that the government is motivated
to put in place the policy of the Labor Party announced
in 1983 and again in 1989 to establish a 5000-bed
development, including constructing a gondola from
the Delatite River on Mount Stirling. The opposition is
absolutely opposed to these sorts of plans.

Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — I think that says it
all: the Leader of the Opposition in this house has made
it very clear what he sees as protection.
This is a very good bill. It is about building on many of
the initiatives and actions that the Bracks government
has already taken in its term of government to protect
these very valuable environmental areas, to build on
and expand resources that we have in those areas, to
encourage people to be able to come and enjoy those
areas, and to build on employment and business
opportunities in the surrounding districts. This is a very
good bill, it deserves the support of all members of this
chamber, and I wish it a speedy passage.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I want to
speak about the Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill
and to make my position very clear at the outset I will
respond immediately to some comments made by the
Honourable Elaine Carbines and the Honourable
Robert Mitchell, if indeed they are honourable —
which I do not really know.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Mr Davis knows better than to make those sorts
of comments in the house.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I do not know what their
forms of address are.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Smith) —
Order! Mr Davis knows better than to make those
comments.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — It is very confusing — we
used to all be honourable here, Acting President, but
some people deem not to be honourable any more.
In any event the comments I wish to make are to
respond to some aspersions cast on the opposition in
respect of the position of the mountain cattlemen. I will
deal with that expeditiously.
Let me be clear: the Liberal Party opposed absolutely
the legislation presented to Parliament last year that
removed the mountain cattlemen. At that time we gave

When the issue of Mount Stirling was last discussed
significantly in a parliamentary sense, which was in
1996, the then Liberal-National party government made
its position clear that Mount Stirling should not be
developed into a downhill ski resort and that it should
be reserved for the much-lower impact activities that go
with traditional alpine and cross-country skiing
arrangements.
Mount Stirling is quite special; and to those of us who
have a personal familiarity with it, it is very special. I
do not know how many members in this place have had
the opportunity to be engaged in any meaningful way
with Mount Stirling, either in summer or winter.
Fortunately over the years I have had a large number of
opportunities to be familiar with Mount Stirling, going
back to 1968. I first learnt to ski in 1968 at
Mount Stirling. That was in the days when men were
men and boys were boys. The point of learning to ski
on Mount Stirling was to put the skis over the shoulder,
walk up, strap them on your feet, ski down and walk up
again. I can tell you that by the time you had finished a
day of skiing on Mount Stirling you had worked out
that as a 15-year-old you were probably not quite a man
yet, because it was an exhausting process.
The swishing at Mount Stirling was my first
engagement with skiing and is something I fondly
remember. I remember Mount Stirling in all its seasons,
having on many occasions walked across it en route to
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some of the other peaks in the high country that both in
my youth and in later years I was keen to pursue. I
make the point that Mount Stirling is not just an icon
because some people have an historic attachment to it
and perhaps yearn for their youth when they were
stronger, fitter and faster; it is because it is an alpine
area that is accessible to the public and has not been
developed. We need to ensure that we preserve the
opportunities for the community to be engaged in
alpine recreation and activities which are not part of an
intense development.
The opposition is concerned that the Transfer of Land
(Alpine Resorts) Bill before the house creates the
opportunity for Mount Stirling, as part of the
arrangements of the Stirling-Buller management
structure, to have long-term major development, and
that the bill will facilitate that development simply by
the change to the tenure arrangements that are
facilitated within it. The opposition is concerned to
excise from the bill those aspects of it which relate to
Mount Stirling and therefore to preserve the pristine
nature of Mount Stirling as a distinct and separate
identity from the alpine resort at Mount Buller
adjoining it. I have skied at resorts at Mount Buller and
other resorts. Mount Buller is an interesting and
enjoyable place for those people who enjoy the
downhill experience. During the winter months many
activities are undertaken at Mount Buller which we can
enjoy and participate in, but that does not have to be the
case on every peak in the high country.
In moving the reasoned amendment the Honourable
David Davis made it clear that there should be
consideration of community concerns and a guarantee
provided to key stakeholders that no high-level
development will be undertaken on Mount Stirling and
that Mount Stirling will remain a pristine area
administered consistently with the recommendations of
the Mount Stirling environment effects statement (EES)
of May 1996. That EES made it clear that there was no
future for Mount Stirling as simply, in effect, a mirror
of Mount Buller. It would be a great loss to the
diversity of our high country if every resort were
managed for an identical outcome, and that the
principal purpose of their management was to provide
an opportunity for commercial development of the
mountain.
I see a large lump of hypocrisy floating through the
Parliament at the moment with this bill. It was, after all,
a Labor opposition which made a very impassioned
argument about commercial development at Tidal
River at Wilsons Promontory. The effect of those
comments and the campaign waged against
development was that there is no commercial
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development at Tidal River. From the reasons
articulated at that time by the then opposition, one
would have to display an enormous amount of
intellectual imagination to think that the principles are
substantially different in this case.
Presently Mount Stirling is undeveloped. A large
number of stakeholders, community interest groups and
Victorian citizens, believe it should remain
undeveloped. Large numbers of people regularly enjoy
recreational activities of a less-sophisticated nature, I
might say, compared with those enjoyed at the
well-developed alpine resorts that have been designed
for commercial downhill skiing, and that therefore
those quiet pursuits should be encouraged. Therefore it
would simply be a travesty were this bill to be passed in
the form it is in, which would in effect facilitate over
time a major investment in significant development on
Mount Stirling, and therefore change the very nature of
a mountain of which many Victorians are very fond.
I absolutely support the reasoned amendment and will
be interested to hear the response from the minister in
the house, the Minister for Local Government, on the
government’s view. I also look forward to the
government’s response in the committee debate, when I
am sure some of these matters will be further teased
out. In conclusion, I support the reasoned amendment.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I rise to
speak on the Transfer of Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill.
Principally the bill allows for greater security of leases
in the alpine resorts area. We have all heard what the
bill includes, so I will not go over that again.
I want to talk more from a tourism point of view on the
importance of the ski industry in Victoria. During 2005
a report was prepared for the Alpine Resorts
Coordinating Council, which has come out in June
2006, on the economic significance of the Australian
alpine resorts. The report shows that the alpine resorts
make a significant contribution to both the Victorian
and local regional economies. The report indicates that
alpine resorts are worth $361 million in gross state
product during the winter months and a further
$144 million during the summer months.
In the summer months the resorts generate about 40 per
cent of what they generate during the winter months.
Although they are mainly for winter activities they have
quite a significant benefit to Victoria during the
summer months as well. That gave us a total gross state
product of $505 million on annual basis. The report
also shows that in 2005 alpine resorts contributed quite
significantly to employment in the state, providing in
winter an annual full-time equivalent of 4694 jobs and
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in the summer the equivalent of 1877 jobs. The total
gross direct expenditure generated by Victorian resorts
was $369 million. That covered all items of visitor
expenditure, including food and drink and extending to
lift passes, entry fees and travel from place of residence
to the resort. Quite a significant amount of money is
spent in the communities. Victorian resorts had
1.3 million visitor days in 2005 and visitors from other
states made up a significant portion — around 16 per
cent — of those visitors.
On a more regional level, I would like to mention some
of the contributions the resorts make to local shires. The
Alpine shire, part of which is in my electorate, includes
the winter resorts of Falls Creek and Mount Hotham as
well as Dinner Plain. It is interesting that Dinner Plain
is not mentioned in this report. Falls Creek and
Mount Hotham generated an additional $106 million in
gross regional product for the Alpine shire in 2005 —
about 20 per cent of the shire’s gross product. The
resorts generated 1375 total annual equivalent
employment opportunities. The combined shires of
Mansfield and Benalla include the Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling resorts. In 2005 the winter use of the
resorts increased the combined economy of the shires
by $49 million, or 7.6 per cent. The resorts generated
555 total annual equivalent employment opportunities.
The Murrindindi shire includes the resort of Lake
Mountain, which contributes $7.3 million to the shire’s
gross regional product and generated 127 total annual
equivalent employment opportunities in 2005.
Alpine resorts provide significant benefits directly to
the region and are an important part of our regional
economy and tourism industry. The report goes on to
list the benefits of greater usage of the resorts and
suggests it would be possible to attract an additional
35 000 visitors by targeting international visitors to
Australia or Australians who currently ski overseas. It
estimates that this would yield to Victoria a benefit of
$40 million. There are certainly opportunities to grow
the ski industry in Victoria and benefit those regional
economies even further.
I started visiting the alpine area of Victoria in the late
1960s, when my godparents were part of a group that
built a lodge at Mount Buller in its early days. It was
then a very different resort to the one we see today. One
of the things I discovered on my initial visits as a child
was that I was more suited to being a snow bunny than
a downhill skier. Problems with my balance told me
very early on that I was never going to become a
downhill skier. However, I discovered later in life that I
am quite happy to find a very nice, resort-style lodge
and stay in it for a few days. On my last trip, which was
to Falls Creek, I spent four days in the lodge while the
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others skied. I enjoyed all the benefits of the lodge —
massages, facials et cetera — while the others were
skiing. I even did a bit of sunbaking on the balcony
while I was there. My one and only venture into
cross-country skiing was at Mount Stirling with a group
of friends who are into adventuring. They enjoy
Mount Stirling for its pristine conditions. They love to
pack their tents and camp in the snow. That was
something that did not appeal to me. I was happy to
stay at a friend’s house off the mountain and just visit
the snowfield during the day.
As I said, my friends enjoy Mount Stirling for its
pristine conditions We have heard that from the
community around Mansfield, and that was the opinion
of the community when it generally supported option C
in the environment effects statement. Option C was for
a nature-based, low-impact resort with a recreation
focus. Unfortunately, since the release of the
environment effects statement there has been total
inaction by the government in adopting that position. In
2004 the government seemed to support option C.
John Dyson, the chair of the Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board
wrote a letter to the editor that was published in the
Herald Sun on Thursday, 12 August, 2004, in response
to a previous letter to the editor headed ‘Skiing too
expensive’ published on 9 August of that year. I quote
from John Dyson’s letter:
The Mount Buller/Mount Stirling resort management board
acknowledge that Hans Grimus is a Mt Buller icon …
Mount Buller would not be the world-class resort it is today
without his involvement …
However, regarding Mount Stirling, the Victorian
government has announced that it will remain a nature-based
cross-country resort, with no ski lifts or downhill skiing.

Everyone was disappointed to hear of the recent
proposal that indicates we could have a resort-style
development on Mount Stirling. An article by Victoria
Brown in the Mansfield Courier of 31 May under the
heading ‘Stirling bid a hot topic’ says:
Mount Stirling resort authorities have sought state
government approval to evaluate small-scale accommodation
on the mountain.

The article says the management board’s chief
executive officer, Phil Nunn, has confirmed that
accommodation was part of the Mount Stirling 2011
strategic management plan.
Further in the article Dr Alan Kerr of Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board said:
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We thought the ESS had finally put to rest inappropriate
development proposals on Mount Stirling and we are
dismayed that this jewel in the crown of our alpine resorts is
again under threat …

From this article it is obvious that the proposal to have
development on Mount Stirling is out of step with the
express wishes of the people who use Mount Stirling. I
certainly support alpine tourism and support some
appropriate development that would improve its
conditions for those who enjoy Mount Stirling, such as
improvements to the daily visitors centre, but the
Liberal Party does not support a Falls Creek or
Mount Buller-style alpine village with multilevel ski
lodges being established on Mount Stirling. For that
reason, I support the reasoned amendment. If the
government is genuine about not over-developing
Mount Stirling, it will also support the reasoned
amendment.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Mrs
Carbines, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

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

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

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

Theophanous, Mr

Davis, Mr P.

Pair
Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
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Committee
Clauses 1 to 10 agreed to.
Clause 11
The ACTING CHAIR (Hon. J. G. Hilton) —
Order! Mr Davis is to move his amendment 1, which is
a test of his amendment 2 to clause 12. Both are related
to excluding the Mount Stirling alpine resort from
certain provisions in the bill.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I move:
1.

Clause 11, page 7, line 12, after “under section 7” insert
“, other than a lease in Mount Stirling Alpine Resort,”.

When this bill came to the Parliament’s attention
initially, nobody thought that this was a problematic
bill. The principles behind this bill in themselves are
not things we object to. We believe the greater security
and greater predictability of lease arrangements and the
set of arrangements for the registration of leases are
sensible. We believe the review that was conducted is
helpful. We support those principles absolutely, and
they should apply to the major downhill ski resorts:
Mount Buller, Mount Hotham and so on. We think that
will strengthen the position of the ski industry
considerably, and to that extent we have been prepared
to support the bill, both in its second-reading stage and
indeed when it comes to the third-reading stage.
What we are concerned about is what has developed in
the recent period since the bill was first introduced into
the lower house. In the time since the briefing I
received from the department — and I thank the
department and the minister for that briefing — it has
come to light that the government clearly does have a
plan to develop Mount Stirling in a way that is
inconsistent with the environment effects statement
(EES) of the mid-1990s. That environment effects
statement has been referred to by a number of speakers
in this chamber during the second-reading debate. They
certainly made great play of the importance of that
environment effects statement, and I certainly support
the approaches taken in the environment effects
statement and the need to protect Mount Stirling as a
resort for recreational activity of a lower intensity than
that which we see at the major ski resorts, particularly
the downhill ski resorts like Mount Buller.
Clearly the recent bill that brought together the
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling resorts into one
authority to manage those mountains and to plan for the
future was significant and was supported broadly at the
time. However, it became clear on the Mount Buller
and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board
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web site recently that the government, through that
authority, did have a plan for the development of
Mount Stirling that was not consistent at all in my view
and in the view of many others with the approach that
was outlined in the environment effects statement and
with the understandings that people had built up about
the future of Mount Stirling.
I hasten to add that we are very supportive of sensible
development at Mount Stirling, which would see
visitors supported in their day trips to the area and able
to have access to certain facilities. What we do not
support is the building of a full alpine village of the sort
we see at many of the other downhill resorts. We think
that would spoil Mount Stirling and would not provide
an enhancement that the community would support. We
think the environmental values that are important there
would be compromised, and much of the tourism that
occurs in our mountains now, particularly in the off
seasons, is driven by those environmental values.
I want to quote again for the chamber the comments
made in the Mount Buller and Mount Stirling strategic
management plan. I again make the point to the
chamber that this strategic management plan has now
been taken off the web site; it has disappeared. That
was a slippery act. It was an act that we think showed
bad faith by the government when it came under heat
and public pressure in regard to its true intentions.
Page 14 of the plan refers to item 5.3.1 headed ‘Alpine
resorts planning scheme and village design’ and states:
Reference the Alpine Resorts 2020 strategy as the
overarching strategic direction to guide planning decisions in
the resorts.

Under ‘Actions’ it states:
Amend the Mount Stirling section of the alpine resorts
planning scheme addressing
infrastructure for the public
the provision of accommodation such as tented
accommodation
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Specifically it says:
Evaluate a range of options for accommodation on
Mount Stirling and at Mirimbah.

It is hard to get this wrong. The intention laid out in the
strategic plan is for a significant amount of
accommodation on Mount Stirling with the evaluation
of a range of options. I know the Mount Stirling task
force had further evidence, and I have recorded some of
this in my second-reading debate. It is important in
moving this amendment that it be put on the record,
again juxtaposed with the amendment that we seek to
move.
On 28 May the Mount Stirling development task force
issued a news release entitled ‘Hotel Horror on
Mount Stirling’ and reported a meeting between the
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort
Management Board and the Mount Stirling
development task force. It states:
… last week the board made clear its enthusiasm for what the
board calls ‘high-end user’ accommodation developments on
Mount Stirling.

This is a concern. There is no doubt that the plan was
on to develop Mount Stirling inconsistent with the
environment effects statement. I, for one, am opposed
to that. I know Mr Stoney has fought a long battle to
protect Mount Stirling, and I compliment him and
many others, including those on the task force —
Dr Alan Kerr, Martin Hunt and others — on the long
fight they have fought to protect Mount Stirling.
That does not mean that there is no development, it
means there is no development of an inconsistent nature
that would ensure that the values that people believe are
appropriate for the mountain are compromised. The
task force says in its news release:
We are not against appropriate tourism development on
Mount Stirling and we are not against high end user
accommodation in the Mansfield district, but this is not right
for Mount Stirling and the minister must unequivocally and
publicly reject the idea from the start.

recreational facilities.

At a slightly later point, under item 5.3.2 headed
‘Accommodation’, the document describes the aim as:
Facilitate a broad range of affordable and value-for-money
accommodation that is available to the public in summer and
winter.

Under ‘Actions’ the plan states:
Encourage the provision to the public of a diverse range of
quality accommodation.

That completely summarises the sentiments of the
community and the opposition.
What we are seeking to do with this amendment is to
say that it is inappropriate for these sorts of high-level
developments to occur in the Mount Stirling area, that
these monstrous developments are best contained in the
current footprint of the major resorts and not allowed to
stray across onto Mount Stirling, to see an
overdevelopment of the mountain. If that were to occur,
those values would be compromised — it would be a
very sad day if that were to occur.
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Why the government would need to provide these
additional arrangements for leases and licences on
Mount Stirling is beyond me. If the government were
sincere about protecting Mount Stirling, then it could
well leave the lease arrangements on Mount Stirling as
they are and thereby excise them from the bill, as the
proposed amendment attempts to do.
I invite the government to sincerely consider that by
excising them it can make a statement that it does not
intend to put major accommodation on Mount Stirling
that would require these higher levels of lease
protection that is necessary and appropriate in the major
resorts. They are not required on a mountain that does
not have that development; they are simply not
required.
If the government is prepared to vote for that, I hasten
to say that it is hard to interpret that in a way other than
that they see those lease arrangements as being
necessary on Mount Stirling, and that foreshadows that
there will be further development.
The Nationals will not support the amendment. I put on
record my strong belief in the individuals in The
Nationals but my disappointment that they will not
support the amendment. I know, for example, Mr Hall
today moved a very important motion in this chamber
about childhood education and kindergartens, which I
respect greatly, but I am disappointed that The
Nationals will not support the amendment. They may
not have fully understood what is at stake, which is
disappointing.
I certainly communicated to The Nationals’ planning
spokesperson, the member for Shepparton in the other
place, my intention to move this amendment excising
Mount Stirling from the provisions of the Transfer of
Land (Alpine Resorts) Bill, and I also communicated
that to the member for Benalla in the other place,
Dr Sykes, personally. Obviously the member for
Shepparton has overall carriage of those planning issues
for The Nationals, and she does that very strongly.
The member for Benalla has an electorate to which this
is appropriate. Certainly my understanding is that he
was concerned about what could occur on
Mount Stirling, as are most people. In the local
newspapers there has been some considerable
discussion on a number of these matters, and he has
certainly been prepared to speak out publicly on some
of these things. For example, he spoke in Parliament
last week on the importance of protection of the pristine
natural beauty of Mount Stirling, and in debate on this
bill in that chamber he made a number of points. Our
concern is that without a preparedness to excise
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Mount Stirling from the bill, it leaves Mount Stirling
that bit more vulnerable.
It is true to say that this amendment on its own accord
will not protect Mount Stirling forever into the future,
but it is an important test about the government’s
intentions and the minister’s intentions. I have to say
that the minister, as I said in the second-reading debate,
has been very fluffy on this issue. He has been all over
the shop as he sought to indicate that there will not be
development but not quite ruling it out and not quite
closing the door. That is of considerable concern. I
hope he closes the door on future development.
I know he has written to the Mount Stirling
development task force. The essence of that letter, of
which I do not have a copy but it certainly has been
relayed to me, is that the government will ensure that
development on Mount Stirling is consistent with its
policy. On the one hand that can be interpreted as a slap
down for the Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine
Resort Management Board but on the other hand it can
be read that if there is a shift in the government’s policy
at the moment, it leaves the mountain very exposed to
future development.
The question for the government is: if it has no plan to
develop Mount Stirling in any appropriate way that is
consistent with the EES, why does it need the powers in
the bill? If it plans to develop Mount Stirling, as it
appears the Mount Stirling and Mount Buller authority
contemplates doing, then it would need these powers
and it would want to oppose this amendment, but the
government should at least have the honesty to come
clean and say that it will develop Mount Stirling and the
public can then make a proper judgment about the
government’s environmental credentials and its
commitment to protecting important areas of Victoria’s
alpine regions.
I hasten to add again that we are very supportive of the
proper development that has occurred inside the
footprints of many of the major resorts and ongoing
developments. I note there was one as recently as last
weekend that the minister opened at Dinner Plain.
When asked to comment on that, I was certainly
supportive of that development, as I am of most of
those appropriate developments. In terms of
environmental impact inside the major resorts it is
important to put on record that the opposition is
supportive of steps to reduce the environmental impact
of skiing and the alpine pursuits that people undertake
on the Alps, and that means dealing with waste on the
mountain and with the impact of large populations and
movements of populations in and out of the alpine
regions.
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These are laudable aims that are shared across the
Parliament — across both chambers and all sides of the
Parliament. But the idea that we would open up
Mount Stirling to further excessive development is of
great concern to me. It is for that reason that I intend to
move this amendment. But before I do so I want to ask
the minister a couple of very direct questions. The first
of those relates to clause 11 and the leases in
Mount Stirling alpine resort. How many of those leases
currently exist, and could the minister provide the
chamber with a list of those currents leases to which
this bill and this provision would apply?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
Before responding to that question, given the
wide-ranging nature of the member’s comments, there
are some matters which I wish to place on the record.
The government’s environmental credentials are not at
issue here. The only issue before us right now is the
extraordinary efforts that the member has made to beat
up a ‘monstrous’, to use his own words, ‘red herring’;
and I congratulate The Nationals on their clear thinking
in seeing through that attempt for exactly what it is — a
complete and utter beat-up.
I was very pleased over the course of the long weekend
to meet the members of the Mount Buller and
Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board and
many other members of the local community to discuss
these issues. They are very clear about the
government’s stance on these matters and they fully
support it. That stance is very clearly set out in
legislation, and I defy any reasonable, clear-thinking
person to find any part of what is already in legislation
equivocal in any sense whatsoever. The legislation
already states at section 38(3) of the act:
In relation to Mount Stirling Alpine Resort, the Mount Buller
and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board must
exercise its functions under sub-section (1) subject to the
following principles:
(a) that the resort must be planned for, developed,
promoted and managed as a nature-based tourist,
recreational and educational resource for all
seasons of the year; and
(b) that there are not to be any ski lifts in the resort.

Government member after government member in the
second-reading debate has drawn attention to those
provisions of the act in addition to the government’s
very clearly stated policy that Mount Stirling is for
low-impact activities, not major development, and the
government’s view that this amendment to the act in
2004 ensured that that policy of the government is not
only a policy but is enshrined in legislation. For those

2389

reasons, needless to say, the government does not
support or accept the member’s amendment, which has
clearly been set out for the purpose of trying to make
this red herring bigger and bigger. As the member has
acknowledged in his own statements, this amendment
does not alter the power of the board to lease any land
that it manages.
All this amendment would achieve, if it were agreed to,
and it certainly will not be agreed to by the government,
is that the flexibility which has been provided through
this bill to all of the resorts would not be available in
relation to Mount Stirling. For those reasons the
government does not support or accept this amendment
or the proposed amendment.
In relation to the information that the member has
sought in relation to current leases, I am advised that
there is a report which was produced in recent times
which sets out the leases at that point in time. I do not
have available to me an up-to-date version of that list of
current leases, but I can certainly undertake to seek that
information and, if it is available, to make it available to
the member.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I find it
extraordinary, on the minister’s own admission, that the
government cannot tell us how many such leases on
Mount Stirling would be impacted by this. The
government is prepared to vote down such an
amendment, but it cannot tell us how many
Mount Stirling leases would be affected by clause 11 or
by the relevant clauses of this bill. I think that is
indicative of its failure to think this through clearly. I
would be very interested if the minister could provide
that information to the chamber and would certainly be
very appreciative if we could have those figures put
into the formal record of this Parliament as we debate
this clause. Am I presuming here that the minister has
those figures?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
Further to my previous reference, on page 31 of the
Alpine Resorts Background Paper — Registration of
Leases, Strata Titles for Leases, there is a table headed
‘Current leasing details’ and it indicates for
Mount Stirling that there is one lease.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — Perhaps the
minister could inform the chamber of any discussions
or proposals or plans that may exist with respect to
Mount Stirling. Alternatively, if there are none, could
she assure the house that there are no such current plans
afoot?
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Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
As the government has already very clearly indicated
publicly, but especially for the member’s benefit in the
house today, I repeat that there are no proposals before
the government. Even if any proposals were to come
forward in the future, it is not the government’s policy
and it would not be in accordance with the legislation,
which can only be changed by the Parliament, and the
government would not support that because it would
not be in accordance with the government’s policy to
allow any development at Mount Stirling.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — Perhaps in
examining these relevant clauses a little more closely
the minister could explain to the chamber what is meant
in the Mount Stirling 2011 strategic management plan
that was on the web site. Perhaps she could explain to
the house what is meant by the reference in clause 5.3.1
of that plan to ‘the provision of accommodation such as
tented accommodation’ and the references in
clause 5.3.2 to ‘Evaluate a range of options for
accommodation on Mount Stirling and at Mirimbah’
and ‘Encourage the provision to the public of a diverse
range of quality accommodation’.
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
believe the document the member is referring to is a
draft, and in fact I think I can read the word ‘draft’
upside down stamped on it.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — Yes.
Ms BROAD — It has never been presented to the
minister and that is all it is, a draft document.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
understanding is that this document was indeed
presented to the minister. Certainly people on the
mountain are of the view that this document was
presented to the minister and there were later
discussions between the department and the board, and
at that point the board removed this document from the
Mount Buller-Mount Stirling web site. Is that correct?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
have already indicated it to the member and I will
indicate it again — I am not sure which part of it he did
not understand — that the advice to me is that that draft
document has not been presented to the minister and
that is all it is, a draft.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — Perhaps the
minister could then explain to the chamber why the
document was hastily removed from the web site, and
why the alternative document, if there is such an
alternative document, was not available, certainly as
recently as a day ago.
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Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
No, I am not in a position to do that, but given the draft
is clearly not in accord with government policy, that
might be a good explanation why it is no longer on a
web site.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I think the
committee would expect an explanation of The
Nationals’ position on both amendments, particularly
given the fact that our position seems to have been
argued from both sides of the fence already. Mr Davis
commended us for not supporting the reasoned
amendment, and the minister has congratulated us for
not supporting these amendments. However, let me
explain the position we adopt on these amendments.
We were happy to support the reasoned amendment
that was put before the house because we think it was a
reasonable request to ask for a clear commitment from
the government that no high-level development would
be undertaken on Mount Stirling. We certainly support
that position and believe that was a reasonable request
from the opposition. Whether that has been responded
to satisfactorily by the government is a matter of
opinion, but nevertheless, as we said from the outset,
we are prepared to support this bill but we are not
prepared to support the reasoned amendment.
I was not aware of the intended amendments to this bill
that we are now considering, and I admit it may be a
fault of my colleagues. However, during the course of
the second-reading debate I said I would consult with
my colleague, the member for Benalla in the other
place, Dr Sykes, who represents that area, as to his
views on these two amendments. In the end we have
decided not to support the amendments for these
reasons. We are not sure that these amendments will
not restrict the issuing of a lease for other appropriate
purposes, and as Mr Davis said in moving the
amendments, he is not opposed to some development
taking place on Mount Stirling. It may be that we do
not understand the full implications of amendment 1
and its impact on clause 11 and that is why we are
taking this cautious approach to it. We would not want
to impede appropriate developments taking place on
Mount Stirling.
I acknowledge there is a bit of trust in not supporting
this amendment, but given that Dr Sykes had the
opportunity over the weekend to speak to some of his
constituents who have interests in Mount Stirling, the
opinion that he came away with from those
consultations was that his constituents were satisfied
that the provisions in clauses 11 and 12 will not open
the door to future inappropriate developments. So for
those reasons we are not supporting these two
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amendments, but as I said, it is not entirely inconsistent
with our approach. We thought the reasoned
amendment to the bill itself was a fair request and one
that was supportable, but again, principally because we
are not sure these amendments will not restrict the
opportunity for a lease for appropriate developments we
are therefore not prepared to support them.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 13
Atkinson, Mr
Bowden, Mr (Teller)
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Hadden, Ms

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

Noes, 25
Argondizzo, Ms
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Mrs
Carbines, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Drum, Mr
Eren, Mr
Hall, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr

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

Pairs
Davis, Mr P.
Forwood, Mr

Theophanous, Mr
Romanes, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 12 and 13 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

STATE TAXATION (REDUCTIONS AND
CONCESSIONS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 8 June; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The Liberal Party will support the State Taxation
(Reductions and Concessions) Bill now before the
house on the basis that, as inadequate as it is, it does
provide some relief to Victoria’s long-suffering state
taxpayers.
One of the interesting things about our budget process
is that although Parliament is in the process of taking
note of the budget papers and debating the
appropriation bill, the actual initiatives that were
announced by the Treasurer in terms of changes to the
state taxation regime require a separate bill to come
before the house to amend the taxation legislation.
Although the initiatives were announced in the budget,
articulated in the budget speech and reflected in the
budget papers they do not actually take effect without
separate legislation being brought forward to amend the
requisite acts — in this case, in terms of taxation, the
Duties Act 2000, the Land Tax Act 2005 and the
Payroll Tax Act 1971.
It is the purpose of this bill to put into effect some but
not all of the changes that were announced in the state
budget by the Treasurer two weeks ago, and a number
of things have occurred since that budget was brought
down. The first of those that I place on record is the
sudden and sad death of the Secretary of the
Department of Treasury and Finance, Mr Ian Little. For
those members of this house who, like me, are also
members of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee it was particularly sad to hear of Mr Little’s
death early last week. He had been heavily involved
with the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee in
the work that it does in relation to the budget, and
indeed had presented at the budget breakfast for the
PAEC only three or four days before his death. I take
this opportunity to place on record my condolences to
his family. His sudden death will be a great loss to the
state of Victoria and to the Department of Treasury and
Finance.
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One of the other changes since the budget came before
this house was the decision by the commonwealth not
to proceed with the sale of its share of Snowy Hydro
Ltd, and as a consequence, the decision by the
governments of Victoria and New South Wales also to
not proceed with the sale of their respective shares of
Snowy Hydro. That has had a major impact on the
government’s announcements with respect to the
proceeds of that sale.
As part of the budget cycle, the government announced
that it would spend an estimated $600 million of
proceeds from the sale of Victoria’s share of Snowy
Hydro to fund some school replacements, some
substantial upgrades and maintenance of schools. It was
interesting at the time the announcement was made to
note that an asset sale such as the state’s share of
Snowy Hydro was required to fund much-needed
maintenance of our state schools, and honourable
members will recall that when the previous government
came to office in 1992 there was a substantial backlog
of maintenance on state schools — of the order of
$600 million or $700 million over the life of that
government.
A lot of that backlog was drawn down. However, since
the change of government in 1999 very little has been
done to address the maintenance backlog in our state
schools, and in fact in some areas we have seen that
backlog increase.
It was only through the proposed sale of Snowy Hydro
that the backlog was to be funded by this government.
Now that the sale will not proceed there is a substantial
shortfall in the government’s revenue against the
commitment of those funds. Since the Premier and the
Treasurer have appeared before the estimates
committee they have noted that despite announcing the
sale of Snowy Hydro and the way in which the
proceeds were to be acquitted, the budget papers
themselves only record spending of $150 million
against that $600 million target, so $450 million of the
government’s commitment on education maintenance
expenditure has not been appropriated. The Premier and
Treasurer have both indicated that due to that sale not
proceeding, those funds would have to be found
elsewhere. The consequence of that is that many of the
projects that were announced within a three to four-year
time frame will have to be delayed due to those sale
proceeds not being available for the education budget.
The Premier made the interesting observation that the
government would proceed with its planned package of
education maintenance on the basis that it would be
funded from unallocated capital as reported in the
budget papers, and, curiously, from future dividends
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from Snowy Hydro. It was interesting that the Premier
grabbed at the concept of using future dividends from
Snowy Hydro to fund the government’s education
commitments. He told the estimates committee that the
government had received dividends from Snowy Hydro
of the order of $45 million per annum, but what he did
not state and what is evident from examining the annual
reports of Snowy Hydro is that dividends have only
been paid for the last two years. In the previous
financial year the state attracted dividends of the order
of $40 million and in the year before that a slightly
higher figure, so the total dividends that have been paid
by Snowy Hydro since its corporatisation are only of
the order of $80 million to $90 million, which is
obviously substantially short of the funds that the
government needs for its commitment.
What the Premier did not address in his statement and
what the Minister for Finance did not address when I
raised the issue with him in the adjournment debate is
the prospect the government has of relying on those
future dividend payments. As honourable members
know, the Victorian government is only a minority
shareholder in Snowy Hydro and does not have a
controlling interest in the company, so that, firstly, the
capacity of the Victorian government to dictate
dividend policy for the company is basically
nonexistent and, secondly, the opportunity for the
directors of the company to make decisions on
dividends looking at the interests of the Victorian
government as a shareholder, as distinct from looking at
the interests of the company as a whole and its future
capital needs, is something that would rub very
seriously against the requirements of the Australian
Securities and Investments Commission, noting of
course that Snowy Hydro is a corporation that is
regulated by ASIC.
I have a number of issues with the Premier’s hypothesis
that the education package will be funded through
dividends from Snowy Hydro. Firstly, the government
does not control the flow of dividends. Secondly, the
board of Snowy Hydro would have to make a decision
on dividends in the interests of the company, not in the
interests of the state government As honourable
members know, one of the reasons the three
governments were looking at a sale of Snowy Hydro
was to give access to additional capital. The asset base
of the Snowy Mountains hydro-electric scheme is very
old — 30 to 50 years — and its infrastructure will
require capital injection. As it stands now as a
company, Snowy Hydro does not have the capital
resources available to it for that upgrade.
One of the advantages that the initial public offering
would have given was that the company would have
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had access to capital on the stock market. Now that that
option has gone, Snowy Hydro will be required to find
its capital needs elsewhere. One option is through the
use of retained earnings and the other option is through
raising debt. Both those options, though, will impact on
Snowy Hydro’s capacity to pay dividends. It is worth
placing on record that for the two years in which the
company has paid dividends to its three government
shareholders, those dividends have accounted for
roughly 90 per cent of the company’s profit, so the
dividend flow on which the Premier is looking to rely
to pay for his education package represents roughly
90 per cent of the company’s recorded profit for the
two years in which it has paid dividends. At some point
in time the directors of Snowy Hydro will have to make
a decision; they will have to decide whether to fund
their capital requirement through borrowings. If they do
that, it will obviously have an impact on the bottom line
in terms of interest costs and will therefore reduce
profits. Alternatively, if they make a decision to fund
the capital requirement from retained earnings, they
will not be in a position to pay out the dividends at a
level of 90 per cent of their profits as they have for the
last two years.
With both of those options available to them it looks
unlikely that the state will be in a position to rely upon
the dividend flow that the Premier spoke about to fund
his education package.
Therefore it raises the question of exactly how that
commitment will be funded by the government going
forward. The Premier’s statement at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee and the Treasurer’s
statements yesterday have really only served to muddy
the waters more than anything in terms of how that
package will be funded.
I said earlier that the bill before the house puts in place
some of the taxation measures that were announced by
the Treasurer in his budget speech two weeks ago. It is
not the full package, it only addresses — as the title of
the bill notes — some of the measures that the
Treasurer announced. In particular it makes some
changes to the thresholds at which exemptions and
concessions for pensioners in relation to stamp duty
kick in, raising the threshold in from $250 000 to
$300 000 for exemptions and from $300 000 to
$400 000 for concessions.
The bill also changes some of the entitlements in regard
to the election of concessions with respect to the first
home owner bonus the Victorian component of which,
as honourable members know, is due to be abolished
within the next 12 months. This bonus was put in place
by the Victorian government a number of years ago in
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addition to the commonwealth’s first home owner
grant. As members know, the commonwealth initiative
was announced as part of the intergovernmental
agreement between the commonwealth and the states
effectively as a transitional arrangement to address one
of the impacts of the introduction of the goods and
services tax. As part of the agreement between the
states and the commonwealth, under which the states
are the beneficiaries of the goods and services tax
revenue, the states all agreed to implement the first
home owner grant scheme, which provided for $7000
to be paid to people who under the criteria are identified
as first home buyers.
Roughly three years ago the state government decided
to implement a bonus to that scheme. It supplemented
that scheme. Initially it was a supplement of $7000,
which allowed first home owners a total of $14 000
against the cost of a first home. Of course while that
was very welcome among first home owners, and many
of them are in my electorate, it did not address the fact
that under the state government the level of stamp duty
paid by first home owners had escalated through the
roof. With the property boom over the last four years,
first home buyers were paying substantially more stamp
duty on a first home than was the case in many of the
other state jurisdictions around Australia. So while the
supplement to the first home owner grant, the bonus,
was gratefully received by Victorian first home buyers,
it went no way to compensating them for the extra level
of stamp duty they were required to pay on their first
home purchases simply due to the escalation in
property prices.
This bill also make some changes to the land tax scales
and makes some changes with respect to payroll tax. I
place on the record at this time that while the
government and the Treasury in particular have
announced in successive budgets that Victorian
taxpayers have received $X in tax cuts, it is worth
noting that in aggregate Victorian taxpayers will pay
more tax this year than they have in every previous
year. During the life of this government we have seen
the total aggregate level of taxation collected by the
state government increase from year to year.
When the government first came to power in the
1999–2000 year the actual aggregate level of taxation
collected by the state government, and I quote from the
historic series in appendix A of budget paper 4, was
$9.7 billion. Every year since, with the exception of
2000–01 because of the changes under the
intergovernmental agreement in relation to the
introduction of the GST, after allowing for those
one-off changes, the state government has collected
more and more taxation revenue in aggregate. So
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despite the Premier and the Treasurer getting up at
successive budgets and saying that the state has reduced
taxation by $X, the reality is that the reductions, the
adjustments in rates and thresholds that the Treasurer
has announced, have not compensated for the growth in
economic activity in either wages or property prices
that are reflected across the economy. We are seeing an
increase in the level of state taxation collected every
year under this Treasurer.
In 2000–01, the GST year — the GST package was
introduced on 1 July 2000 — state taxation was at
$8.5 billion, and in every subsequent year it has
increased: in 2001–02 to $8.8 billion, in 2002–03 to
$9.3 billion, in 2003–04 to $10 billion, in 2004–05 to
$10.4 billion and in a revised estimate for the current
financial year to just under $10.8 billion.
Notwithstanding the measures that are implemented by
this bill we will see a further increase in the aggregate
level of state taxation to just under $11 billion in the
2006–07 year.
While the Treasurer likes to trumpet the level of
so-called tax cuts which he is making and which will be
implemented by the changes made by this bill, they do
not compensate for shifts in the economy, they do not
compensate for wages growth and they do not
compensate for increases in property prices. Any claim
to a tax cut is, at best, an illusion because the growth
rate of those measures means that the level of taxation
collected by the state will continue to rise, despite the
changes in thresholds and rates.
It is pretty rich for the Treasurer in his budget speech to
trumpet these changes and expect the people of Victoria
to be grateful. The reality is that the changes announced
in this budget and in previous budgets do not
compensate for growth in the economy. As a media
commentator on the state budget noted, if we had had
the same level of cuts to income tax under the federal
government as we have had to the state tax regime
under this government, given the growth in the
economy over that period, there would be an outcry.
The rate changes announced by the Treasurer simply do
not compensate for the change in the economy over the
life of this government. That is why we are seeing the
aggregate level of taxation collected by this government
increase, despite the announcements made by the
Treasurer. It is also why we are seeing the majority of
the individual taxes collected by this government
increase.
Page 171 of budget paper 4 looks at the budgeted
receipts to the consolidated fund and breaks down the
taxation receipts into the various taxes. Despite the
changes announced by the Treasurer with respect to
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payroll tax, we will see budgeted revenue for payroll
tax increase from $3.5 billion in 2005–06 to more than
$3.8 billion in 2006–07. Admittedly, we see a slight
reduction in the level of land tax — from $824 million
in 2005-06 to around $747 million in 2006–07, but it
very quickly returns to a level collected in previous
years, in the out years.
From the congestion levy, which was a new tax
introduced by this government, this year the level of
revenue collected has doubled.
Hon. E. G. Stoney interjected.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I thank the whip;
at least the message is now consistent. Similarly we are
seeing a growth in revenue from individual gambling
taxes that far exceed the level of growth in the broader
economy.
The measures the Treasurer trumpets as tax cuts that
Victorian taxpayers should be grateful for are, at best,
an illusion. They do not make up for the growth we
have seen in the economy over the life of this
government and they do not provide real reductions in
taxation for Victorian taxpayers, as the forward
estimates show. These measures are a minimum;
Victorian taxpayers have a right to expect more. I look
forward to this government delivering more in terms of
tax reform and tax cuts for long-suffering Victorian
taxpayers.
Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern).
Debate adjourned until next day.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Member for Gembrook: conduct
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Education and Training in the other place. It relates
to an article which was published in the Pakenham
Gazette and which has been brought to my attention
concerning the distribution of posters by the member
for Gembrook in the other place. The member has
circulated posters to various schools within the
Gembrook electorate. The posters have a presentation
of times tables, but at the bottom they also have a
promotion of the member herself as the member for
Gembrook. This matter has been raised in the media by
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a number of teachers and a school principal in the
Gembrook electorate complaining about the way in
which the member has attempted to politicise the
presentation of educational material.
One of the schools has noted that the use of a times
table is a very outdated means of promoting
mathematics in schools and that it is not the way that
mathematics is taught. The school has also complained
that the member is attempting to politicise the
presentation of this information to schools, and noted
that in bypassing the school administration and the
principal and presenting it directly to one of the
classrooms she was acting inappropriately.
I ask the Minister for Education and Training to
investigate the matter and to direct the member for
Gembrook to not present the material to schools in this
manner in the future. The fact that teachers and schools
have been offended by and have publicly presented
objections to the way it has been done demonstrates
that the member should conduct such matters in a far
better way.

Barmah State Forest: cattle grazing
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I wish to
direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Environment in another place. It goes to the issue of
grazing in the Barmah State Forest and the release of a
report which was apparently prepared by the
department some time ago but which has not been
released. There were expectations among the local
graziers and population that that report would be
released, but the government has apparently taken a
decision that because there is now a Victorian
Environmental Assessment Council inquiry into the
river red gums, the report will not be released until
VEAC completes its deliberations.
I find that logic somewhat difficult to follow, because I
think it would be better if all available information —
correct or otherwise, tainted or otherwise, logical or
otherwise — was put on the table for VEAC’s
consideration. But as always happens when
governments attempt to hide things, they leak out. Last
week in the Age newspaper there was a big article about
this. What concerns me is that there is obviously a leak
out of the minister’s department to someone in the
Victorian National Parks Association. I suspect that it
was that person in the VNPA who alerted the Age.
What is my evidence for making that allegation? The
evidence is that the photograph used in the Age article
last week of the alleged damage to the Barmah forest
by cattle grazing and cattle crossing a creek in the forest
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as part of an annual muster also appears on the VNPA
web site, so I am advised. That seems to me to be fairly
significant, albeit circumstantial, evidence that there is a
leak from the minister’s department to the VNPA, and
the VNPA has taken it upon itself to make mischief.
That being the case, I call on the minister to formally
release the report forthwith so all interested parties
know what it contains and are in a position to respond
to it and rebut it if they believe it is incorrect, rather
than having a document floating around and being held
in secrecy, but which has been made available, rightly
or wrongly, to one of the parties involved in this issue.
It is not fair to make it available to one party unless it is
available to all. I call on the minister to release it.

Timber industry: auctions
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — The matter I
raise for the Minister for Agriculture in the other place
concerns recent auctions in the timber industry. Many
rural communities are in grave economic danger as a
result of major timber mills failing to secure log
supplies at recent industry auctions. Sawmillers who
competed for native timber contracts in the second
phase of the auctions and missed out on much-needed
logs have publicly expressed the view that the auction
process used by VicForests is fatally flawed.
Prices achieved for these valuable contracts do not
represent the industry viability that the taxpayer-funded
Our Forests Our Future policy sought to achieve. Prices
realised were 20 to 25 per cent above industry
expectation. The result has left many sawmillers in an
unviable position into the immediate future. I am
informed that in some cases it is unlikely that
successful bidders will be able to meet the cost of their
purchases, further frustrating losing bidders.
Although detailed outcomes remain unclear as auction
results are not yet published, the 82 grievance
notifications that were lodged by both successful and
unsuccessful bidders are an indication of the industry’s
concern. That all grievances were rejected by the
VicForests panel should come as no surprise, as the
grievance panel consisted of none other than the chief
executive officer of VicForests, the sales director of
VicForests and the BOMweb auction manager
appointed by VicForests. Many have asked: is this
another case of VicForests being judge and jury in its
own case; or is VicForests trying to extract every last
cent out of this skewed auction process at the expense
of our small rural communities; or, worse, does
VicForests desire to see greater timber imports into
Victoria?
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Contracts available for auction will see a reduction of
up to 15 per cent of resources over the next five years.
The shortfall will further threaten the viability of active
milling businesses, their employees and small rural
communities. This situation is contrary to the — —

Last week in a letter to the local paper, the Oakleigh
Monash Leader, Brenda Bacon said:

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

In another article in the same newspaper she is quoted
as saying it is much quicker to drive into Mount
Waverley to get a carton of milk than shop in her local
shopping centre. Bill Pontikis, the president of the
Clayton Traders Association, is quoted in this article as
saying:

Hon. DAVID KOCH — Where is the clock? It
could not have expired, President — not in your wildest
dreams.
An honourable member — I do not think the clock
was on to begin with.

I have on numerous occasions in the morning waited for
between 17 and 20 minutes and counted eight trains going
through without the gates opening between them.

Of course the train line is affecting the Clayton traders …
You come at certain times of the day and it —

Hon. DAVID KOCH — It has not been. The clock
was not running when I started, President.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Let him do it again.
The PRESIDENT — Order! No. The member has
another minute.
Hon. DAVID KOCH — This situation is contrary
to the Bracks government’s 1999 policy that
supposedly supported the viability of small rural
communities. Given the contribution that the timber
industry makes to the Victorian economy and the jobs it
supports, the current situation has come as somewhat of
an aberration in the distribution of timber and sawlog
allocations for millers and has unnecessarily threatened
many rural communities.
I ask that the Minister for Agriculture review the
VicForests auction processes as a matter of urgency in
order that all future bidders for timber contracts can bid
on a basis which is not distorted and which will allow
equal competition among all forestry industry
participants.

Rail: Clayton crossing
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
raise an issue with the Minister for Transport in the
other place. It concerns the ever-increasing traffic snarls
at the Clayton Road railway crossing in Clayton.
Motorists are becoming extremely frustrated with the
gridlock that occurs every time trains go along the
railway line. Traders are also becoming increasingly
concerned because people are turning away from the
shopping centre, and this is reflected in their tills. There
is an expectation from people who use Clayton Road,
from the residents of Clayton and from the traders of
Clayton that the government urgently do something to
alleviate this problem.

traffic —
goes back to Centre Road. It is definitely affecting business.
I come up to the train line now and I just switch my car off
and read a book.

As I said, it is most frustrating to all who use Clayton
Road.
In my budget reply I mentioned that the government
was doing the Middleborough Road grade separation in
Blackburn. Middleborough Road becomes Stephensons
Road in Mount Waverley, and Stephensons Road
becomes Clayton Road. It is a major thoroughfare on
the north-south route between Box Hill and Frankston.
EastLink may alleviate some traffic problems, but I am
talking about the local traffic snarls. I note that in the
past three or four years the government has taken major
steps to get trucks off this section of Clayton Road,
particularly the stretch between the Monash Medical
Centre and Centre Road. I ask the minister to urgently
do something to alleviate this problem. I also ask him to
advise me and the constituents of Waverley Province of
what he proposes to do to alleviate the increasing
problem of traffic congestion at the Clayton Road
railway crossing.

Disability services: modified vehicle assistance
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
adjournment matter tonight is addressed to the Minister
for Community Services in the other place, the
Honourable Sherryl Garbutt, and it regards Brendan
Hart and his need for a modified van. I have a
heart-rending letter from Brendan’s mother, Maria. I
will not read it into Hansard, but I will refer to some of
the issues she raises.
Hon. M. R. Thomson interjected.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — It is a modified van.
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Brendan is a severely physically and intellectually
disabled 14-year-old. He requires care 24 hours a day,
7 days a week. His father is on shiftwork and his
mother stays at home to look after Brendan. She also
has a little baby. Brendan attends the Cobram Special
Development Primary School during the daytime, but
in order to get him there, his father has to lift him into
and out of the car, so his father has to juggle his
shiftwork around this. Brendan, at 14, is too heavy for
his mother to lift.
They live in a small country town close to Cobram.
They have no public transport and there is no
government assistance for any vehicle modifications.
Mrs Hart has contacted many groups including the
Department of Human Services, the Variety Club,
philanthropic organisations and Community Interlink,
but no-one has been able to assist her. To modify a car
such as a Chrysler Voyager for use by a disabled person
would cost in the vicinity of $54 000. This is an
exorbitant amount of money and the family cannot
afford it.
It is absolutely appalling that this woman has to put up
with this type of situation, which reflects a number of
issues which affect the support of the disabled right
across the state. I want to remind members of this
chamber again about disabilities and the fact that this
Bracks government in its latest budget gave no money
at all to carers. I will quote from Jean Tops again:
… to carers and friends,
… I have taken a look at the budget for disability services
handed down today, and you might as well say there isn’t
one! $46.5 million over four years?

That is going to go nowhere. She also said:
Big spending budget for everyone except disabled and their
carers …

Jean Tops claims that the Bracks government has
dumped people with disabilities and their carers. I
believe that if the minister cared, she could do
something about this. My question to the minister is:
will she please use her ministerial discretion and
provide a modified vehicle for Brendan Hart and his
family? This is a family in need in rural Victoria. It is
an absolutely essential and good thing to do. I beseech
the minister to act on this.

Whitehorse: school crossing supervisors
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I direct my
adjournment item to the Minister for Transport in
another place. It is a matter of some urgency because
schools break up for the term holidays this Friday.
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Schools in the city of Whitehorse area have advised me
that the City of Whitehorse has decided it will not
provide school crossing supervisors on the day schools
close at an earlier time than usual. This has been a
longstanding practice which goes back to when I was at
school — —
Hon. M. R. Thomson — You’re going back a long
time!
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Exactly! On the last
day of term it has been a longstanding practice that
schools actually close earlier. It is the case that most of
the schools, particularly primary schools, in the city of
Whitehorse — and I daresay, right around the
metropolitan area, if not throughout Victoria — close at
around 2:30 p.m. In this situation schools have formally
advised the council of their closing times so that the
council will be able to change the times of the crossing
supervisors. The schools have been told by the City of
Whitehorse that this Friday it will not happen and the
crossing supervisors will not be available at an earlier
time. This clearly puts the children at those schools at
risk if the schools proceed to close earlier as has been
the case in the past.
The council has indicated it has no flexibility on this
matter, because a government regulation means the
council is locked into and cannot vary a time frame that
exists now. This has not been a problem in the past and
I am at a loss to understand it. I notice that the Minister
for Consumer Affairs is also quizzical about this. I
think she probably shares my view that this seems to be
an extraordinary situation. I would like to add that
obviously the school crossing supervisors are funded by
VicRoads and therefore VicRoads has some bearing on
them. The provision of school crossing supervisors at
these crossings, which are located for speed zone
purposes, by VicRoads is from 2.30 p.m. to 4.00 p.m.
and from 8.00 a.m. to 9.30 a.m., so there is already a
provision in the existing regulations for an earlier
school closing time.
I request that the minister immediately intervene in this
matter with the council to ensure school crossings will
be manned this Friday at those schools which elect to
close at an earlier time than usual.

Responses
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — The Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips
raised a matter for the Minister for Education and
Training in another place concerning materials being
sent to schools.

ADJOURNMENT
2398

COUNCIL

The Honourable Bill Baxter raised a matter for the
Minister for Environment in the other place concerning
a report in relation to grazing in the Barmah forest. That
matter will be passed on to the minister.
The Honourable David Koch raised a matter for the
Minister for Agriculture in another place concerning the
process for the auction of log supplies. That matter will
be passed on to the minister.
The Honourable Andrew Brideson raised a matter for
the Minister for Transport in another place concerning
traffic congestion at the intersection of Clayton Road
and a railway crossing.
The Honourable Andrea Coote raised a matter for the
Minister for Community Services in another place
concerning Brendan Hart and his need for a modified
van.
The Honourable Bruce Atkinson raised a matter for the
Minister for Transport in another place concerning the
City of Whitehorse and school crossing supervisors not
being available for the early closure of schools on the
last day of term. All matters raised will be passed on to
the relevant ministers.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 6.23 p.m.
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Thursday, 15 June 2006
The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the
chair at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITION
Buses: Burwood
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) presented
petition from certain citizens of Victoria requesting
that the Burwood bus route 700 be restored to its
original route, all Sunday bus services be restored,
the reduction of Saturday bus services be reversed,
full weekday bus services be restored and full night
bus services be re-established (336 signatures).
Laid on table.

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

It gives me enormous pleasure to present to the
chamber this report from the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee on an inquiry into the energy
services industry. It builds on an earlier inquiry that the
committee had undertaken on sustainable energy and
raises an issue that all Victorians should be concerned
about. The issue will not be a headline grabber but it is
absolutely vital to the way that we will live our lives
into the future — that is, the sustainability of the energy
sector and what we do about supporting it in this state.
The Environment and Natural Resources Committee is
comprised of the Honourable Wendy Lovell, the
Honourable Damian Drum and the Honourable Geoff
Hilton in this place, and in the other place, Mr George
Seitz, Ms Joanne Duncan and the chair, Ms Jenny
Lindell. The chair has conducted the inquiry in a very
timely and professional way. It has been very pleasing
to be part of a committee whose members have worked
together cooperatively on something that is actually
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going to be of importance into the future. I commend
all the members of the committee. I also put on the
record my huge praise for Vaughn Koops and his staff,
who have done an extraordinary job in the research for
this report. Their efficiency and professionalism are
extremely pleasing to see. The report sets a new
standard in benchmarking for this type of inquiry and I
would like the chamber to acknowledge the excellent
work they have done.
For those who do not understand just what the energy
services industry is, and so that people can understand
what the committee was trying to achieve, I will quote a
couple of our terms of reference, which are stated in the
context that:
Energy efficiency services are commercial services that lead
to improved energy efficiency, demand side management and
greater use of renewable energy in the built environment. A
healthy and competitive energy efficiency services sector is
an essential prerequisite for an efficient, low-emissions
economy, as it provides the skills, technologies, advice and
services necessary for the transformation of the built
environment.

Amongst others, our terms of reference were to report
to the Parliament on:
… the progress made to date in developing the energy
efficiency services industry in Victoria .

and to look into:
… the range of services and technologies available and the
diversity of business models, compared with those in other
OECD countries.

This industry is vitally important as we go into the
future. All members of this chamber talk about
renewable energy, energy efficiency and energy
savings but we have forgotten to look at how that
industry will be supported and how we will make
things happen. Into the future these important questions
will need to be answered, and this report particularly
will have an impact as people realise what needs to be
done and that we need to start to address the issues
now. If we are going to make an impact in future, it is
vital that members on both sides look at the
recommendations and start to implement them. It is an
important debate for the Victorian community to have,
but it is absolutely vital that there be a practical and
sustainable backup, and this report certainly deals with
those issues.
In the short time I have, I put on the record a couple of
the recommendations that I consider very important.
The first recommendation of the committee is:
That the Victorian government introduces a pricing
framework that promotes energy conservation and
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discourages energy retailers from offering declining block
tariffs to consumers.

I urge members to have a close look at the report to
understand exactly what will be the implications and
ramifications of that.
Another important recommendation was:
That the Victorian government lobbies within the national
framework for energy efficiency to consider the establishment
of ‘rolling’ minimum energy performance standards wherever
practicable.

I commend the staff for an excellent report. I have
enjoyed working with them and my colleagues. I
believe this report will go down in history and will in
the future be an important document for the energy
services industry in Victoria.
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) (By leave) — I
will make a more detailed contribution to this report in
the next sitting week when we debate statements on
reports and papers. I join with the deputy chair of the
committee and thank sincerely Dr Vaughn Koops,
Derek Benjamin and Vanessa Thomas for the fantastic
work they did in putting together this report. They did
not have an easy job because there was some
uncertainty at the beginning of the inquiry as to exactly
what we were supposed to be investigating, but they
were unstinting in their efforts, and I sincerely
commend them for the very high-quality document. It
has been a great pleasure for me personally to be part of
a committee which is totally focused on producing
quality reports. It certainly has been one of the
highlights of my parliamentary term.
The environment is an issue which we all know is
absolutely critical in its importance to our community,
and global warming and climate change are becoming
the major national and international public policy
issues. The Environment and Natural Resources
Committee has made some contribution in this regard
with a total absence of political point-scoring, and it has
been a great pleasure to be part of the committee. I wish
it every success in 2007.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) (By leave) — I
too would like to make a short contribution on the
energy services industry report. I congratulate the chair,
the member for Carrum in the other place, Ms Lindell,
and other parliamentary colleagues as well as
Dr Vaughn Koops, Vanessa Thomas and Derek
Benjamin, who have helped us to produce the final
report. The inquiry into the energy services industry
was looking at a whole range of issues, including
renewable energy, and where the industry is at the
moment. One of the most startling aspects that came
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out of the inquiry was that we have so many
commercial buildings in Victoria currently being built
with non-efficient appliances. Within a month of
buildings having been constructed companies can move
in and make enormous savings on power bills straight
away through the efficient usage of appliances.
We have the ludicrous situation where developers have
no relationship with the forthcoming tenants of the
building and therefore they have no interest in the
inefficient design and construction of these buildings.
The report shows that in this area alone there can be
enormous improvements in the Victorian energy
services industry. I hope this report prompts the
government to make serious changes to the way it
regulates the building environment.
Motion agreed to.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on Protecting our environment and
community from failing septic tanks, June 2006.
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability — Report on
Government procurement and environmental sustainability, 2006
(four papers).
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Variations notified between 1 October 2005 and 14
June 2006.
Multicultural Affairs — Whole of Government Report, 2004–05.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 18 July
2006.

Motion agreed to.

STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE
Review of standing orders
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That the resolution of the Council of 24 May 2005, as
amended on 23 November 2005, requiring the Standing
Orders Committee to undertake a review of the standing
orders and present its final report to the Council no later than
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15 June 2006 be now amended to require the committee to
present the final report no later than 10 August 2006.

Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Bushfires: fuel reduction
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I wish to
bring to the attention of the house what I believe is a
gross cover-up by the government in terms of its
incompetence and lack of capacity to deal with a
critical aspect of managing Victoria’s public land. I
refer specifically to the fact that there is a deception
which is the result of documents being published on the
web site of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment — the budget papers for this year and
press releases issued by ministers and the department
claiming certain outcomes for preventive burning of
Victoria’s public land.
We have seen a disaster in country Victoria over
several years, the result of which has been personal
devastation and the cause of which has been a failure
by the government to achieve a satisfactory outcome in
fuel reduction burning. The government has been trying
to cover up its failures of recent times, and it has been
revealed that the information published about the
performance of preventive burning this year is in fact
misleading to the extent of more than 50 per cent. The
department has only effectively achieved about
one-third of the target which was set for it,
notwithstanding the public disclosure and claims that it
has achieved almost all of the targets described.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Refugees: offshore processing
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — Earlier this
week my honourable friend Helen Buckingham
eloquently drew attention to the federal government’s
proposed new immigration laws. These laws have only
one purpose — that is, to appease Indonesia. When
42 Papuan asylum seekers — in my view, quite
rightly — were given temporary protection visas,
Indonesia complained and withdrew its ambassador.
Australia subsequently brought in legislation.
The Prime Minister is not in agreement, but the
Minister for Immigration, Multicultural and Indigenous
Affairs, Amanda Vanstone, admitted as much in the
7.30 Report last night, when she said:
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… it is indisputable we’ve taken into account the concerns of
Indonesia.

We have become accustomed under the Howard
government to our foreign policy being made in
Washington; now our immigration policy is being made
in Jakarta.
The Howard government should govern in Australia’s
interests, unless of course the Prime Minister has
forgotten how.

Allan and Kim Turner
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I wish to
inform the house of a very generous act by constituents
within my electorate who were awarded the Tattersall’s
Award for Enterprise Achievement in recognition of
their donation.
Allan and Kim Turner were recognised for their work
in establishing Zaidee’s Rainbow Foundation. It was
formed following the sudden death of their precious
daughter Zaidee, who died at the age of 7 years and
22 days from a cerebral aneurism. To make some sense
of their shocking loss Allan and Kim decided to donate
Zaidee’s heart, corneas, liver and kidneys, which in turn
helped to save the lives of seven transplant patients.
Following this donation the Turners were shocked to
discover that Zaidee was the only child under 16 years
in Victoria who had donated organs and tissue, so they
formed Zaidee’s Rainbow Foundation in order to
encourage others to become organ donors. Certainly,
my family had often talked about becoming organ
donors but had never done anything about it. Zaidee’s
Rainbow Foundation has been the catalyst that inspired
me and several other members of my family to
become — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired!

Andrew Jackomos
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I rise to pay tribute to
two recipients of this week’s Queen’s birthday honours.
Both recipients work within the justice portfolio. The
first recipient is the director of the indigenous issues
unit in the Department of Justice, Mr Andrew
Jackomos, who received the Public Service Medal.
Andrew has been instrumental in and a driving force
behind the Aboriginal justice agreement and the Lake
Tyers renewal community project, and many other
initiatives and programs too numerous to name.
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I have the privilege of working closely with Andrew on
the Aboriginal justice forum, and I know him to be a
tireless and enthusiastic advocate for Koori rights in
Victoria. He is respected by the Koori, community
across government and by his staff.

Greg Mitchell
Ms MIKAKOS — The second recipient is
Northcote resident Greg Mitchell, who was recognised
for his 22 years of volunteering with the State
Emergency Service. Greg is deputy controller at the
Doncaster branch of the State Emergency Service. He
was awarded an Emergency Services Medal for his
tireless and continued efforts in operational activities
and in training staff. Greg was motivated to join the
SES because of its role in the 1983 Ash Wednesday
fires.
We are fortunate to have dedicated individuals like
Andrew and Greg who are committed to making our
society better. Congratulations to Andrew and Greg for
this well-deserved recognition.

Auto Safety Week
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
draw attention to an initiative by the Victorian
Automobile Chamber of Commerce (VACC) to
establish Auto Safety Week. The focus of that program
was particularly 7 June to 15 June, but in fact it runs
throughout the month of June. It is a joint initiative with
the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria (RACV), the
Transport Accident Commission (TAC) and VicRoads
and aims to try to improve awareness of auto safety and
better maintenance of vehicles and so forth to ensure
we do not have the level of road accident trauma that
Victoria has experienced in the past.
What concerns me is that whilst the TAC and VicRoads
are both involved in the program, the government’s
support for Auto Safety Week has perhaps been less
than might have been expected for such an important
initiative. I notice the government has spent some
$600 million on the Arrive Alive program but has
contributed only around $20 000 to this Auto Safety
Week program. I urge the government to get behind
this program in a greater way in future because I think it
is important to convey road safety messages to the
public, and the VACC and RACV are two
organisations that have an extraordinary capacity to
present messages to people and to have them listen.
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Koonung Province: small business
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I
would like to thank the Minister for Small Business in
the other place, Mr André Haermeyer, for his support of
local businesses in my electorate. He recently approved
two $15 000 Grow Your Business grants to the City of
Whitehorse to run the better business performance
group program and the group strategic business
planning program.
The better business performance group program will
include three interactive group evening sessions and
three half-day individual site visits, and will assist
businesses to develop five-year strategic business plans
that set out clear objectives strategies, actions and key
performance indicators. The group strategic business
planning program comprises four group courses, with
workshops on developing and implementing a strategic
business plan. The program includes site visits to
participating companies to assist them in developing
and implementing their business plans.
The City of Knox, at the other end of my electorate,
also received a $15 000 Grow Your Business grant to
deliver an export marketing planning program. The
program will set out the essentials for successful export
development. The Grow Your Business program
further confirms this government’s business-friendly
reputation and helps ensure that every Victorian
business, no matter where it is located, has the
opportunity to grow and thrive in a fair, competitive,
innovative and connected economy.

VicRelief + Foodbank: emergency relief fee
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
draw attention to an unfortunate development that
appears to have arisen out of the merging of VicRelief
and Foodbank to form VicRelief + Foodbank Ltd, and
that is the proposal that charity groups that distribute
food to needy families are now to be levied a fee
equating to approximately 40 cents a kilogram for the
food supplied to these volunteer groups. I think that is a
very severe impost to be put upon small groups that are
doing such good work in supporting needy families.
I refer particularly to Uniting Care in Wodonga, which
distributes about 14 food parcels a day, which equates
to 3640 parcels a year. It estimates that this levy will
cost it around $10 000. It seems to me we should not be
requiring volunteers to go out and raise that sort of
money when in fact they are saving the government,
particularly the Department of Human Services,
millions of dollars a year by sustaining needy families,
getting them through difficulties and shortages, and
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particularly as there are now increasing numbers of
single mothers with very young children who are
seeking their assistance. It just seems to me to be totally
counterproductive that on the one hand we encourage
volunteers to relieve the government of its
responsibilities, yet on the other hand the government
imposes upon those volunteers requirements they
should not have to meet. They should not be out there
having to rattle the tin, and I call on the government to
reverse it.

Australia Post: Geelong service
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — There was a protest
outside the Australia Post mail centre in Geelong last
Friday, for a very good reason. Concerned employees
and residents protested the contempt the federal
government has for country and regional Victorians. In
its wisdom Australia Post has decided to slash jobs in
Geelong by moving the mail sorting centre to
Dandenong. Not only will this affect the livelihood of
approximately 40 local men and women and their
families, but Geelong residents and businesses will
have to do with a second-rate mail service. Currently
Geelong has a fairly reliable mailing system that the
community can rely on, but now this system is under
threat as a result of the federal government’s
cost-cutting measures. This has happened in Gippsland,
and in the firing line are Geelong, Seymour, Ballarat,
Bendigo and Morwell, to name a few.
On top of the fact that Geelong already gets slugged a
subscriber trunk dialling rate for calls through the
privatised Telstra — which is slowly abandoning
country and regional areas — now we have to contend
with a second-rate mail service. This is further evidence
of the federal government’s disdain for regional
Victoria. I call on the federal Liberal member for
Corangamite, Stewart McArthur, to step in and stop his
government from going ahead with this shameful act. I
am also informed that the full-time jobs that will be lost
in Geelong will be substituted by casual employment in
Dandenong, where people will be employed for
14 hours a week and will work 4 hours without having
a break. This appears to be WorkChoices legislation by
stealth, and the federal government’s way of bringing
the unemployment rate down. It is indeed a mean and
tricky federal government.

Sex offenders: sentencing
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I call on the Bracks
Labor government to stop using my rural electorate of
Ballarat Province as a dumping ground for convicted
child-sex offenders. If the government believes the
people who commit these heinous crimes are
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‘recovering’ sex offenders, then let them welcome them
into their own electorates and put them next door to
their own families and children. Victoria’s notorious
child-sex offender dubbed Mr Baldy, aka Brian Keith
Jones, aka Brendan John Megson, aka Shaun Paddick,
is a convicted paedophile. In August 2005 County
Court Judge Rozenes ordered that Mr Baldy be placed
on a 15-year extended supervision order as a high-risk
child-sex offender.
On 29 May Supreme Court Justice Gillard was satisfied
to a high degree of probability that Robin Angus
Fletcher is likely to commit a relevant sex offence
against a child if released into the community without
being subjected to a five-year extended supervision
order to be reviewed in June 2009. Robin Fletcher, aka
Timothy Michael Ryan, has convictions dating back to
1984. He studied for a law degree whilst a prisoner at
HM Prison Ararat and unsuccessfully tested the
government’s Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
before the Equal Opportunity Commission and at the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal in 2004 by
bringing a complaint against Salvation Army chaplains,
Corrections Victoria and the Department of Justice.
Fletcher continued his deviant criminal activities whilst
serving a 10-year sentence but maintains that his
conduct is permitted by his religion. Victoria’s
indefinite sentencing laws for serious sex offenders
have been in force since 1993, yet only four
applications have been made to the court. Robin
Fletcher should have been one of them, as should
William Craig Forde and Gerald Ridsdale, who will be
sentenced at the Ballarat County Court on 24 July for a
total of 116 sex offences. These sex offenders are a
serious danger to our community and should be
detained indefinitely.

Chinese community award: Viet Times —
Thoi Bao
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I rise
to talk about the awarding of the inaugural Lord
Mayor’s Chinese Community Award by Melbourne
City Council to the Vietnamese newspaper Viet
Times — Thoi Bao. I have received a petition from the
Vietnamese community with 150 names and addresses
condemning the presentation of such a prestigious
award to this organisation. Mr Huu Hung Nguyen of
the Viet Times — Thoi Bao newspaper has a history of
attacking members of the Vietnamese community,
including me.
His newspaper consistently, week in and week out,
prints defamatory stories and letters accusing members
of the Vietnamese community of seeking to use their
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positions to obtain financial gain. His continued attacks
on me have forced me to seek legal advice regarding
taking defamation action against him and his
newspaper. Huu Hung Nguyen, through his newspaper,
harasses members of the Vietnamese community to
such an extent that they feel frightened and victimised. I
believe that granting this prestigious award to Thoi Bao
has diminished the credibility of the way the newspaper
was chosen from the many good businesses and
organisations that give so much more to their
communities. I only hope that in the future more care is
taken to ensure that the winners are more community
minded and have played a positive part in working with
the community.

Soccer: World Cup
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — Footballing
madness, or should I say soccering madness, has
gripped the nation this week as a result of our boys
beating the highly regarded Japan in a group qualifying
game at the World Cup in Germany on Monday night.
In Australia the beautiful game, as it is known to the
rest of the world, is a sport that has been traditionally
dismissed and marginalised by the mainstream as
wogball for the obvious reason that Australians of
Mediterranean and southern and Eastern European
extraction, such as me, Greeks, Maltese, Italians and
people from the former Yugoslavia are overly fond of
the game. There are still Australians who continue to
sully the reputation of the game by characterising the
sport as a sheilas game or even a poofters game.
Now that soccer is becoming a sport that the
mainstream is increasingly showing interest in, I
suggest that the Australian Football League give serious
consideration to taking the opportunity of relabelling
AFL football as Aussie Rules. As for the Australian
soccer peak bodies, they are calling themselves football
associations, so the word ‘soccer’ has been effectively
dropped. I take this opportunity to call on the AFL to
investigate the feasibility of relabelling our football as
Aussie Rules. Aussie Rules is not only a great game but
a unique one which we should be proud of and promote
internationally — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
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Victorian Arts Centre Trust: report 2004–05
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I would like
to speak today on the Victorian Arts Centre Trust
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annual report 2004–05. I spoke about this report last
week. I said then it was very pleasing to see that the
government had recognised that it needed to give
money to the arts centre trust to ensure the
infrastructure was supported and that into the future we
could continue to have this highly regarded structure
work as effectively as possible. Today I want to talk
about the volunteers and sponsors who are involved
with the trust. I will read again from the foreword to the
annual report by the president, Carrillo Gantner. He
said in his closing statement:
On behalf of the trust, I thank all our supporters —
government, corporate and private — for their generosity,
commitment and involvement with us. It adds heart and soul
to the strong foundations we have inherited. We are fortunate
to have a truly dedicated management and staff who continue
to provide the trust, and indeed all stakeholders, with robust
leadership in direction and delivery. To all my fellow trust
members, a big thank you.

I would like to put on record the thankyou Victorians
should be paying to all the supporters who, along with
volunteers in our state, need to be highly recognised at
all times — and it is particularly important to have a
look at the arts supporters. At the very top of the record
of supporters in 2004–05 are the Arts Angels. I
specifically single out the Clemenger Foundation, and
Mr Richard Pratt and Mrs Jeanne Pratt.
I remember when Richard and Jeanne Pratt set up the
Arts Angels. It was in the 1980s, it was an important
time to look into arts sponsorship because this state had
been predominantly focused on sports sponsorship and
therefore to have the Arts Angels being supportive of
the arts was really something quite novel and new. It
has gone on from strength to strength and indeed in this
annual report there is a one-and-a-half-page listing of a
range of donors including categories such as the Arts
Angels, patrons, premier associates, donor associates,
seat endowments and the president’s circle. I would like
to commend each and every one of these donors and
supporters of the arts because without them, the arts
would not be as rich as they are in this state. I
particularly single out Dick and Jeanne Pratt because
they have been long-term supporters of the arts.
The Arts Angels, as I said, was a concept that was quite
novel when it was introduced because sports
sponsorship had been the thing that Victorians had
concentrated on previously. Since its establishment,
Victorians have come to realise that supporting the arts
is absolutely vital. If members go back and look at the
early 1980s they would see people had their names on
seats; that was the only relationship they had with a
particular facility, in this instance with the Arts Centre.
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Today we see a far more sophisticated operation; we
see an involvement and an engagement between the
sponsors and supporters, together with the organisation
concerned. We see some healthy and robust
relationships which do not just end with money or
commitment. They are indeed business support and
obviously publicity support as well as a whole range of
other wonderful relationships that build up. Some of the
corporate sponsorships, for example, are Lexus,
Channel 7 Melbourne, Cadbury Schweppes, Amcor,
Tattersall’s, Magic 693 and the Australian Pensioners
Insurance Agency.
It is important to see that aside from a long list of the
individuals, our community is supporting the arts. It is
absolutely imperative, though, that no government
looks at what the supporters and the sponsors give to
any organisation and therefore try to hypothecate that
money into consolidated revenue. It is absolutely vital
that donations are an additional source of funds. It is
important and imperative that the amounts of money
and the support given remain with the Arts Centre
Trust. I know and feel confident that under Carrillo
Gantner the trust will go from strength to strength, and
the support that the Arts Angels continue to give will be
fully appreciated and will be used very wisely.
Victorians into the future will continue to be able to use
this wonderful facility.

Peninsula Health: report 2004–05
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — This
morning I will make a brief statement on the 2004–05
annual report for Peninsula Health, which provides a
broad range of services to over 300 000 people who
live in Kingston, Frankston and the Mornington
Peninsula. The services include two public hospitals, an
inpatient palliative care unit, hospital and community
based psychiatric services, inpatient and day-service
rehabilitation facilities, nursing homes, hostels, aged
care units and community health programs.
Peninsula Health has a strategic plan with its overall
objective to create a healthy community. There were a
number of highlights during the year and I instance one:
the commencement of the new Mornington Centre
Promoting Health Independence, which commenced
with a $20 million contribution from the state
government announced in the 2005–06 budget.
The first stage will house 60 geriatric evaluation
management beds, and when completed the total
facility will have 90 geriatric evaluation management
beds, 60 beds for aged persons mental health residential
care, 30 residential aged care beds, a community
rehabilitation centre and hydrotherapy pool, and also a

2405

range of community health services which will be
managed by the Peninsula Community Health Service.
Honourable members will know that in previous
contributions in this place I have complimented and
paid tribute to the auxiliaries and volunteers who
contribute to the work of the hospital. Recently I
mentioned the volunteer appreciation lunch which
500 people attended.
Peninsula Health is supported by 33 auxiliary and
volunteer groups, with 832 members. These volunteer
groups include pastoral care volunteers, the Pink Ladies
Auxiliary of Frankston Hospital, the Rosebud Hospital
garden group and palliative care volunteers. I would
particularly like to pay tribute to the last group, which
assists patients and their families in what is obviously a
very traumatic and emotional time.
Besides providing the range of health services I have
mentioned, the hospital needs sound financial
management. It is very pleasing that the annual report
indicates an operating surplus of $1.75 million, which
meets and, indeed, exceeds the target established by the
minister of an operating surplus of $1.5 million.
I would like to mention some of the initiatives in the
community health area. Construction of the Frankston
Men’s Shed began in July 2004 and was officially
opened in June 2005. The project involved community
health and psychiatry, with many community partners.
Over 35 community businesses and groups are
associated with the shed.
The first community kitchen was established in 2004
and was opened in Frankston. Since then a further eight
community kitchens have been established, and one is
currently in development. The kitchens provide an
opportunity for people to increase their knowledge of
preparing nutritious food and enjoying healthy living
habits. From September to June 2005 over 2000 meals
were produced, and there have been 580 occasions of
clients using the kitchens.
I would also like to instance the Men Behaving
Positively forums. The first forum attracted 400 people,
and the second, nearly 600. I believe one was held
yesterday, when the guest speakers were Jeff Kennett
and Rod Quantock. I am sure it was a very entertaining
and useful session, as they would be two interesting
speakers.
In conclusion I pay tribute to the people involved at
Peninsula Health — the chairman Barry Nicholls, and
his community board; the chief executive Dr Sherene
Devanesen and her senior management team; and all
the other staff and volunteers who make Peninsula
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Health such a valued and respected organisation. The
organisation and hospital had an outstanding 2005, and
I would like to wish it every success into the future.

Ombudsman: review of Freedom of
Information Act
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
am pleased to again make a contribution on the
Ombudsman’s review of the Freedom of Information
Act tabled this month. Again I say that this is a
damning report on the capacity of this government to be
what it calls open, honest and transparent. This report,
commissioned by the Ombudsman, paints a very poor
picture of the way the government has handled freedom
of information (FOI) requests in this state. It paints a
particular view about the way the government has
imposed what it calls FOI guidelines, instigated by the
Attorney-General in the other place.
In my view these guidelines are used as a tool for the
government to block any FOI requests. Even the
Ombudsman’s report has found that the Bracks
government’s 10 departments and Victoria Police get
only 18 per cent of all FOI requests but reject access
about 67 per cent of the time. That forces a lot of people
to take their matter to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal. On Friday of last week the
state opposition was again fighting cases at VCAT in an
attempt to get information from the government about
the secretive path it appears to be going down.
We need to reflect on what the then opposition leader
Steve Bracks, now the Premier, said on 8 September
1999:
When you’re proud of what you’re doing, you don’t want it
hidden under a bushel … You only keep secret the things that
you’re ashamed of.

We are trying to find out about issues around the
tollway. I am currently involved in a case in the Court
of Appeal in order to get freedom of information access
about the government and whether it had determined it
would announce the tolls prior to the 2002 election.
Why is it that the government has spent something like
$38 000 of taxpayers money, with a QC fighting me at
VCAT? Why is it fighting every step of the way on
FOI? This government has used the process of noting
by ministers to delay FOI access. There are clear
examples of the government using the noting process
for spin doctors. The government has a huge number of
spin doctors operating in every department and now
they are even operating in the FOI process.
The Ombudsman’s report cites a case of an FOI officer
who decided to release a report, but was essentially
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gagged for almost a month so the government could
have a spin doctor brief the minister and work out how
to deal with the press reaction. The government is
concerned about what appears in the press and in the
advertising and glossy brochures it continually spews
out. This year alone, leading up to the state election, the
government has spent something like $80 million of
taxpayers money on this. It is quite prepared to put its
hands in the pockets of taxpayers to fund its greedy
election campaign. This Ombudsman’s report paints a
damning picture of the way the government has been
deceptive and secretive over FOI. People who try to get
basic information find they cannot get it any more
under this government. The government talks about
being open, honest and transparent; they were the key
words the government used in 1999 and 2002. But
there are very clear examples of the government’s
secretive, deceptive approach — the way it conceals
what it is doing.
There are examples from my own experience as
spokesperson for scrutiny of government. I have made
FOI requests and had the information mysteriously
arrive at 4.00 p.m. on a Friday, after the media has had
its run, so it is not covered by television and the
newspaper deadline for the following morning is
missed. It does that because it does not want the
information going out, but it is surprising that the
information is then given to media outlets in a sanitised
version so that it runs the next day, thereby avoiding the
potential to raise it in a broader way. This government
has failed to deliver on anything or any major project. It
has no vision; it has no future. Victoria is slowly going
backwards — or, some would say, Brackswards —
because the government has its foot off the accelerator,
and we are going back to the Cain and Kirner years.

Deakin University: report 2005
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — Deakin
University’s annual report 2005 was tabled on 2 May
this year. As a graduate of Deakin University, I am
pleased to speak on the report today. Deakin University
was established in 1974 as — and I quote from the
report — ‘a university in the Geelong area’. Its act
includes reference to providing the opportunity for
tertiary education at the university level to all qualified
persons, whether within or outside Victoria, by means
of external studies programs. This is how Deakin
began: as a regional university focused on broadening
access to education. Deakin has now grown to be the
third-largest university in Victoria, with campuses in
Warrnambool, Geelong, Burwood and Toorak.
Deakin’s mission is to be recognised as Australia’s
most progressive university.
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The university’s admirable core commitments are: rural
and regional engagement; continuing education and
lifelong learning; and equity access to individuals and
groups that might not otherwise enjoy the benefits that
flow from participation in higher education.
Deakin has 35 000 students and more than 2500 staff
who participate in learning at Deakin. It is worth noting
that of these students approximately 13 000 study in an
off-campus mode, which Deakin is renowned for. This
mode of learning does not require attendance at campus
and is supported by distance education materials and
online materials. The learning experience provided to
off-campus students is of a very high quality. Students I
have spoken to are very pleased with the level of
academic and non-academic support provided to them.
The education of teachers and nurses is an area of
speciality at Deakin that it is particularly good at. I
know this because of my contact with the university
through the inquiries the Education and Training
Committee undertook in the past three years. In 2005
there were 4533 students completing studies within the
education faculty. In 1992 I completed my graduate
diploma in careers education at Deakin University and
was extremely pleased with the standard of education
and expertise that was offered to me which gave a
breadth of knowledge and understanding that I used
continually in my role as a careers counsellor.
Deakin is to be congratulated for being an industry
leader in the area of indigenous education. The Institute
of Koorie Education at Deakin has received
considerable recognition. A report from the Australian
Universities Quality Agency described the institute as
an example for Australia, and it received a
commendation for its community-based learning model
that is successfully providing indigenous students with
access to higher education.
In addition, the Institute of Koorie Education won the
Wurreker award for outstanding contributions to
improving pathways and outcomes for Koori students.
The Wurreker awards are presented by the Victorian
Aboriginal Education Association and the Victorian
Office of Training and Tertiary Education.
Internationalisation is also on the agenda of Deakin
University. Its faculty of education secured important
agreements with the United Arab Emirates and
Malaysia to provide its program to students in those
countries. Through an agreement with the Higher
Colleges of Technology in the United Arab Emirates,
Deakin will offer its master of education degree.
Furthermore, Deakin is one of four foreign universities
to have been selected by the Malaysian ministry of
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education to offer a bachelor of education in primary
mathematics and primary science through teachers
colleges. This initiative is part of the Malaysian
government’s reform agenda to upgrade the
qualifications of primary teachers to teach mathematics
and science in the English language.
In 2005 Deakin was in the planning stages of the
establishment of a regional medical education program.
It has since been announced that this proposal was
successful. Deakin University will train 160 new
doctors each year.
In conclusion, I would like to recognise the hard work
of the Deakin University council, its chancellor,
Mr David Morgan, and especially vice chancellor
Professor Sally Walker. Her innovative, inclusive and
holistic approach to higher education has ensured that
Deakin will continue as an educational industry leader
for many years to come.

Murray-Darling Basin Commission: report
2004–05
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I
commend this report to honourable members. I
particularly commend the president, the Right
Honourable Ian Sinclair, and the chief executive
officer, Wendy Craik, for the good work they are doing
for the Murray-Darling Basin. I also commend the
work which has been done by community members. I
would like to express my concern that the acting
chairman, Mr Myles Treseder, of Swan Hill, who is a
very competent person indeed, has been in the position
of acting chairman since 12 April 2005. It is unfair to
anyone who is cast in that role to be left as an acting
chairman for so long. I know that Mr Treseder feels this
has not given him the mandate or the authority that he
would have otherwise had if a permanent chairman had
been appointed. I commend the fact that in recent days
expressions of interest have been called for the
appointment of the chair, but I express my
disappointment that it has taken so long.
I also draw honourable members’ attention to some of
the tables and graphs that are in this report, particularly
those relating to the Morgan site — the benchmark site
for measuring salinity and the condition of the Murray
River. Those tables illustrate the progress that is being
made in terms of the health of the Murray River, and
this absolutely puts paid to the scaremongering
comments and claims being made by ill-informed
persons, usually from the leafy suburbs of Sydney and
Melbourne, that the Murray River is dying. It is
certainly not, and much of the work that is being done
by all governments involved in the Murray–Darling
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Basin Commission is sustaining that great river system.
We should not allow ourselves to be ground down by
people who make untrue assertions.
However, the report also goes to the issue of the greater
use and the protection of the environment, and I think
the Murray–Darling Basin Commission might in the
future need to exert its authority over states which are
not actually playing their full part in the overall scheme
of things. I refer particularly to the levee banks on the
lower Goulburn River. Everyone knows that they were
built in the 1890s, more than 100 years ago, with what
was perhaps the best knowledge at the time, but they
are clearly in the wrong place. They are too close to the
river. They constrict the Goulburn River. There is no
way that a large flood could pass below Shepparton
without breaching the levee banks. It is just a physical
impossibility; the capacity is not there.
Various plans have been put up over the years to
alleviate this situation, and in recent times there has
been a proposal to restore the natural flood path to the
north-west which would have provided a natural relief
in times of big flood. That proposal has not been funded
by the National Water Commission as we had hoped,
largely, in my view, because it has been stymied by the
local federal member, who seems to have a bee in her
bonnet about it, who has been undermining it and who,
I think, has been successful in convincing the National
Water Commission not to make funding available.
We cannot just walk away and do nothing, because the
next big flood is getting closer by the day,
notwithstanding that we seem at the moment to be in
severe drought conditions in that part of the country. I
think that if the natural flood path is not to be restored
we need a program now to re-site the existing levees at
more appropriate locations to increase the capacity of
the lower Goulburn so that it is better able to carry large
floods to the Murray River. That is going to cost
money, which has to come from governments; that cost
cannot be borne entirely by local land-holders and
ratepayers. I call on both the state government and the
federal member for Murray to cooperatively work out a
program of funding for a complete rejigging of the
levee banks on the lower Goulburn.
We have not had a flood since 1993, which is a bit
unusual, because in terms of an average return interval
we should have a moderate flood at least every four
years. On that basis we cannot be far from one, taking
into account the averages, and we know that when the
next flood comes we will all be criticised as to why we
had not done anything. Well, I have been doing things.
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Deakin University: report 2005
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I would like to
comment on Deakin University’s 2005 annual report.
As we know, Deakin University is a large, multicampus
university with approximately 35 000 students and
more than 2500 staff. Deakin conducts its activities
from the following five campuses: the Melbourne
campuses at Burwood and Toorak, the Geelong
campuses at Waurn Ponds and Geelong waterfront, and
of course the Warrnambool campus. In addition
approximately 13 000 of Deakin’s students study in
off-campus mode, which does not require attendance at
the campus. This flexible method of study is supported
by high-quality distance education and online materials.
Deakin’s acknowledged strengths in teaching and
learning are in the following areas: nursing; education;
indigenous education; law, business and management;
creative arts involving the use of technology; and sport
and wellbeing. Deakin University has recently also
become a medical school for the training of doctors for
rural medicine. On 8 April Prime Minister John
Howard announced that Deakin University had been
awarded 120 commonwealth-supported medical school
places. On top of this, the commonwealth will provide
up to $18 million to Deakin, subject to matching
funding coming from the Victorian government.
The Prime Minister said:
I am particularly pleased to announce the medical school at
Deakin University which will ensure the development of a
strong rural and regional medical work force throughout the
western Victorian region.

Deakin University campuses at Geelong and
Warrnambool are ideally placed, as western Victoria
presently has rates of chronic disease that are higher
than in any other part of Victoria. The university will be
able to deliver medical graduates back to rural and
regional Victoria; it is a well-known fact that doctors
trained in the country tend to return to the country.
Deakin University will be working very closely with
Flinders University, Barwon Health, St John of God
Health Care, Ballarat Health Services, South West
Healthcare at Warrnambool, Portland and Hamilton,
and other smaller health care facilities. Professor Sally
Walker from Deakin University said the university’s
rural medical school aimed to produce doctors who
would be able to tackle most medical needs, ranging
from accident and emergency to obstetrics, minor
surgery and chronic disease prevention.
It is an enormous disappointment to South West
Healthcare that in this year’s budget it failed to receive
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any funding, or even have funding listed in forward
estimates, in regard to the much-needed construction of
a new campus. The board of South West Healthcare
had been led to believe that the first tranche of funding
would be announced in this year’s budget. That did not
occur. With Deakin providing a rural medical school, it
would have been excellent if these medical students had
been able to train in a modern, up-to-date hospital in
Warrnambool.

how many homes are not connected to the sewerage
system and how many homes have septic tanks. That is
a disgrace. It reflects the ineffectiveness of this
government and the mismanagement of this program.
The Auditor-General’s report at page 73 states also that:

The people of south-west Victoria in particular are
proud of Deakin University and the excellent education
opportunities it provides. The university is always
looking for new opportunities to educate Victorians,
and it is an excellent outcome whenever it is possible
for students to stay in their own region while furthering
their education. Deakin University’s annual report is an
excellent report, and I commend it to the house.

At June 2006, metropolitan local governments had not
determined their total number of septic tanks, nor had they
sought the EPA’s confirmation that specific properties should
be included in the backlog program. In the absence of action
by local governments, YVW and SEW had organised
discussions with local governments to identify what data was
still needed and who would collect it.

Sustainability and Environment: report 2004–05
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
contribution today relates to the 2004–05 annual report
of the Department of Sustainability and Environment.
In particular I direct the attention of the house to the
section of that report that deals with the country town
water and sewerage program and states:
The country town water and sewerage program is investing
$42 million over four years for water and sewerage
infrastructure in regional and rural Victoria.

What members see today in the Auditor-General’s
report entitled Protecting Our Environment and
Community from Failing Septic Tanks casts grave
doubts on the effectiveness of the government’s
program for water and sewerage supply in country
Victoria and in the city. On page 73 the
Auditor-General’s report makes it very clear. It states:
Yarra Valley Water Ltd (YVW) has not accurately
determined its backlog numbers.

The Auditor-General has drawn attention to a massive
backlog. The report goes on, referring to South East
Water:
It has mapped its backlog areas, but not to the same level of
detail as SEW. At June 2006 —

I hasten to add that that is this month —
YVW was working with local governments to finalise
backlog numbers.

Members have heard the Minister for Water talk long
and loud about how the government is trying to address
the massive sewerage connection backlog in Melbourne
but the fact is that as of this month he cannot tell us

YVW estimated that at June 2005 it had 18 500 backlog
properties. This figure did not include a further
3000 properties that it was assessing for their potential to be
classified as a backlog property.

The government has mismanaged this program. It is
very clear that the number of backlog properties in
metropolitan Melbourne is increasing. It is clear also
that the government does not know the precise
numbers. It is something that could only be described
as a disgrace. It seems to me a very basic task of
government to ensure that sufficient resources are
available so that connections are made and sewage and
grey water that is inappropriate is not pumped or run
down into our streams and the sea or onto our parks, as
it is currently.
I note that on page 95 the Auditor-General also made a
point in figure 4I, headed ‘Connection rates for Yarra
Valley Water’. It is interesting to note the falling
number of connections. Only 74 properties were
connected in 2005, 152 in 2004, 183 in 2003, 341 in
2002, 175 in 2001, 254 in 2000 and 243 in 1999. What
is clear is that the government is not accelerating the
number of connections but the number of connections
to the reticulated sewerage system of properties with
septic tanks is falling in areas such as that serviced by
Yarra Valley Water. The number of properties with
septic tanks that are connected to the sewerage system
is a reliable indication of the government’s efforts in
this regard.
It is pretty clear that expenditure is not always what it
would seem to be. In figure 4C, the table that the
Auditor-General provides at page 85, members can see
that year after year the amount budgeted by the
government and the water corporations or
authorities — which I point out are public authorities
that in the end are under the control of the
government — is not the amount actually spent; often it
is far short of the budgeted amount. In 2005, South East
Water budgeted $7.5 million but spent only
$6.3 million and Yarra Valley Water budgeted
$5.5 million but spent only $2.77 million. That is a
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significant shortfall — over 10 years a shortfall of tens
of millions of dollars in the program. It is a clear
indication that the government has not come to grips
with what is a basic task. This is mismanagement of the
first order and I hold the Minister for Water
accountable for it.

VICTORIA RACING CLUB BILL
Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).
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of ensuring that Victoria Racing Club Ltd is able to continue
using the racecourse land to generate revenue for the club
beyond race day activities.
To give effect to this intention the bill provides that Victoria
Racing Club Ltd may use the racecourse land for the purpose
of a public racecourse and any other use not inconsistent with
this purpose.
Victoria Racing Club Ltd may also use or grant subleases or
licences for any purpose that has been approved by the
minister for Crown land in respect of the racecourse land.
This provision allows Victoria Racing Club Ltd to sublease
and license the land for purposes such as training while
allowing the government to control the general purposes for
which the Crown land is sublet and licensed.
Management of Flemington Racecourse

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
I am proud to present this bill to the house today. This bill
will help facilitate the corporatisation of one of our state’s
most significant racing clubs — the Victoria Racing Club.
The Victoria Racing Club is currently governed by the
Victoria Racing Club Act 1871, an act which is now outdated
and often impracticable. The Victoria Racing Club has
become incorporated pursuant to corporations law and this
bill fulfils a government obligation to help facilitate this
corporatisation.
Key features of the bill

The Victoria Racing Club Act 1871 that currently governs the
operation of the Victoria Racing Club provides that the club
may make by-laws in relation to a number of matters at the
racecourse including the setting of admissions fees and the
general management of the land.
As previously noted the 1871 act has become outdated and it
is obviously inappropriate to grant a private company the
power to make by-laws in relation to Crown land.
At the same time we need to ensure that Victoria Racing Club
Ltd is able to effectively manage Flemington Racecourse. For
this reason the bill grants the Minister for Racing the power to
make regulations in relation to:
the care, protection, good order and management of
Flemington Racecourse;
the safety of persons and animals on Flemington
Racecourse;

I now turn to some of the key features of the bill.
The bill will transfer all existing rights, property, assets, debts,
liabilities and obligations currently vested in the chairman of
the Victoria Racing Club to Victoria Racing Club Ltd.
This means Victoria Racing Club Ltd will not have to go
through the costly and time-consuming administrative
exercise of individually novating every agreement and
contract that it is party to.

the imposition of tolls and charges such as admission
fees;
the reservation of particular areas of the racecourse by
Victoria Racing Club Ltd for specific purposes; and
any other matter that the Minister for Racing considers
necessary to ensure that Flemington Racecourse is used
and managed in accordance with the provisions of this
bill.

Crown lease of Flemington Racecourse
Underlying Victoria Racing Club’s success is its position as
lessee of the Crown land at Flemington Racecourse. This bill
will see the lease for Flemington Racecourse transferred from
the chairman of the Victoria Racing Club to Victoria Racing
Club Ltd. The current lease will continue to run for the
remaining 43 years of its current 99-year term. Governor in
Council will have the power to grant a new lease for a period
not exceeding 99 years on the expiration of the current lease.

Any regulations made under these provisions will confer the
necessary powers and obligations on Victoria Racing Club
Ltd to give practical effect to the regulations.
Licences held by the Victoria Racing Club
Victoria Racing Club Ltd is unable to operate as a racing club
conducting race meetings at Flemington Racecourse without
the appropriate licences issued by the Minister for Racing
under the Racing Act 1958.

Victoria Racing Club Ltd may use and manage Flemington
Racecourse for the purpose of a public racecourse and for any
other use not inconsistent with the purpose, or authorised
under this bill.

The bill will therefore deem the Victoria Racing Club’s
racecourse and racing club licences under the Racing Act to
Victoria Racing Club Ltd.

The Victoria Racing Club currently undertakes a variety of
activities at Flemington Racecourse in addition to the conduct
of race meetings. The government recognises the importance

The Victoria Racing Club’s venue operator’s licence under
the Gambling Regulation Act 2003 will also be deemed to
Victoria Racing Club Ltd.
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Other general provisions
The remaining provisions of the bill maintain the rights and
responsibilities of the Victoria Racing Club under the Victoria
Racing Club Act 1871.
These include:
Victoria Racing Club Ltd must maintain the racecourse
and its buildings so they are fit for the purposes of a
public racecourse;
the Crown will have the power to inspect the racecourse
and land and buildings and issue a notice for repair if not
satisfied that they are fit for the purposes of a public
racecourse;
the racecourse land will revert to the Crown if it is not
used in accordance with the provisions of this bill for a
continuous period of 12 months, or if Victoria Racing
Club Ltd is wound up; and
upon any such reversion the Crown will pay
compensation to Victoria Racing Club Ltd for the value
of buildings and improvements on the land.
Conclusion
This bill will allow one of Victoria’s most significant and
nationally and internationally recognised racing clubs to
become incorporated and operate in a more efficient and
commercial manner.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate interrupted.
Declared private
The PRESIDENT — Order! Having had the
opportunity of examining this bill, in my opinion it is a
private bill.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That this bill be dealt with as a public bill.

Motion agreed to.
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — I have great
pleasure in speaking on the Victoria Racing Club Bill
2006. Although it may be small in size, I assure the
house that the bill is very significant. The Victoria
Racing Club (VRC) and the Flemington Racecourse,
like the Melbourne Cricket Ground, the National
Gallery of Victoria, the Spencer Street railway station
and our Yarra River, is an institution in its own right in
Victoria.
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The bill before the house is very much a machinery
measure. It will see the seamless transfer of assets and
liabilities and a Crown reserve move from the Victoria
Racing Club to the Victoria Racing Club Ltd. The
timing of the bill is also very important. I know that the
VRC had been given an assurance by the government
that the bill would be passed by both houses by the
completion of the autumn session. I must say that it has
taken quite some effort to get it into the upper house.
The government was quite lazy in its approach to
moving the bill through and giving the VRC the
opportunity of having an extra month in preparation for
the Spring Racing Carnival. All members know that
that extra month is terribly important. Stationery has to
be prepared and many other activities have to be
undertaken by the VRC prior to the Spring Racing
Carnival. As members know also, the new racing
season starts on 1 August, so it is quite pertinent that the
bill has successfully got to the upper house this
week — to give the VRC that opportunity.
There is no doubt that members and many other
Victorians are recognising that the government is
considered to be the slumber party of Victorian politics.
Regrettably, that title becomes more apt week by week.
Its members have little appreciation of how business
works, and this is another golden example of the
government endeavouring — unintentionally — to hold
up a process.
All members appreciate that in the past the VRC has
administered thoroughbred racing in Victoria — for the
130 years from 1871 through to 2001, when Racing
Victoria came into being as the peak body for
thoroughbred racing in Victoria. With the establishment
of Racing Victoria Ltd, the VRC board reviewed its
position as a shareholder versus being the lead
administrator and peak body. There is no doubt that it is
through the great efforts of the current VRC chairman,
Rod Fitzroy, ably assisted by the chief executive
officer, Dale Monteith, that they have cranked up this
bill and given the VRC the opportunity to move across
from an unincorporated association governed by
trustees to being incorporated so as to fend off any
liability, thus removing that responsibility from
directors and members of the VRC.
I was offered a briefing by the Office of Racing, which
was appreciated. I also appreciated the opportunity of
having a briefing at the VRC with Mr Monteith, who
outlined strongly why it had become necessary that the
VRC move across to being an incorporated body.
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The purposes of the bill, in clause 1, are important to
get on the record; they state:
The main purposes of this Act are —
(a) to provide for the powers, functions and responsibilities
of Victoria Racing Club Limited in respect of the
management of Flemington Racecourse;
(b) to transfer the Crown lease vested in the Chairman of the
committee of the Victoria Racing Club to Victoria
Racing Club Limited;
(c) to transfer all other property, rights and liabilities held by
the Victoria racing Club or the Chairman of the
committee of the Victoria Racing Club on behalf of the
Victoria Racing Club to Victoria Racing Club Limited;
(d) to repeal The Victoria Racing Club Act 1871.

The Victoria Racing Club Act 1871 is the principal act
together with four others, including The Victoria
Racing Club Act 1881, The Victoria Racing Club Act
1930, The Victoria Racing Club Act 1956 and The
Victoria Racing Club (Amendment) Act 1993.
Importantly it has been known for a long time that
under the unincorporated status of the VRC, liability
has always been a concern. As an unincorporated
association cannot enter into contracts, in the past that
has been done under the chairman’s name. That the
VRC has no constitution under the Victoria Racing Act
1871 has always been of major concern. It is no doubt
due to the stewardship of not only the administration
but also the boards of the VRC over the 135 years of its
operations that to date no litigation has been taken out
against the club. That has certainly not caused any
outgoings for members of the VRC. The incorporation
of the club will result in a maximum liability of $10 for
members, which is important.
As I said earlier, the bill will introduce a seamless
transfer of functions from the Victoria Racing Club to
the Victoria Racing Club Ltd without exception or cost
of everything at Flemington Racecourse. The
day-to-day running of the club will be the same
tomorrow as it was yesterday, and all staff, buildings
and tenancies will move as part of this transfer process.
There is an existing 99-year Crown lease at Flemington
in favour of the VRC. That was originally signed in
1956 and has another 43 years to run. As part of the bill
the Governor in Council has the opportunity to offer a
further period of 99 years at the expiration of the
current lease.
The VRC shall retain the day-to-day running and
management of Flemington in every way as it has in the
past. Members and directors will come over with the
effluxion of time in a seamless manner. Members will
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move from being members of the Victoria Racing Club
to members of Victoria Racing Club Ltd.
The Minister for Racing in the other house will retain
the overview of maintenance procedures at Flemington
along with the safety of people and bloodstock, and the
minister will also overview any alternative uses of the
Crown lease at Flemington.
The Minister for Agriculture in the other house will
retain his rights as manager of Crown leases on behalf
of the Attorney-General. Written into the bill is the
provision where the Crown may wind up that lease in
the event that the VRC is wound up. If race meetings
do not consistently take place on that Crown lease at
Flemington for a period of 12 months, then the Crown
lease may be resumed by the minister for alternative
uses.
The legislation is sensible and reflects the current and
future needs of the VRC. From that point of view it
should be read as a commonsense bill and should be
passed as quickly and as sensibly as possible to give the
VRC the opportunity to move quickly to get its house
in order and allow it to move into the new season under
its new name.
It is important that we look back on the history of the
VRC. It would be remiss of me not to recognise that the
VRC has done an excellent job in the racing industry
over a colourful 135 years of its history. It is seen not
only in Victoria and Australia but also internationally as
a leader in horse racing, and it has the classic event
being the Melbourne Cup during the Spring Racing
Carnival which is a huge drawcard, together with the
other three meetings at Flemington during that period
when many international and interstate travellers attend
not only race meetings at Flemington but also support
business in Victoria, whether it be in fashion,
hospitality or just calling on old friends.
It is important to note that the VRC over 135 years has
continuously had strong leadership and has always
shown foresight, vision and planning. It is something
we cannot say about a lot of businesses, especially over
a consecutive period of 135 years, but we can easily do
so with the VRC. That has been demonstrated
throughout those years and recognised not only by
those who participate in the racing industry but business
generally.
There is no doubt that the current chairman, Rod
Fitzroy, has been a driver of this current reform, and in
association with the chief executive officer, Dale
Monteith, this bill has been introduced to ensure that
Victoria Racing Club Ltd can trade for a further
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135 years as successfully as it has in the past. Victoria
Racing Club Ltd was incorporated in April this year
and will be brought into being, if not on 1 August as
planned then certainly no later than 1 January 2007.

but also in racing administration has brought our
industry forward in the time he has spent not only with
the VRC at Flemington but also with the Melbourne
Racing Club at Caulfield.

We look to and thank former chairmen of the Victoria
Racing Club over the last 20 years. We certainly look to
and thank Andrew Ramsden for his period as chairman.
As we all know, Andrew was part of the formation of
Racing Victoria Ltd and went on successfully after that
to become the chairman of the Australian Racing
Board.

I do not believe the VRC has a peer as a race day
operator, certainly not in Australia; and it would
certainly rank with anything internationally. It has the
capacity to draw a million-dollar gate and more on race
days during the spring carnival. It has the capacity to
attract international nominations like no other club in
Australia, and it has prize money unequalled anywhere
in Australia. It makes a huge contribution to the
Victorian economy and provides great entertainment
value. People from all ages, all walks of life and from
vast distances love every year to come and congregate
for the Spring Racing Carnival in Melbourne. As I said,
they make many contributions to this state by coming
here and participating in those activities.

David Bourke, his predecessor, can be described as one
of racing’s gentlemen. David and his family have been
great supporters of racing and the Pakenham Racing
Club over generations in the Pakenham district. I found
David, whom I had not met until I took up my portfolio
role, to be extremely generous. I was never at a race
meeting that David Bourke was at where he did not find
me or I did not find him. I very much enjoyed
discussing many racing matters with David. Like many
others, I was very disappointed when his life came to an
end last year. We certainly lost one of racing’s
gentlemen on that occasion.
David’s predecessor, Peter Armytage, was a marvellous
administrator and was certainly what we could only
term as a great people person. He is a fine friend of the
Koch family. Peter is one of those guys who loves the
opportunity to breed bloodstock. He had many horses
in the past and now in his mid-80s still enjoys breeding.
When I called on Peter during the last three or four
weeks I found him with his latest filly, which I believe
will carry the name Mookdunk. It has been broken in
and I think it is going across to Terry O’Sullivan at
Stawell for training. This horse is a picture of absolute
health. It stands tall — as a filly it is probably one of the
taller horses — with as much stretch as I have seen for
a rising two-year-old; and I hope that Peter and Simon
Armytage, who I believe are in partnership as owners
of this horse, have some success in the near future.
It is all very well to look at some of our most recent
chairmen. I can say that people prior to those I have
named have also excelled in their role of chairmanship
at the VRC. But our chairmen must have very good
people around them. I can assure the house that in
recent history both Brian Beattie and Dale Monteith
have certainly filled that role. Dale, with whom I have
had some association and whose company I have
enjoyed on race days and at briefings, is probably one
of the best racing administrators in the world. He would
have few peers. He has been very generous with his
knowledge of the racing industry, and with little doubt
I can say that Dale’s capacity not only with marketing

The capacity of the VRC to market the racing product
over recent years should not go unnoticed. I believe
very strongly there has been a new mood in racing over
the last 10 to 15 years in Melbourne and also over the
last 5 to 10 years in regional Victoria. People now
enjoy going to the races. Young families know that
with all the standards of the racing industry they do not
have to keep an eye on the kids for every minute of
those activities, because everything is fenced off,
everything is safe. Their kids can enjoy running around
with other kids and having a good time.
Many community leaders are now involved in the
racing industry, particularly in regional Victoria, which
gives people a great opportunity to network. My wife
and I enjoy going to the races on a weekly basis when
we are able to do so, especially in regional Victoria. It
is important for me to catch up with the many people I
would not otherwise have the opportunity of catching
up with right across the province. People who travel a
long way to the races certainly want to be involved in
networking, in discussing what is going on politically. I
am very interested to hear what is going on in the
communities around me, and in my belief there is no
better place to do that than the racecourse — and if you
can back a couple of winners along the way, it is just
that much better!
Racing is now seen as a community meeting point; like
football, it has also become a community entertainment
area. The industry has a capacity it has not had before
to host conventions. On off-race days it provides a
meeting place for business collectively, which is
terribly important to those in many of our smaller
communities and provincial cities.
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Before closing it is important that I direct to the
attention of the house the redevelopments that have
taken place at Flemington in the recent past. As
members will appreciate, amendments to rearrange the
Crown leases went through the house in recent months
in relation to Racing Victoria Ltd having a lease
excised for its activities at 400 Epsom Road, the
address from which the Victoria Racing Club (VRC)
previously operated. The VRC now operates from
excellent premises it built at 448 Epsom Road.
I visited the VRC recently when Mr Monteith, the chief
executive officer, gave me a briefing on this bill. I
could not have been other than most impressed with the
location of the building at the start of the 1200-metre
straight. From the chief executive officer’s office you
look down the straight to the winning post. I do not
think we would find a better outlook in Melbourne. The
VRC has placed the building extremely well in relation
to the activities it undertakes. When the wetlands are
completed between the gate and the new headquarters it
will be a well-landscaped and very attractive venue for
all in the racing industry and businesses who visit it.
There is no doubt about its layout; it has been very well
put together.
As we are aware the VRC racetrack has also been
floodproofed by the erection of a levy bank on the
Maribyrnong River on the south side of the property. In
all but exceptional events — and we are probably
looking at a 1-in-100-year event — Flemington
Racecourse will be flood free, which will allow the
spring carnival and winter race meetings to continue
when the river is in flood. We appreciate that the
Maribyrnong River is a tidal river and that on some
occasions there may be exposure to flooding, but Dale
Monteith has assured me of the club’s strong belief that
the levy bank and the pumping stations that have been
put in place will alleviate any flooding concerns,
hopefully for the long term.
The other thing that will take place at Flemington that
not a lot of people outside the industry would be aware
of is that after the Spring Racing Carnival this year the
course proper at Flemington will be totally
redeveloped. All race meetings will be moved from
Flemington to country tracks for a period of 11 months
until the following spring carnival. It will take
11 months from the day after this year’s spring carnival,
when contractors will come in and pull the course to
bits, to get it back in order for the following spring
carnival race meeting. Importantly the VRC has
generously moved to regional Victoria the meetings
that would normally be held during that period. I think
there are something of the order of 25 or 26 meetings.
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Provincial cities will pick up some of those meetings,
but smaller district clubs, such as those at
Warrnambool, Hamilton, Swan Hill, Pakenham,
Cranbourne and Mornington, will also become host
clubs for meetings and will benefit from their
relocation. It will give the racing public a great
opportunity to see bloodstock on some of these
provincial tracks they would not normally see in
regional Victoria. In the 11 months following the
2006 Spring Racing Carnival not only will we see a lot
of opportunities for our country tracks, which will
become host clubs for the VRC, but we will also see a
lot of people from the metropolitan area going to
regional Victoria. I think that will be a real plus not
only for Victorian country clubs but also for people
who wish to travel to those meetings.
In closing I think it is important to again re-emphasise
that this is a sound, commonsense bill which will assure
the future of Flemington Racecourse under the
management of the VRC. I and everyone else on this
side of the house wishes the VRC, its directors and its
members well in the future. We certainly support the
speedy passage of this bill through the house.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I share
Mr Koch’s enthusiasm for facilitating the passage of
this bill through the house. The Victoria Racing Club is
extremely keen to have its name change finalised as
soon as possible so that it can get itself sorted out in
relation to the production of stationery and all of the
other associated things that are involved in these legal
changes.
The bill repeals the old Victoria Racing Club Act,
which dates back to 1871. Obviously many of the terms
and conditions that were put in place in 1871 no longer
apply to the racing industry. The bill also repeals the
Victoria Racing Club Act 1881, the Victoria Racing
Club Act 1930, the Victoria Racing Club Act 1956 and
the Victoria Racing Club (Amendment) Act 1993.
There will also be an amendment to the Racing Act
1958.
As things now stand the property, assets and liabilities
of the VRC rest with the chairman of the board. That
has worked well for a number of years, but we now live
in an age where everybody has an eye out for liability
problems, indemnity issues and litigation, and the
creation of the new entity will limit liability. The
members of the VRC, its board and the chairman of the
board are exceptionally positive that this is the right
direction for the industry to move in. The club is
43 years into its 99-year Crown lease and the passage
of this legislation will not alter that arrangement. If we
had not taken this action we would have had to go back
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through every contract, look at the various
responsibilities and regulations that applied to each of
them, and change them individually. This bill will help
get all of the legal aspects of running the business tidied
up and effectively let the people who are elected to
positions in the racing industry concentrate on the
things they do best — that is, running a great racing
club. That is something we need to focus on.
The bill will also clear up maintenance issues. It
provides for the minister to take some responsibility for
regulating maintenance and safety for racegoers, the
general public and animals that use the buildings. The
minister will also have some responsibility for the
regulation of tolls, admission fees and so forth.
Improvements to facilities and services will also come
under the responsibility of the Minister for Racing.
On behalf of The Nationals I am happy to help the
government and the Liberal Party. I must give credit to
Mr Koch, because he has driven the need for urgency in
getting this bill through in the last day of these autumn
sittings. He has a very strong grasp of the racing
industry, as does the member for Mitcham in the other
house, Tony Robinson. He has a very keen interest in
the industry and in the sport and is always wanting to
do the best thing for the industry’s participants.
Every now and again we need to sit back and
acknowledge what a great job the people who run the
racing industry are doing and the great state our racing
industry is in at the moment. Victoria certainly is the
envy of all other states when it comes to its racing
industry, both the metropolitan racing clubs, of which
the Victoria Racing Club is obviously the leader, and
also country racing clubs throughout the state.
Tremendous amounts of enthusiasm and goodwill are
created within country Victoria through the number of
racegoers who attend cup meetings and so forth.
Certainly the Bendigo Cup is a great day for the entire
city of Bendigo. The city enjoys a public holiday and
everybody has a great time.
I also believe Flemington has done well with the master
plan it has put in place in the last year and a half.
Mr Koch touched on some of the aspects of it,
including a really amazing new administration office to
help facilitate the administration of the industry. The
new main entrance and the members drive in Epsom
Road are absolutely outstanding. The bund that is being
built on the Maribyrnong side of the course, the
wetlands reserve, the new stables and the training
facilities make it an amazing world-class facility. I
think it has been a vision of the racing industry and the
VRC to make Flemington a world-class racing facility,
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and certainly that has been achieved over the last few
years.
The government needs to heed the warnings from
Racing Victoria in relation to, and we need to be very
careful about, its keeping its taxing hands off the
industry and not taking things like the unpaid dividends
every year — some $10 million — without any of that
money going back into the industry. That money was
originally invested in the racing industry and, regardless
of people’s confusion about whether or not they have
won or made a mistake, it does not belong to the
government. That money belongs to the racing industry
and should be returned to the industry every year as a
matter of course.
We also need to be very careful about taking money out
of the gaming health tax levy, because the racing
industry is a direct stakeholder in the gaming industry.
We have to be very careful about doubling our take
from the levy — $45 million to $90 million — because
that will take money out of the racing industry, as did
the direct sponsorship of the Commonwealth Games
through Tabcorp. That $10 million-odd just jumped
into the Commonwealth Games coffers without any
consultation with the racing industry. The racing
industry is a direct stakeholder in that area so those
funds effectively jumped out of the racing industry to
support the Commonwealth Games without any
consultation.
The government needs to be wary of a range of issues.
We have a great racing industry at the moment. The
Nationals are very keen to support not only racing but
specifically the VRC. It is a flagship racing club not
only in the city but also in the country. The great Spring
Racing Carnival is effectively one of the very few
carnivals that actually makes money on its own and
does not need to be supported by other means. We
realise what a great job the VRC is doing. If this bill
can facilitate its dealing with its administrative and
legal responsibilities and managing the club so that it
can concentrate solely on running the racing industry,
The Nationals are only too happy to facilitate the
passage of the bill.
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — It is with a great
deal of pleasure that I join in this debate on the Victoria
Racing Club Bill. The Victoria Racing Club (VRC) is
currently governed by the provisions of the Victoria
Racing Club Act 1871. That act has become outdated
and its provisions are often impractical in today’s
environment. The bill will help facilitate incorporation
of the Victoria Racing Club. Earlier this year the VRC
indicated its intention to become incorporated pursuant
to the Corporations Law. It requested legislation to
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facilitate its incorporation, and the government gave an
undertaking that this legislation would be introduced
into Parliament in August 2006. The current act is not
considered by the VRC to be appropriate for the
conduct of business in the 21st century. Without this
bill VRC Ltd would have to go through the costly and
time-consuming task of individually novating every
agreement and contract to which the chairman of the
VRC is a party.
The racing industry is an important part of the state’s
identity and provides significant economic,
employment and social benefits to the state. According
to the report commissioned by the industry bodies from
each of the three racing codes, the industry contributes
over $2.1 billion annually to the Victorian economy and
employs 74 400 people, two-thirds of whom are located
in country Victoria.
I think it is important to look at the history of
Flemington Racecourse. It is the best known and oldest
continuing metropolitan racecourse in Australia, and
races have been held there every year since 1840. It is
the most significant racing heritage site in the country.
The first race meeting was held on rough river flats
beside the Maribyrnong River in March 1840, when the
town that is now Melbourne was barely five years old.
Many of Australia’s most famous trainers have
maintained stables on or near the course. During my
recent visit there as part of the Victorian Employers
Chamber of Commerce and Industry’s MPs in Business
program I was offered a chance to have a look over
some of the stables, including Wayne Hawkes’s stables.
We were just too busy to do it but I would like to take
up that offer at some other time. He was very keen to
show us his wonderful stables.
Hon. Andrea Coote — You might have been the
new stable boy!
Mr PULLEN — Yes, I might be looking for a job!
Anyway the club evolved when two earlier rival clubs,
the Victoria Turf Club, which was established in 1852,
and the Victoria Jockey Club, which was established in
1857, disbanded to create the new club. They had
previously run their own separate race meetings at the
racecourse. Before the Victoria Turf Club began,
self-appointed committees of interested horse owners
and other people organised annual races. From 1864 to
the end of 2001 the VRC acted as a principal authority
on the conduct of racing in Victoria.
When I was at the club I asked about the change from
the VRC running racing to its now being run by Racing
Victoria. I was informed that contrary to what the
popular view may be, the VRC is very happy that it is
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not running racing, partly because it did not want to be
seen to be favouring itself as the controlling body. It
finds things a lot better now that it can run its own
affairs without having to run racing as well.
The first Melbourne races were run in the autumn. In
1854 the Victoria Turf Club decided to run a spring
meeting as well — when the countryside had its best
weather. It was the VTC which brought up the idea of
the Melbourne Cup and attracted top intercolonial
horses, including the winner of the first cup, Archer.
People know the story very well, but I will just remind
the house that the horse was actually walked
1800 kilometres from Nowra and that 4000 people
watched that first cup race. It was thought to be a
smaller crowd than expected because news had hit
Melbourne that day of the death of the explorers Burke
and Wills.
The Melbourne Cup has never been called off, but I
was there in 1976 when Van Der Hum won the cup and
it rained heavily. I must add here that the great man,
E. G. Whitlam, actually tipped that winner, which was
why I backed it. He always got everything so right, so I
thought I would back Van Der Hum. The rains really
came down that day. In those days my cricket club used
to take a bus to the cup and we would take our own
refreshments and things like that. The worst thing that
happened was the rain came down so heavily that there
were floods everywhere and the car fridge floated out
the gate, so we did not have the grog that we thought
we would have on that day.
In 1871 the government passed a Victoria Racing Club
Act which made the club the trustee of the racecourse.
The main purposes of the bill before the house are to
repeal the 1871 act; to transfer the Crown lease for
Flemington racecourse from the chairman of the VRC
to the newly incorporated entity Victoria Racing Club
Ltd; to transfer other assets, rights and liabilities of the
VRC to VRC Ltd; and to provide for the powers,
functions and responsibilities of VRC Ltd in relation to
the management of Flemington racecourse.
The bill will transfer the Crown lease for Flemington
racecourse from the chairman of the VRC to VRC Ltd,
with the current 99-year lease to run for the remaining
43 years of its term. The bill will provide that the
Governor in Council may grant a further lease over
Flemington racecourse to VRC Ltd once the current
lease expires, and any further lease will be for a term
not exceeding 99 years.
VRC Ltd will be able to use Flemington racecourse for
the purpose of a public racecourse and also for any use
not inconsistent with that purpose. I mentioned the
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development of the Flemington brand when I had my
MPs in Business program 2006 there, and I am
indebted to the general manager of strategic marketing,
Dr Stephen Silk, who gave me a very interesting insight
into how Flemington racecourse is being promoted as a
tourist attraction not only for members of the VRC but
for all Victorians and interstate and overseas people.
That can only be good for Victoria.
The current act is not considered by the VRC to be
appropriate for the conduct of business in the 21st
century. Without this bill the VRC would have to go
through the costly and time-consuming exercise of
individually novating every agreement to which the
chairman of the VRC is a party. I certainly concur with
what Mr Koch said in relation to the committee and its
chairman, Rod Fitzroy, and the other staff I met during
my day there. I will not go through all the names again,
but I mentioned my appreciation and thanks to them in
the 90-second statement I made in the Parliament
earlier this year.
As members are aware, I have a great love for the
racing industry. A good friend of mine, Rod Johnson,
was secretary and then chief executive officer of the
VRC for many years. He started there in about 1946 as
a 16-year-old office boy and rose to the top job. He is
currently writing a history of the club, and I noticed last
week that a race has been named in his honour at
Flemington. As I said in my 90-second statement,
everyone really enjoys their work at the VRC because
most of the staff members have been there for a very
long period.
The Victoria Racing Club Act of 1871 that currently
governs the operation of the VRC provides that the club
may make by-laws in relation to a number of matters at
the racecourse, including the setting of admission fees
and the general management of the land. It is important
to ensure that the VRC is able to effectively manage
Flemington racecourse. However, it is considered
inappropriate to grant a private company the power to
make by-laws in relation to Crown land. For this reason
the bill grants the Minister for Racing the power to
make regulations in relation to a number of things,
including the care, protection, good order and
management of Flemington racecourse — they were
certainly doing that, in my opinion, on the tour I did the
day I was there — and the safety of persons and
animals on Flemington racecourse.
As part of the development the birdcage area will also
be redeveloped. I have just picked up from the web site
exactly what the birdcage is, and I think it is important
that I read it into Hansard:
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The picturesque area where the horses are stabled while
awaiting their races is ‘the birdcage’, a borrowing from the
saddling paddock at historic Newmarket racecourse in
England. The origin of the name is disputed. Some say it was
a place where elegant lady racegoers were on display as much
as the horses. Certainly it was originally a separate enclosure
and at Flemington until the 1960s an additional fee was
charged for entry into the birdcage area. The birdcage
provides 130 stalls and retains essentially the layout from the
early 1920s when the ‘new members’ grandstand was
completed. Each horse is allocated a stall by the VRC the day
prior to a race meeting. Even on the busiest days there is a
certain tranquillity in this area with its lawns, hedges, roses in
season, and walking areas for the horses, and a chance for
racegoers to come face to face with their equine favourites.

Part of the redevelopment will see some viewing stalls
built on top of the birdcage area to enable the people to
see, and then the horses will be taken through a tunnel
to the parade area. The reasons for that are that it can
become very congested and crowded, particularly on
big race days, and also for the protection of the public.
The regulations in this bill will also provide for the
imposition of tolls and charges, such as admission fees,
the reservation of particular areas of the racecourse by
VRC Ltd for specific purposes, and other matters that
the Minister for Racing considers necessary to ensure
that Flemington racecourse is used and managed in
accordance with the provisions of the bill. One of the
main purposes of the bill is to transfer all existing
rights, assets and liabilities from the VRC and its
chairman to VRC Ltd. Without this provision each
agreement and contract to which the VRC is a party
would have to be separately novated by VRC Ltd.
None of the rights or liabilities currently existing under
these agreements or contracts will be affected by the
transfer.
I want to touch on a couple of other things with the
VRC. It is a not-for-profit sporting body. I will not go
through all of its charitable donations because time will
not permit, but I have picked out a few to mention: the
2005 Melbourne Cup Carnival Pin and Win charity
raised $300 000 for the Challenge Foundation to go to
kids with cancer; the Royal Children’s Hospital
Melbourne Cup parade, $16 000; and the Victorian
Jockeys Association trust fund, $16 000. The
organisation also gives a stack of tickets to various
organisations such as schools and clubs on a regular
basis so people can have a good day at the races.
I will now touch on a couple of the developments that
are to take place at Flemington Racecourse which
Mr Koch and I have mentioned previously. They
include the wetlands reserve adjacent to the top of the
Flemington straight; the new stables to replace the old
southern community stables; the internal water
management and drainage master plan, including five
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new pumping stations; a new training trotting ring at a
cost of $500 000, which is fantastic — I had a look at
that in operation; new stripping sheds adjacent to the
horse tunnel; the bung wall, including downstream
mitigation works; and landscaping along the riverside.
When I was there I spoke to John Anstey, who is the
VRC’s general manager, human resources. As I said, I
am very impressed with the staff and the whole
organisation at the VRC. The club takes very seriously
its responsibilities to provide a healthy and safe work
environment for all staff and racing industry
participants. The commitment is reflected in the
initiatives that were continued over the past year in
relation to occupational health and safety audits,
electrical safety programs, horse management policy
and training initiatives which saw 720 inductions for
contractors in the lead-up to the Melbourne Cup. This
commitment is continuing today.
This is a very sensible and good bill. The Victoria
Racing Club is an icon in Melbourne, in Australia and
in fact it is well known throughout the world. I think
this bill cleans it up — —
Hon. D. K. Drum — Well known in the universe!
Mr PULLEN — In the universe — thanks,
Mr Drum — and I commend the bill to the house.
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I am pleased to make
a brief contribution on the Victoria Racing Club Bill. It
is great to be able to follow passionate speakers who are
committed to racing, in particular my colleague
Mr Pullen who never misses an opportunity to talk in
very enthusiastic terms about the racing industry. I am
very pleased that the opposition and The Nationals have
assisted us in expediting the passage of this bill today.
Racing has a long and distinguished history in Victoria,
and the Victoria Racing Club (VRC) has been integral
to that history. Flemington Racecourse is the oldest
continually used racecourse in the world; it has been in
continual use since its first race meeting in 1840. The
VRC has successfully managed and developed
Flemington Racecourse and its surrounds since 1864. It
also hosts one of the world’s best-known races, the
Melbourne Cup. In 1871 this relationship with
Flemington was formalised with the passage of the
Victoria Racing Club Act 1871. Time has moved on
considerably since then. The legislation is now out of
date and is often unworkable. It is surprising that we
still have in operation today an act of Parliament that
was enacted in 1871.
It is essential that custodians of publicly owned
institutions such as the VRC have appropriate

Thursday, 15 June 2006

governance arrangements to deal with the complexities
of modern corporate activity. This updated legislation
will ensure that the VRC will have that capacity.
This bill will repeal the Victoria Racing Club Act 1871
and will facilitate the corporatisation of the VRC. It will
transfer all the existing rights, assets, debts, liabilities
and obligations currently vested in the chairman of the
VRC to a newly incorporated body, Victoria Racing
Club Ltd. This legislation will also see the lease for
Flemington Racecourse pass to Victoria Racing Club
Ltd. As part of the leasing arrangement, VRC Ltd may
use the area as a public racecourse and any other use
not inconsistent with that use.
Flemington Racecourse is a considerable public asset
and is on Crown land. The Bracks government has
every confidence in the VRC that it will continue to
manage Flemington effectively for the benefit of all
Victorians well into the future. I note that the lease still
has 43 years to run, and the bill provides for the
possibility of a further extension of the lease by the
Governor in Council for a further term not exceeding
99 years.
Whilst the bill will also provide the Victoria Racing
Club Ltd with the powers, functions and responsibilities
to manage the Flemington Racecourse, it does not give
VRC Ltd any additional power or authority that it does
not already have. I note that the previous legislation
enabled the VRC to make by-laws in relation to
entrance fees and land use. It is, however, considered
inappropriate for a private corporation to make by-laws
in respect of Crown land. Therefore the bill allows the
Minister for Racing in the other house to make
regulations in prescribed matters. This is consistent
with existing regulation-making powers for other
Crown leases such as that applying to Caulfield
Racecourse. With this only exception, the bill does not
remove any powers from VRC Ltd.
As has already been noted, the VRC is a not-for-profit
organisation. It is the manager of Victoria’s largest
racecourse and annual racing event, the Melbourne
Cup. It is estimated that the racing industry contributes
$2.1 billion annually to the Victorian economy. In 2005
there were over 404 000 visitors to Flemington
Racecourse during the Spring Racing Carnival.
The Victorian racing industry also employs over
74 000 people, most of whom live and work in regional
Victoria. Over 150 years the Victoria Racing Club has
developed Flemington from a Crown land paddock to
become one of the largest and most famous racing
tracks in the world. In so doing it has raised the profile
of Victoria and Australia, therefore contributing to its
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tourism and also to our state financially and culturally.
Names such as Phar Lap, the famous racehorse,
resonate in our imaginations. The Melbourne Cup
really is the race that stops a nation. This bill will
facilitate the industry’s continued growth and profile.

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY SECURITY OF PAYMENT
(AMENDMENT) BILL

In his contribution to the debate the Honourable
Damian Drum referred to the Liberal Party’s policy of
returning to the racing industry up to $6 million per
annum from unclaimed dividends. The Victorian
government already has a commitment in this year’s
budget to return $9.3 million in payments to the racing
industry, so if the Liberal Party’s policy were to take
effect, it would represent an effective cut of over
$3 million to the industry.

For Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care), Hon. M. R. Thomson (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:

It is important to note that the Victorian government
has made significant payments and grants — over
$44.4 million — to the racing industry since it came to
office in 1999. These payments have been made by
way of capital grants to country racing clubs and to the
various codes for capital projects and other projects. I
contrast this with the fact that when Tabcorp was
privatised in 1994, the Kennett government expected
the racing industry to survive on its own earnings and in
fact gave no financial compensation or contribution to
the racing industry.
In conclusion, this bill will allow the Victoria Racing
Club to continue its very fine tradition of supporting
racing in this state. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
For Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation), Hon. M. R. Thomson (Minister for
Consumer Affairs — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

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

Second reading

That, pursuant to sessional order 34, the second-reading
speech, except for the statement under section 85(5) of the
Constitution Act, be incorporated into Hansard.

Deputy President, house amendments were made in the
other place. The first house amendment extends the
range of disputed variations that can be claimed under
the legislation.
The amendment will no longer require the parties to
agree that the work has been carried out or the goods
and services supplied and that the person was directed
to carry out the work or supply the goods and services.
This will provide certainty that the adjudicator will be
able to determine whether this has occurred.
The amendment also provides for a cap on
considerations under the construction contract to which
a claim for disputed variation may be dealt with under
the act. This will apply to claims for disputed variations
where the consideration under the construction contract
at the time that the contract is entered into is $5 million
or less.
In the case where a consideration is $5 million or less,
claims may be made until claims for disputed variations
reach 10 per cent of the consideration. Claims made
above that percentage are to be dealt with under the
construction contract. The amendment also provides
that considerations under the contract that are for
$150 000 or less are not limited by the 10 per cent rule.
The amendment provides a safeguard for where the
contract does not have a dispute resolution clause. In
this case the act is to apply no matter what the
consideration under the contract is.
The second house amendment is a consequence of the
first house amendment. It makes it clear that a payment
schedule is to be in the prescribed form and contain the
prescribed information if they are prescribed. Those are
all contained within the second-reading speech.
Motion agreed to.
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Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The main purpose of this bill is to amend the Building and
Construction Industry Security of Payment Act 2002 to make
it more effective in enabling any person who carries out
building or construction work to promptly recover progress
payments.
The proposed amendments will build on the foundations of
the existing legislation by introducing new features and
improving existing provisions, consistent with the policy
intention of the act.
The Building and Construction Industry Security of Payment
Act 2002 has now been in operation for three years. The act
has delivered on the government’s commitments to improve
protection of the rights of subcontractors and others in the
industry to fair and prompt payment and assist them to
recover legitimate payment claims against defaulting parties.
The construction industry strongly supports the existing
legislation, which has improved payment prospects and cash
flow outcomes for many industry participants.
However, the first three years of the act’s operation has
revealed that there is room for improvement.
The previous Minister for Planning, the honourable member
for Northcote, initiated a review of the Building and
Construction Industry Security of Payment Act 2002. In June
2004, a detailed discussion paper was released by the
Building Commission to which all sectors of the industry
responded. To ensure a balanced response to industry
concerns, an industry working group was established, chaired
by Tony Robinson MLA, with representation from all key
sectors of the industry. It was given the task of evaluating the
issues and assisting in finalising recommendations for
amendments to the act.
The bill substantially adopts the recommendations of the
industry working group.
The main thrust of these recommendations was to match the
improvements made to similar NSW legislation and to
enhance the effectiveness of the existing Victorian legislation.
The bill is modelled on the provisions and processes of the
amended NSW act and the similar recently enacted legislation
in Queensland. The changes will benefit building and
construction firms with national or interstate operations by
improving consistency between payment regimes across all
three jurisdictions. The Productivity Commission and key
industry associations across Australia strongly support
national consistency in building industry legislation.
At present, claimants can enforce payment only with
expensive and time-consuming proceedings in a court or
tribunal. The bill provides claimants with the option of
applying for adjudication allowing such payments to be
recovered quickly.
The bill expands the application of the legislation to include a
wider range of payments, including final payments, single
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payments and milestone (key event) payments. It will also
allow subcontractors to use the adjudication process to access
amounts clients or head contractors hold on trust for
subcontractors until works are completed.
The bill also makes it clear that claims for damages, delay
costs and latent conditions are ‘excluded amounts’ and cannot
be claimed under the act.
The bill will enable some disputed variations to be dealt with
under the act. This is where the variation results from a
direction being given by the person for whom the work is
being undertaken or the goods and services provided. These
changes are aimed at avoiding uncertainties that have been
experienced in other jurisdictions.
In the case where a contractor has been directed to carry out
the work the act will now apply to claims for disputed
variations where the consideration under the construction
contract at the time that the contract is entered into is below
$5 million.
Claims for disputed variations in contracts below $5 million
are considered to be suitable for assessment and interim
decision within the time normally allowed by the security of
payment scheme for the respondent to assess (10 days) and
for the adjudicator to review (10 days).
The effect of the $5 million cap is that disputed variations in
contracts in the small contracting sector and almost all the
subcontracting sector would be subject to the scheme.
Disputed variations on large contracts, initiated by building
owners and big contractors will be exempt from the scheme.
This addresses the concern that such disputes on major
contracts should not be subject to the security of payment
scheme and the normal contract methods of dispute resolution
should continue to apply.
In the case where the consideration under the construction
contract is between $150 000 and $5 million, claims may be
made in relation to disputed variations until the claims reach
10 per cent of the consideration under the construction
contract.
Where the construction contract does not have a dispute
resolution clause which includes the disputes under new
section 10A(3)(c), then the act is to apply. This will ensure
that contractors do not find that they have no means of
dealing with disputes in this regard. The act becomes the
fail-safe mechanism.
I emphasise that the limitation on the application of the act to
the consideration under the contract only applies to disputed
variations. Claims for payments in respect of consideration
under the construction contract where there is no dispute
remain subject to the scheme for all values of considerations
under the construction contract.
The bill also provides that an adjudicator’s determination,
insofar as it takes into account matters that are not permitted
to be claimed under the act, is void and of no effect. This
amendment will ensure that where an adjudicator steps
beyond the scope of the act those parts of the adjudicator’s
determination that are within power can be saved.
The bill introduces a review process for aggrieved parties to
seek review of an adjudicated determination. The review
process, by a single adjudicator, will only be available in
limited circumstances. This would be where the respondent’s
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response to the claim (the payment schedule) has been
supplied by the respondent prior to adjudication and where
the adjudicated amount is at least $100 000. The sole ground
for review is that the adjudicator has taken into account
amounts which are excluded by the act. These limits ensure
the act does not disadvantage small contractors who rely on
prompt payment to stay in business.
Furthermore, the bill creates an expedited process for
enforcing statutory liability through the courts. This is
modelled on the NSW system. It applies where a respondent
fails to pay an adjudicated amount by the due date. A
claimant will be able to request a certificate (stating the
adjudicated amount) from the authorised nominating
authority, and lodge the certificate in an appropriate court, as
an application for judgment debt. This process avoids the time
and costs of a court hearing, while also preventing a
respondent from delaying payment by raising inappropriate
defences and counterclaims.
Cash flow is the lifeblood of the construction industry. It is
critical that industry participants obtain prompt interim
payment, pending a final determination of the matters in
dispute.
The bill reinforces this principle by providing that after an
adjudicator has made a determination, the respondent must
pay the adjudicated amount. The existing legislation allows
respondents to provide security for payment (such as
placement of the amount in a trust fund) rather than money.
This has been removed because the NSW experience
demonstrated that some parties delayed payment by providing
security and failing to take prompt action to resolve the
dispute.
Although the ability to use a trust account for the payment of
security is to be removed, the concept of trust accounts is
being retained for another purpose. In the event that a
respondent applies for a review of the adjudicator’s
determination disputed amounts are to be paid into a trust
account. Undisputed amounts must be paid to the claimant.
This has a twofold benefit in that neither the claimant nor the
respondent is disadvantaged. The money in trust is readily
available to either party whatever the outcome of the review
adjudication.
To further enhance security for payment, the bill introduces a
right to exercise a statutory lien or a right over unfixed goods,
to the value of the unpaid amount. The bill, however,
specifies that the claimant’s right will not take precedence
over any pre-existing right over the goods such as where the
client has already paid for them.
Another new measure is the proposed time limit on the
making of payment claims under the act. In relation to claims
for progress payments, the time limit is to be three months
from the reference date for payment for each item of work
carried out or goods provided, or such longer period as a
contract may provide.
The time limit is to ensure prompt payment for works
completed. The act is not intended to encourage or reward
claimants who delay making progress payments claims until
long after works are completed.
The bill also places some restrictions on the right under the
existing legislation to suspend works when payment is not
made when due. It is proposed that claimants return to work
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promptly after payment is made. This will minimise exposing
a respondent to unnecessary delays to work on site and the
resultant costs. The bill also offers greater protection to
claimants who exercise the right to suspend, by protecting
them from any liability for losses resulting from the
suspension of works. These amendments do not reduce or
change any of the parties’ obligations or responsibilities for
safety under the relevant contract, common law or other
legislation.
The bill makes minor amendments to improve clarity and
strengthen the application of the act. This includes new
provisions stating the role, functions and powers of
Authorised Nominating Authorities and the Building
Commission, extending the scope of the current ‘no
contracting out’ provision and preventing ‘adjudicator
shopping’ by claimants seeking favourable determinations.
Other minor amendments include the establishment of a right
to claim interest from the date that payments first become due
and permitting adjudicators to exercise wider discretion. Such
discretion includes allowing legal representation during
adjudication conferences, apportioning of fees between the
parties to a dispute and extending the time for making a
determination.

Statement under section 85 of the Constitution Act
1975
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — I make the following
statement under section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975
of the reasons for altering or varying that section in this
bill.
Clause 40 of the bill amends section 51 of the principal
act to provide that it is the intention of section 28R (to
be inserted by clause 28 of the bill) to alter or vary
section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975.
Proposed section 28R sets out a procedure for the
bringing of proceedings in a court of competent
jurisdiction for judgment to enable recovery of an
unpaid adjudicated amount. It also provides that a
person who brings proceedings to have that judgment
set aside cannot challenge the adjudication
determination or review determination made by the
adjudicator or review adjudicator except on specified
grounds. The reason for this restriction is to provide a
timely, streamlined process for enforcing the
adjudicated debt. This provision will not prevent a
person from bringing separate proceedings under the
construction contract to recover any amount allegedly
overpaid or underpaid under the progress payment
process. Section 47 of the principal act preserves this
right.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East
Yarra) on motion of Hon. A. Coote.
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Debate adjourned until next day.

STATE TAXATION (REDUCTIONS AND
CONCESSIONS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 14 June; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Government amendment circulated for
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) by
Hon. M. R. Thomson pursuant to sessional orders.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — The amendment is in relation to clause 5,
page 5, line 1, to omit ‘pensioner’ and insert ‘first home
owner’
Hon. Andrea Coote — It should have been
‘pensioner’.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — No. This was pointed
out by the Honourable Bill Baxter, and the minister has
asked me to acknowledge that in the house. I do that on
his behalf.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I am
pleased to participate in the debate on this taxation bill,
which basically implements some of the taxation
measures announced by the Treasurer in the recent
budget. They go to the issue of reductions.
Yes, it is true that they do deal with reductions. As
such, I suppose on this side of the house we would
always welcome a reduction in taxes levied on our
citizens by the government. But one has to say that the
reductions are either very minor or in fact ephemeral,
and I will go through them in some detail to point out
why that is so.
I repeat the assertion I have made on previous
occasions: that the Treasurer’s trumpeting that Victoria
has a taxation regime which is around the Australian
average, and his claiming some credit for that, is totally
unacceptable. We are the smallest mainland state
geographically, and we do have a very sound economy,
due in large measure to the policies of the federal
government. The costs of providing services to our
citizens is not high, as they are in some of the larger
states. For example, we do not have the remote
communities that Queensland and Western Australia
have and the huge costs involved in servicing those
communities and the few people who tend to live in
those areas.
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We should not be satisfied with just being on the
national average; we should be aiming to be well below
the national average. I simply do not accept the
Treasurer’s almost boasting attitude that somehow or
other, just because we are on the national average,
everything is all right. Clearly, we can do better.
That goes to the issue of how this government manages
money and whether Labor can ever manage money,
because its history is not very glorious in that respect.
Those of us who are old enough to remember the Cain
and Kirner governments will know, to our pain and our
cost, just how bad Labor can be in managing money.
It is interesting to note that in each of the budgets this
government has brought down since it came to office in
1999 it has exceeded its expenditure targets, adding up
to a cumulative total of $8 billion. I acknowledge that
budgeting is an inexact science. You are forecasting
what is going to happen 12 months ahead and clearly
you will not get it right every time; that goes without
saying. But on that basis, if the government were doing
its job properly and being prudent, one would expect
that sometimes the forecast would be above actual
expenditure and sometimes it would be below. It says
something about this government’s lack of capacity to
manage money that in each of those five years the
expenditure targets have been exceeded — in not one
year have they come in under the budget estimate. I
think that tells a story.
We are fortunate not to be in diabolical trouble because
of the government’s lack of capacity to manage its
expenditure. Why are we not in trouble? There are two
reasons. Firstly, taxes are quite high, so the revenue
base is there to cover it; and if one looks at the revenue
forecasts, one sees that they have been exceeded every
year as well. Secondly, despite the level of taxation, the
booming economy has brought increased revenue to the
government, which has enabled it to meet its
commitment to have a surplus of at least $100 million
every year. However, I point out that the indications are
not good about the government’s capacity to manage
money, as it has exceeded its expenditure targets year
on year, every year since it came to office.
The bill goes to a number of concessions and reductions
announced in the recent budget — for example, in
respect of stamp duty concessions available to
pensioners acquiring property, it lifts the exemption
levels by about $50 000. It simply keeps up with the
increase in property values, so it can hardly be called a
tax reduction; rather, it is a matter of keeping the
benchmarks consistent and keeping the cut-in and
cut-out levels realistic. The bill also goes to the issue of
the first home buyers grant. Since grants for first home
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buyers have been available, mainly from the federal
government, but also from the state government —
with its grant formerly being $5000 and now reduced to
$3000 — stamp duty provisions for first home buyers
in the Duties Act have been suspended. First home
buyers did not get the exemption, because they were
getting the first home buyers grant. With the reduction
in the grant, it has become obvious that some first home
buyers would be better off getting the stamp duty
concession and forgoing the grant than the other way
around. To that extent the government is to be
commended for now providing an option, so that first
home buyers, depending on the value of the property
they are purchasing, can do the calculations and elect
which option is more beneficial for them.
That is good as far as it goes, but it is worth reflecting
on the cost of stamp duty in Victoria and comparing it
with the cost in New South Wales. On a relatively
modest home in Victoria with a purchase price of
$240 000, stamp duty is $10 060. We are competing
with New South Wales and compare ourselves with
New South Wales regarding a whole range of areas,
and one only has to listen to the Treasurer to soon get
that impression. By comparison stamp duty on a
similarly priced home in New South Wales is $6890,
which anyone would agree is a substantial difference. If
one goes to the more expensive homes — for example,
homes worth $425 000, which sounds like a lot of
money, but we should bear in mind the median home
price in Melbourne is now $380 000-odd, so $425 000
is not outrageous — we find the Victorian stamp duty is
$20 860; in comparison stamp duty in New South
Wales is $14 390. Again, that is a very substantial
difference.
It is interesting to note that these Victorian stamp duty
rates have applied since 21 April 1998 — in other
words, we have now gone eight years, most of the life
of this government, without these rates being adjusted
to take into account the increase in house values. That is
why the government is able to balance its budget,
because it is reaping huge taxation revenues from stamp
duty on conveyancing. It is highly irregular for the
government to be fleecing young people who are
buying their first homes, as well as other citizens, by
charging these extraordinarily high rates and not
adjusting them for so many years. I will allude to that
later in relation to the land tax situation, in regard to
which the government similarly tries to paint a very
misleading picture of how things are going.
Whilst I am talking about the first home owner
provisions, I draw the house’s attention to the matter
the minister at the table, the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, has just alluded to — that is, the amendment

2423

the government prepared and circulated. I quote from
the clause to be amended, clause 5, which proposes to
insert section 63B(3):
If the eligible pensioner elects to receive the amount under
section 18(2) of the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000 …

When I read that, it sprung out at me that it must be an
error, because why would the provision mention
pensioners when it concerns first home buyers. I drew
the minister’s attention to the error yesterday, rather
than springing it on him in debate today.
I am pleased the Minister for Finance has proposed an
amendment. The initial advice I received was that it
was acknowledged that there was an error, but because
this bill needs to be in operation by 1 July so that these
reductions can take place, the error would be corrected
by a subsequent amendment bill. I give due credit to the
Minister for Finance, because I do not think he was
particularly enamoured by that proposal. I certainly was
not, because if members of Parliament were to identify
an error, a mistake or a stuff-up in a piece of legislation
which was not fixed and Parliament knowingly passed
legislation that contained an error, there is no doubt that
would undermine confidence in the Parliament. It
would look as though we are not doing our job
properly.
There were further discussions and I am glad the
Minister for Finance was able to convince the Treasurer
to do this. The fact is that an amendment will be moved
in the Legislative Council today to fix this error, and if
this means our colleagues over the way have to deal
with this today, then so be it. Members of the
Legislative Assembly should have found the mistake
themselves in the other place. This says something
about the way bills are rushed through the other place.
This error was not discovered and was overlooked in
the other place because there is insufficient scrutiny.
This government does not allow bills to proceed to the
consideration-in-detail stage in the other place for
closer examination.
We in the Legislative Council will do our job properly.
We will correct the mistakes that are made. It is up to
members of the Legislative Assembly to get the bill
through today if they want it in force in by 1 July. It is
up to members of the Legislative Assembly to fix this
matter, because we are doing our bit. This is how the
Legislative Council ought to work and does work.
During my time here we have often identified errors
and been able to rectify them. I am pleased about this,
and it says something about the Legislative Council.
Mr Pullen — They are going to miss you.
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It is very kind of
Mr Pullen to say that, but on this occasion it did not
take much to detect this error. The error should not
have got through the drafting gate in the first instance.
It undermines the confidence of how well bills are
drafted by this government. But let it be a lesson and let
there be greater checks.
I also want to look at the land tax provisions of this bill.
If one took the rhetoric in the second-reading speech at
face value, it would lead one to believe this bill makes
huge reductions in land tax. Of course nothing is further
from the truth. One only has to look in the budget
papers at the total receipts of land tax to see that land
tax keeps going up. The take of gross land tax expands
week by week. There are some minor improvements
contained in this bill, including some very modest
adjustments to scales, but the average citizen receiving
a land tax bill this year is going to find that their bill is
greater than last year. They are certainly going to
find — as they have discovered over the last two or
three years when they receive their land tax bills — that
their bills are thousands of dollars higher than they were
when this government came to office. Despite all the
rhetoric about what this government does about land
tax, the reality is that people are paying thousands of
dollars more in land tax.
On Tuesday of this week the Treasurer appeared before
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee and
presented a graph. The graph headed ‘Land tax rates
compared’ compares the land tax of Victoria to New
South Wales and Queensland. So far as that comparison
is concerned, there is nothing untoward about it. It is
legitimate that the government would make that
comparison. The graph shows that Victoria’s land tax is
lower than Queensland for a certain category of
properties. The category is not the low or high value
land-holdings but the middle value land-holdings. The
graph indicates that the land tax for middle value
land-holdings in Victoria is a bit lower than
Queensland.
The graph also indicates that land tax rates in Victoria
are lower than New South Wales, by and large, except
for the higher value land-holdings. As I have said, there
is nothing wrong with this graph to that extent, but the
table also included a dotted line which was entirely
irrelevant to the comparison of Victoria to New South
Wales and Queensland. The dotted line purports to be
what land tax would have been if the previous
government had remained in office.
The assumption is that if the previous government had
remained in office, it would have made no adjustment
at all to land tax scales. The assumption is that it would
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not have adjusted the cut in points and that the figures
would be those shown by this dotted line. That may
well be so, but if the Treasurer wants to use that sort of
analogy and assumption based on seven years of no
alteration to land tax rates, in order to compare apples
with apples and like with like the land tax rates under
this government should have been shown as a dotted
line and been based on it doing nothing from 1999 to
2006.
This graph does not compare like with like, yet it was
presented, put into the committee transcript, put onto
the web site and will be circulated and used in the
Legislative Council. The average citizen who picks this
graph up might not detect that it is not comparing
apples with apples and might take it at face value. I say:
it is unbecoming, if not dishonest, of the Treasurer to be
using those sorts of graphs, which are designed to
mislead, to convey a false impression, to make a
previous government appear in a bad light and to make
this government look good. But in fact it is not
comparing like with like. This is not what the citizens
of this state want. They do not want this sort of
subterfuge. They want honesty and clarity and they are
not getting it.
That leads me to refer to further information which, as a
member of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee, I got on Tuesday at the budget estimates
hearings. I inquired of the Treasurer and his staff
whether the fire services levy was included in the
$755.3 million figure shown on page 171 of budget
paper 4 under ‘Operating receipts’, ‘Taxation’ and
‘Insurance’. There was a little consternation at the time
about whether that line item included the levy. As luck
would have it, at that very moment in the committee’s
proceedings the bells sounded for a division in this
chamber and there was a hiatus whilst members were
required to present themselves here. When we resumed
the hearing 9 minutes later I was advised that the item
in the table at page 171 did not include the fire services
levy and that in fact the fire services levy was included
at page 134 under the heading ‘Taxes on insurance’, the
budget for that this year being $348.8 million.
That is fair enough, but then the extraordinary claim
was made to me that this is not a tax on
policy-holders — that the $348 million collected from
people who pay their insurance premiums is not a tax
on policy-holders. Do members know what it is?
According to the Treasurer last Tuesday it is a tax on
insurance companies! If they choose to pass that tax on
to their clients and customers, so be it, but I was told
that it is not a tax on policy-holders.
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I say let the Treasurer go out on the stump; let him
come to Wodonga, Horsham or wherever else and try
to convince citizens that imposing a tax on insurance
companies — which of course gets passed on to
policy-holders — is not a tax on those policy-holders. It
is simply playing with words. If the Treasurer is trying
to make that distinction — that somehow or other this
is not taxing people who take out insurance — and if he
can convince people of that, then he is a better salesman
than most. It is unbecoming for the Treasurer to try to
cloud the facts and hide behind some very technical
definition of what is a tax and who it is levied on. I call
upon the Treasurer to cease attempting to fool people
like that, because he simply cannot get away with it.
As far as The Nationals are concerned, this legislation
is better than nothing. It implements some very modest
beneficial changes to the tax regime in Victoria, but it is
another indication that this government is absolutely
hell-bent on taxing average citizens at a very high rate,
at least as compared to the average rate pertaining in
Australia; that it is doing so because it cannot manage
money; and that in order to meet its commitment to
bring in a surplus each year it has to make sure that its
tax revenue is high enough to outweigh any inability
the government has to keep its expenditure under
control.
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — It is with a great
deal of pleasure that I rise to speak on the State
Taxation (Reductions and Concessions) Bill, which
implements reforms the Treasurer announced in the
budget, including a further reduction in payroll tax over
the next three years — from 5.25 per cent to 5 per
cent — as well as increases in stamp duty thresholds for
concession cardholders and further land tax relief worth
$167 million over four years. During my contribution I
want to concentrate mainly on land tax, and, if time
permits, I will cover other aspects of the bill as well.
My colleague who also represents Higinbotham
Province, the Honourable Chris Strong, has decided to
enter the name-calling department. Last week on two
occasions he referred to me as Spiro Agnew on the
basis of what he claims is my ‘remarkable foray’ into
the Bayside Leader since my endorsement as the ALP
candidate for Sandringham, with four mentions in the
5 June edition. I thank Mr Strong for advertising me as
the candidate for Sandringham, but for his information I
issue an average of about two to three press releases a
week, but I do not get too many published in the
Bayside Leader. Perhaps the newspaper let a few bank
up and put them all in in one hit as it might have been a
bit short on news. The information I am issuing in my
press releases is always about what the great Bracks
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government is doing, particularly in the electorate of
Sandringham.
Again for Mr Strong’s information, the Bayside Leader
contacts me regularly; obviously it does not contact
Mr Strong. It even asks me to make comments on
federal issues, and I noticed that a couple of those
comments were actually reported in the paper. The first
was my response to the obscene federal budget brought
down by the federal Treasurer, Mr Costello — and I
have not got time to go into that. Also, I commented
after the federal member for Goldstein, Andrew Robb,
who is a decent bloke and also Parliamentary Secretary
to the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural
Affairs, made some strange statements regarding the
ability of new citizens in Australia to speak English.
I return to Mr Strong’s silly comment that my quote, as
reported in the Bayside Leader — that the state
government had done ‘a remarkable job with land
tax’ — was a ‘Spiro Agnew-like quote’, whatever that
means. Mr Strong said to me that that particular quote
is going to haunt me for some time. I suggest to
Mr Strong that when he leaves this house he take up
haunting houses, because that quote is certainly not
going to haunt me.
Before I proceed to prove the statement that the state
government has done a remarkable job with land tax, I
want to make a couple of comments about Spiro
Agnew. Spiro Agnew was a Republican, or a
conservative — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PULLEN — Or something like that mob on the
opposite side of the house! He was the
39th vice-president of the USA. He served from 1969
to 1973 under that crook of a president, Nixon, before
his famous resignation for tax evasion in 1973. He was
also Nixon’s hatchet man, defending the administration
on the obscene Vietnam war — just like the mob
opposite. If Mr Strong wants to continue with the
name-calling, I would not mind if he connected me
with the person I consider to have been the best
President of the United States in my time, Jimmy
Carter.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PULLEN — I will you why. I am giving history
lessons today. I have given one on the Victoria Racing
Club, now I will give you one on the American
presidents and then I will get back to land tax, because
that is what I really want to get to. Jimmy Carter had no
doubt, as do I, that the Republicans — or conservatives,
like that mob over there — were behind the Iranian
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militants holding 52 hostages for 444 days because
5 minutes after the inauguration of the B-grade movie
actor, Ronald Reagan, they were released. If I can use
the words of the late Joh Bjelke-Petersen: don’t you
worry about that — it will come out one day that the
Republicans, or conservatives, were behind that!
Hon. G. K. Rich-Phillips — On a point of order,
Deputy President, on a question of relevance,
Mr Pullen’s diatribe on United States presidential
history is hardly relevant to this bill.
Mr PULLEN — I have finished that history lesson.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you.
On the point of order, I do suggest that Mr Pullen get
back to the bill.
Mr PULLEN — Over the past three years, land tax
has been cut by $2 billion — I repeat: $2 billion. It is a
remarkable job. I will give members a bit of history on
land taxes now. Land taxes were introduced in 1958 by
the Bolte Liberal government. Prior to that they had
been a commonwealth government tax. In 1998 the
Kennett government reduced the tax-free threshold
from $200 000 to $85 000. It is true that that
government exempted the principal place of residence,
but virtually no-one was paying that tax of 0.2 per cent
for properties valued between $200 000 and $540 000.
Mr Baxter brought up the point about the paper
delivered yesterday by the Treasurer to the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee. I would say that at
today’s rates that would relate to properties valued at
well over $500 000 and up to more than $1.5 million.
The previous government taxed many more by
reducing the tax-free threshold to $85 000. The figures I
have show that more than 70 000 people were brought
into the land tax system, so let us get that straight as far
as land tax is concerned.
The Bracks government has of course reinstated the
$200 000 threshold for land tax. The 2006–07 budget
continues the substantial reform of Victoria’s land tax
system in the last two budgets by providing further
targeted land tax relief of $167 million over the next
four years. That comes on top of the already extensive
land tax reforms announced in 2004 and 2005, totalling
$1.8 billion over the five years. Some of the reforms
included in this year’s budget are a reduction to middle
land tax rates that apply to property holdings valued
between $900 000 and $2.7 million; the changes to
middle land tax rates also flowing through to the special
trust land tax rates — and they were discussed late last
year; and the bringing forward of the timing of the
reduction of the top marginal land tax rates, so that the
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top rate will be cut from 3.5 per cent to 3 per cent in
2006–07.
Mr Baxter brought up again the table presented
yesterday. Let us not forget that when the member for
Box Hill was a parliamentary secretary in the Kennett
government the top tax rate was 5 per cent. Who knows
what members opposite would have done as far as that
was concerned, if they had been in government? The
government has capped land tax increases at 50 per cent
in 2007. It is bringing forward land tax valuations by
one year, abolishing indexation factors and allowing
appeals against land valuations upon receipt of land tax
assessments each year.
Mr Baxter also made interstate comparisons. I will tell
members a few of the things that may be in the
document, which I have not seen. Victoria has the
lowest land tax payable in all states for virtually all
small businesses with land holdings valued between
$380 000 and $3.42 million. The land tax changes also
include bringing forward the previously announced
reduction in the top marginal land to 3 per cent from
2008 to 2007, two years ahead of the original schedule
and at an additional cost of around $32 million in
2006–07. A 20 per cent reduction in the middle tax rate
will benefit 30 000 taxpayers and includes cutting the
1 per cent rate starting at $900 000 to 0.8 per cent,
cutting the 1.5 per cent rate starting at $1.9 million to
1.2 per cent, and cutting the 2.25 per cent rate starting at
$1.62 million to 1.8 per cent.
I reiterate that the abolition of indexation factors
ensures that land tax is always based on actual
valuations of individual properties. Currently land is
valued every second year, with land tax being
calculated using valuations that are two years old. In
non-valuation years, values are determined using
indexation factors, which are based on the average
change to property values across entire municipalities.
This creates inequities, with some property owners
paying too much land tax and others too little.
I touch on payroll tax. The 2006–07 budget confirmed
the Victorian government’s strong record of cutting
taxes on business and employment. The Bracks
government has already cut payroll tax by 9 per cent
since coming to office. In 1999–2000 the rate was
5.75 per cent; it has been cut three times since then.
Victoria already has the second lowest payroll tax rate
in Australia, at 5.25 per cent. From 1 July 2008 the rate
will be 5 per cent, making the payroll tax burden even
lower. Only Queensland has a lower rate, at 4.75 per
cent. Members know that Queensland gets far too much
out of the GST on the dollars that are paid there,
compared to Victoria’s 89 cents for every dollar that we
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pay. Despite Queensland’s lower tax rate, businesses
operating in Victoria with payrolls in the range of
$1.95 million to $11 million will pay less payroll tax
than similar businesses pay in Queensland. That is due
to the way Queensland phases out its tax-free threshold,
with $1 for every $3 of additional payroll tax, whereas
Victoria does not phase out the tax-free threshold.
Just on stamp duty, this government inherited the rates
of conveyance duty from the previous government and
has not increased the rate. I remind members how that
works. Before I was elected to this place, I was in the
finance game. A person purchasing a property generally
needs about 5 per cent of the cost of the property —
that has not changed and it does not change — and that
includes all fees and charges including solicitors’ fees
and so on. So the amount that people need for stamp
duty, solicitors’ and other fees associated with
purchasing a property is 5 per cent of its value.
Members should also remember that the government
has got rid of mortgage duty — that has gone.
The Bracks government is funding more than $1 billion
of assistance to first home buyers over the next four
years. The Victorian government now fully funds the
$7000 first home owners grant, which is provided to all
first home owners, and of course there is a $3000 bonus
available for people who purchase homes between
1 January 2006 and 30 June 2007.
The expansion of concessions by the bill was of course
picked up by Mr Baxter. We will miss him when he is
not here after the next election.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Mr PULLEN — Oh, he is coming back.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Mr PULLEN — You tell the people in
Sandringham to vote for me and I will tell them give
you a preference after they have voted Labor in the
northern area. How does that sound? It is a deal —
good.
The government is expanding assistance to pensioners
and concession card holders. From 1 June 2006 the
threshold for a full conveyancing duty exemption will
be increased from $250 000 to $300 000 and the
threshold for a partial exemption will be increased from
$350 000 to $400 000.
One my favourites is that home owners who purchase
off the plan or purchase a house and land package will
only pay conveyancing duty on the value of the land
and any completed works on the land at the time of the
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contract. Victoria is the only state that does that, so I
encourage people to always have a look at purchasing
off the plan if they can. I will repeat again and again
during the lead-up to the time I am elected as the
member for Sandringham that we have done a
remarkable job not only in land tax but also with other
taxes. I say to Mr Strong that he may be strong by name
but not in much else.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I
am pleased to rise on behalf of the Liberal Party to
make a contribution on the bill. I state for the record
that we have just had an absolute diatribe from the
previous Labor speaker. In the 15 minutes allocated
there was a limited exposure about the justification for
the bill and the reductions and concessions that will be
provided. What we heard from the previous speaker
was a continual reference to Mr Strong, references to
the United States of America and Mr Pullen’s wish list
for Sandringham. There was a continual rant and rave,
but when it came to demonstrating a true commitment
to state taxation the member was very light on, which is
reflective of the government in that it continually uses
spin on what it wants to do.
Hon. M. R. Thomson — Review Hansard!
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — The minister
says that I should review Hansard, which would be a
boring exercise unless you like American history.
Mr Pullen kept on referring to Sandringham in his
contribution. He has clearly forgotten about
representing the people of Higinbotham Province. If the
member had any interest in his electorate he would
have an understanding of the impost of land tax and
state taxation by this government. I am continually
amazed that a government that has such a huge
majority in both houses, with huge growth in the public
sector and an enormous number of advisers, just cannot
get it right. Time and again on this side of the chamber
we are continually amazed that the government — —
Hon. M. R. Thomson interjected.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — The minister
says that I did not pick it up. The government does not
provide anybody for opposition members, but it wants
to stack ministers’ offices and departments with about
50 advisers. There are so many advisers that the
government cannot get the job done. I am pleased that
Mr Baxter uncovered a glaring error, which resulted in
an admission by the government that it has to move an
amendment. This is a government that hates going into
committee because it does not want to be exposed or
examined. We know that from independent research

STATE TAXATION (REDUCTIONS AND CONCESSIONS) BILL
2428

COUNCIL

and reports, be it by the Ombudsman, the
Auditor-General or whoever.
Hon. David Koch — It is untidy.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — It is untidy,
Mr Koch. The government wants this legislation
passed, but the bill will have to go back to the
Legislative Assembly for further amendment. Minister
Thomson introduced legislation in relation to Easter
trading and that legislation was rushed through both
chambers and ended up being a total debacle.
Hon. David Koch — Before the Stawell Gift!
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — It was before
the Stawell Gift, Mr Koch. It was a total debacle.
Hon. M. R. Thomson — On a point of order,
Deputy President, Mr Pullen was pulled up and
requested to get back to matters pertaining to this bill.
The member has been talking for a full 5 minutes and
has yet to even reach the subject of the bill. I ask that
you bring him back to the subject of the bill.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
second-reading debate is a wide-ranging debate and
there is some latitude for a preamble to the points a
member wishes to make on the bill. However, it is
certainly time for him to address his comments on the
bill.
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — It is always
great for a house of review to engage in debate, and I
am happy to counter the previous speaker regarding his
arguments. I believe I have been speaking for a period
on the proposed amendment, which states:
Clause 5, page 5, line 1, omit “pensioner” and insert “first
home owner”.

This is a government amendment which will be part of
the bill now being debated. I was demonstrating the
slackness whereby this government continually gets it
wrong, be it this legislation or other legislation.
Mr Pullen said that land tax has gone down under this
government. For the record, land tax was high in the
Cain and Kirner governments and during the Kennett
years there was an attempt to reduce the land tax
burden on the citizens of Victoria. In 1998–99 land tax
was $378 million. In 2004–05, after six dark years of
this government, land tax was $855 million, but
Mr Pullen said that the government has been reducing
land tax. Every year we hear in the budget, as we do in
this bill, that there will be further reductions. How on
earth will there be reductions every year when it has
gone from $378 million to $855 million? The 2005–06
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budget forecast an anticipated increase over preceding
years. This government does not reduce land tax and it
does not like people making money. We know it is
anti-motor vehicle and has imposed taxes at every
available opportunity. The next level of attack is on
owners of property in this state.
Recently there has been implementation of a congestion
levy, a complete take from the Greens policy. It is
anticipated that over four or five years the government
expects to rake in more than $100 million. This
legislation will now abolish the first home owner’s
$3000 grant. There are no changes in land tax relief,
there is no provision in the bill to end indexation of land
tax, and there is no bringing forward of valuations.
There is certainly no right in the bill to object to
valuations on receipt of the land tax bill. These are the
very issues we hear from the community and from
property owners in this state.
The fact of the matter is that the payroll tax reductions
proposed in the bill are miniscule in the sense that they
are expected to be down to 5 per cent in July 2008 —
again, a demonstration of a government that talks about
long-term moves when we know that things change
each year. We have no faith that this bill, while it talks
about doing things in three or four years, will
eventually provide the outcomes.
It is interesting to note the following example in the bill
of how this government can fiddle with the numbers.
Part 2 clause 3(b)(iii), which amends section 60(3),
substitutes a formula with:

D×

683($400 000 − P)
100(3P − $217 000)

Why do I reference that? Because if you change any
one of those numbers, albeit a minor alteration, it
allows for a greater take in respect of the duties that are
made available by this government. By a mere sleight
of hand there can be changes in the future.
While the government might talk about what it intends
to do in the future, we can demonstrate that over a
period of time it knows it can change things as it
wishes.
While the government may talk with a forked tongue
about new land tax rates, as detailed under part 4, those
rates will have a limited effect on the land tax bills of
the vast majority of people The Liberal Party
anticipates that the land tax change outlined in part 4
will affect only one in six people who have properties,
because the property expectation is for amounts greater
than $900 000 while the reality is that there are many
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people, including small investors, who own property
worth well below $900 000, where the changes are
alleged to take place.
The fact is there is no land tax relief. There is no stamp
duty relief or extension of the first home bonus. There
are small, drawn-out payroll tax reductions, but there
are no provisions in the bill to implement the ending of
indexation for land tax, as I have indicated earlier.
The opposition has no choice but to support the bill, but
it is full of smoke and mirrors. Unfortunately people
will continue to suffer under this government with its
continual tax grab and its continual tax take. As I have
said previously, this is a government that will be
renowned for being nothing less than a government that
looks into everything. This will be a government that
will be renowned as a mirror government. It will be
renowned as a government that has squandered great
opportunities in a time of great prosperity to develop
this great state.
As an aside, as I travelled into the city this week from
the eastern area of Melbourne I looked across at the
skyline of Melbourne. One of the great things that any
prosperous state should be doing is developing major
projects and infrastructure, but it was hard to see any
cranes in operation or any major projects or any
development happening on the skyline. The fact is that
this government has continually mismanaged this state,
and the reality is that slowly and surely the state is
going backwards.
On every separate indicator we can see that the
competitive advantage of this state has been slowly
eroded. We are finding that investment is going to other
states and off shore, and we see no prosperity. At the
same time the government is prepared to continually
rake in billions and billions of dollars from Victorian
people who are prepared to work hard.
This government has given no demonstration of a
vision for the future other than pure taxation grabs, and
that unfortunately is a shame for Victoria. It is a shame
for the Victorian opposition, and it is a shame that the
Liberal Party will have to drag Victoria back into being
a world-class state — not like the world-class state we
hear about in the government’s rhetoric or that we see
in the $80 million of advertising the government has
blown in telling everyone how great it is. It is not a
great government. It is a government that has
squandered opportunities. The bill before the house is
yet another demonstration of smokes and mirrors. The
Liberal Party will support the bill, but we will do so
with a heavy heart.
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Ms CARBINES (Geelong) — I am very pleased to
speak this afternoon in support of the State Taxation
(Reductions and Concessions) Bill. I am also very
pleased to follow the previous speaker, the Honourable
Richard Dalla-Riva, but his contribution was miserable
and mean. I wonder at times which rock he lives under!
He certainly needs to get new glasses if he thinks there
is no investment in this state and that the state is not
booming. I am sure he wishes that were the case, but
the evidence bears no witness to the case he prosecuted
in his contribution this morning. It was a sad inditement
of the Liberal Party, that is for sure, and was yet another
reminder of why the Liberals are not empowered in this
state, because all he talks about is monuments.
This bill seeks to implement the announcements made
in the May budget relevant to the cuts in payroll tax and
land tax. It is also about the increase in stamp duty
thresholds for concession cardholders.
The Bracks government’s record on taxation is a very
good story. As the Treasurer said in his budget speech,
when we came to office in 1999 Victoria had the
second-highest number of state taxes in place.
In 2006, after seven years of the Bracks government
and six years with Mr Brumby as Treasurer, we have
the second-lowest number of state taxes in the nation.
That is a very good story from the Bracks government
on taxation. When we came to power and took over
from the Kennett government payroll tax was running
at 5.75 per cent. We slashed the rate to 5.25 per cent
and the passage of this bill will see a further reduction
in the rate to 5 per cent over the next three years. That is
a very good story for businesses across the state. It is
great news for over 23 000 Victorian businesses that
will save more than $530 million. Only Queensland has
a lower rate of payroll tax — 4.75 per cent — and the
rate in New South Wales is set at 6 per cent. Victoria is
extremely competitive on payroll tax with the
second-lowest rate in the nation.
Recently I took part in a program that is run across the
state by the Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry. I am sure other honourable
members in this chamber also took part in it. It was
called the MPs in Business program. I spent a day with
a land valuation company in Geelong called Landlink.
It was a very interesting day for me. I learnt about land
valuation and the processes and procedures that are put
in place by companies such as Landlink, which has a
very high reputation across Victoria and is employed by
a number of municipalities to do their land valuations.
I would like to acknowledge the role of Andrew
Noseda and his team at Landlink. Over the course of
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the day Andrew and his team raised with me the issue
of payroll tax and said the company would be delighted
to see any cut in payroll tax in the budget. It was very
interesting that a week after I did my work experience
with the company the Treasurer announced that we
were slashing the payroll tax rate to 5 per cent. Over the
course of our two terms of office we have cut the
payroll tax from the rate of 5.75 per cent that applied
when we first came to office to 5 per cent with the
implementation of this bill. That is a great incentive for
business and a great incentive for employment to
increase across the state.
The budget also continues the reform of Victoria’s land
tax system. Over the course of my work experience day
with Landlink the issue of land tax came up. I asked the
team about their views on the valuation of properties,
the assessment process and the rights of property
owners to query their land tax assessment based on the
valuation of their property. They had some interesting
views but pretty much supported the government’s
position in relation to these matters. The bill contains
land tax cuts of around $167 million over the next four
years. As a result of this bill Victoria will have the
lowest land tax of any state for virtually all companies
with land-holdings valued between $380 000 and
$3.42 million.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Ms CARBINES — I am not quite sure why
Mr Atkinson was just winking at me, but I thought
people might be interested to know that he was. When
we came to office in 1999 the land tax threshold
was $85 000. The Kennett government lowered the
land tax threshold to capture more Victorians in the
land tax net. No matter what Mr Dalla-Riva says in this
place, you cannot ignore the fact that when the Kennett
government was in power — the last time the Liberal
Party was in power in this state — it lowered the land
tax threshold to capture another 70 000 people. It was
interesting to hear opposition members’ contributions
this morning decrying the Bracks government’s
approach to land tax. When they were in office they did
exactly the opposite of what our government is doing:
they increased the land tax rate and lowered the
threshold to capture more people in the land tax net.
When the Kennett government was in power the land
tax rate was set at 5 per cent. In the May budget
Treasurer Brumby announced that the top land tax rate
would be reduced to 3 per cent. We have been steadily
reducing land tax since we were elected to office.
But that is not the only good news. The other good
news is that we have raised the land tax threshold; we
have not lowered it to bring more people into the land
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tax net as the Kennett government did. We have raised
the threshold so that fewer people pay land tax, and that
is good news indeed. It is very hypocritical of
opposition members to criticise the Bracks government
and Treasurer Brumby on this matter. When they were
in power they did the exact opposite of what they are
talking about this morning. They increased land tax and
lowered the land tax threshold. Yet again this is a case
of saying you can judge Liberal Party members on what
they did when in power and not by what they say when
they are in opposition. In stark contrast the Bracks
government has lowered the land tax rate and raised the
threshold — and we know that has been well received
by Victorians.
However, that is not the only good land tax news from
the Bracks government. We are extending the cap on
land tax increases to 50 per cent for another year, until
2007. That is good news indeed. As part of the budget
the Treasurer also announced that we are going to allow
landowners to appeal against their land valuations at the
time they receive their land tax assessments. About
27 000 land tax payers will be better off as a result of
that initiative. The government has good news on land
tax and payroll tax. It is very good news for business
and it is a great employment incentive.
The bill also focuses on assisting families, pensioners
and concession card holders who are buying a new
home by increasing the stamp duty thresholds to ensure
that the exemption is not eroded by increases in
property prices. That is very good news. Upon the
passage of this bill we will have increased the
concession thresholds three times since we have been in
government to maintain the value of the concession.
We are raising the full concession available on
transactions from $250 000 to $300 000, which
translates to a saving of about $13 660 in stamp duty.
We are also raising the threshold on partial concessions
from $350 000 to $400 000, and we expect
2000 pensioners to benefit.
In budget week I attended a budget lunch in Geelong
with my other Geelong colleagues, including the
Honourable John Eren. The Treasurer, John Brumby,
was the speaker. There was a very good attendance of
businesses and community members from across
Geelong, and the budget was very well received by all
in attendance. Plenty of Geelong businesses were
represented and the Treasurer was congratulated on his
initiatives. The business representatives were receptive
to the government’s initiatives. They were all in favour
of the payroll tax cut, they were in favour of the land
tax cut and they were in favour of increasing the land
tax threshold.
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Specific questions were asked about the stamp duty
exemption thresholds in relation to pensioners and
concession card holders, and again the Treasurer was
congratulated for his work in this area. This bill is good
news for the Victorian people. It is good news for
business and good for the economy, and I wish it a
speedy passage.
Hon. DAVID KOCH (Western) — I think
personally that the State Taxation (Reductions and
Concessions) Bill is among some of the poorest pieces
of legislation that has come through the house. It adds
further burdens where they were not anticipated and a
little bit of relief where it normally should.
My principal concern in relation to this follows my
receipt of correspondence from those in our community
who support their clients in meeting the requirements of
the State Revenue Office (SRO) in relation to
beneficiaries of unit holdings. I would be very happy to
read into Hansard the correspondence I have received. I
think it is terribly relevant. It was dated 17 May, it was
addressed to the Treasurer, and to date no response has
been received. The letter is titled ‘Land tax trust
provisions’ and states:
On behalf of my firm, I would seek an extension beyond
30 June 2006, until 31 July 2006, to address the second stage
of the above provisions, whereby the State Revenue Office
requires nominations to be lodged in respect of beneficiaries
and unit holdings prior to 30 June 2006.
Our office had over 500 clients who were potentially affected
by the new land tax trust provisions. Under considerable
pressure, we were able to comply with the first stage of the
provisions of ‘notification of lands held by trusts’ for these
clients. This was required to be completed by 31 March …

As the letter says, that has been attended to:
At present our office is under intense pressure with other
deadlines in place for —
income tax lodgment deadlines (due 7 June …). We
have an income tax lodgment register in excess of
9000 returns, being one of the largest rural accounting
practices in Victoria.
business activity statement deadlines —

and of course, as we know, they were due and attended
to by 26 May —
tax audits — our office currently has Australian
Taxation Office audits proceeding over 15 clients,
examining their compliance with employer obligations
regarding PAYG tax, superannuation et cetera for their
employees. This is extremely time consuming as an
examination of up to three years records is involved.
end of financial year planning has to be attended to prior
to 30 June … which this year given the buoyant
conditions in our area —
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and the area referred to is south-west Victoria, at
Warrnambool —
is of great importance to many of our clients.
Having regard to the above and the practicality that the state
government will not collect revenue immediately, as the
alterations to land tax assessments to apply the trust surcharge
will not commence immediately, I would ask that you make
representations to the State Revenue Office to allow us an
extra month until 31 July 2006 to complete the second phase
of the requirements of the land tax trust provisions, being the
nomination of beneficiary and unit holdings et cetera.

It is signed by W. R. Phillpot, partner, Sinclair Wilson,
which is a leading accountancy and business advice
firm based in Warrnambool. I must say that this
correspondence lines up with comments made to me by
other accounting businesses across regional Victoria
which are faced with the same position of having to
meet all their business requirements on behalf of their
clients. Hopefully the Treasurer will see fit to respond
quickly and acknowledge these concerns, having
spoken to the SRO, seeking a further month on behalf
of these companies acting on their clients’ behalf.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Clauses 1 to 4 agreed to.
Clause 5
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — On behalf of the Minister for Finance, I
move:
Clause 5, page 5, line 1, omit “pensioner” and insert “first
home owner”.

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I just want to say the Liberal Party will support the
amendment the minister has moved. However, we are
disappointed that the Minister for Finance himself is not
here to address this issue, which has come about
through Mr Baxter’s diligence in considering the bill. I
wonder if the minister is able to inform the committee
as to whether Mr Baxter’s drawing this matter to the
attention of the Minister for Finance was the first that
the government was aware of this error in the bill.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — So far as I know that is the case, and we
have in fact acknowledged — I certainly did earlier in
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the debate — the assistance of Mr Baxter in relation to
this.

other questions that he has. At any time I am happy to
discuss WorkCover with him. First and foremost — —

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 6 to 10 agreed to.

Hon. D. McL. Davis — That’s very generous of
you!

Reported to house with amendment.

Mr LENDERS — Mr David Davis said it is very
generous, but I would be more than happy to take these
issues up at any time. The foremost part of
Mr Atkinson’s question relates to the fact — and
Mr Atkinson alludes to this — that there are many
hundreds of categories inside the WorkCover system
comprising clerical workers, abattoir workers, storemen
or whatever range of people you have, and an
assessment is made on those industries as to what the
premium level generally is; it might range from
something like 0.25 per cent and even go up to the high
teens.

Report adopted.
Third reading
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I move.
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank members for their contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
Sitting suspended 12.55 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
WorkCover: premiums
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for WorkCover
and the TAC, Mr Lenders. I have been advised of a
WorkCover claim worth $1030 for treatment that
resulted in additional premiums of $7552 to that
employer. In fact the total cost of the claim was
estimated at $23 644 in April 2005, yet it jumped to
more than $99 000 on 7 May 2005, just before the
2005–06 premiums were calculated. The employee
now works for another employer, is hale and hearty and
plays footy and cricket, yet the Victorian WorkCover
Authority argues that the claims assessment is justified
on statistical case estimates. One would suggest it has
much more to do with higher premium notices. Can the
minister advise the house of the criteria in WorkCover
claims that trigger the ‘just in case reactivation’
estimates?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — I am delighted to take Mr Atkinson’s question
on board and to answer it in the 4 minutes allocated to
me and whatever time is available for supplementary or

Firstly, you make an assessment across an industry
group as to what the likely premium is, as in all forms
of insurance, and then you spread that premium across
the people in the category. Secondly, we have a
philosophy overriding the system of trying to phase out
cross-subsidies in the system. Of course in any
insurance system there will be an element of
cross-subsidy, as there must be for reinsurance and
major risk, but you try to phase it out as much as
possible. Thirdly, we have a lot of historical issues here.
We have in a WorkCover system various policies about
how much premiums can go up in a particular year. In
the years when the Minister for Agriculture in the other
place, Bob Cameron, was Minister for WorkCover we
put a freeze on small business premiums at one
juncture, and of course we have had cuts in the average
premium rates over the last three years: from 2.22 per
cent to 1.998 per cent to 1.80 per cent and now down to
1.62 per cent. All of those come into play, and then
above and beyond that you have those complications
and issues that come when a payroll starts changing or
companies start amalgamating. The way WorkCover
premiums are dealt with is a very complex
arrangement.
To give Mr Atkinson some comfort, among all those
things coming in and the constant review of the system
to address these areas, when premiums are dealt with
there is always the capacity for informal — or
formal — forms of review of these areas, and
employers, often directly or sometimes through their
industry associations, will take those up with the
Victorian WorkCover Authority. All of these systems
are complex by nature and as a result of the actuarial
assessments that we are trying to do, but the hallmark
of the Bracks government’s response to WorkCover
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and the sea of red ink, the ocean, the lake of red ink we
inherited from the Kennett government — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Forwood laughs. It was a
lake of red ink for a couple of reasons. The Kennett
government was a government which brutally slashed
benefits to injured workers and then, in an effort to
appease business, over-cut premiums, cut them by more
than it prudently could, and therefore you had this
dilemma.
Under the Bracks government we have managed claims
management, we have now dealt with the issue of more
generous benefits for injured workers and we have cut
premiums three times across the board, let alone the
freeze for small business early on in the piece. We have
done that primarily through sound financial
management and reducing injuries in the workplace.
The reduction of injuries in the workplace makes thing
better for workers, better for their families and better for
employers, who pay low premiums.
I am happy to keep a dialogue going with Mr Atkinson
on how they are done. There are no simple or one-line
grabs and answers to WorkCover questions particularly
in the premium policy. The premium order that I sign
off as the minister to go to the Executive Council is a
voluminous document because premiums are a
complex issue. I think it answers the member’s
question: it is a good system, any system can be
improved but the Victorian WorkCover system is the
envy of the rest of the country.
Supplementary question
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equal to seven times the amount? Is this not just a basis
upon which the government is using the — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — The fundamental about premiums, as
Mr Atkinson absolutely understands, is that under this
government premiums have gone down from 2.22 per
cent of the average payroll to 1.62 per cent. What we
have seen is overall, across the board, in every year,
when some premiums go down, in this year probably
5 to 10 per cent will go up, probably 50 to 60 per cent
will go down, and the others will remain static with a
10 per cent average cut in premiums because this is a
system based on risk and on a range of things.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — It is clawback!
Mr LENDERS — Mr Atkinson might say
‘clawback’ but it is the strangest form of clawback I
have ever seen — that you cut average premiums from
2.22 per cent to 1.62 per cent. So by any form of maths,
by any form of abacus that Mr Atkinson uses, clawback
does not bring you from 2.22 to 1.62. That is a
clawback for businesses that have lower premiums and
is a great clawback for workers because less are injured
and there are more generous benefits.

Housing: Avoncourt
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — My question is
addressed to the Minister for Housing. Can the minister
tell the house what plans are in place for the future
development of the rooming house known as
Avoncourt in Alma Road, St Kilda?

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I am sure
the house appreciates and now better understands how
calculations are made in terms of premiums. The fact
that the answer bore no resemblance to the question is
perhaps a bit of a concern, however, because I asked
about just-in-case reactivation estimates — in other
words, the fact that there was a claim in the works and
that the premiums were calculated on the basis that that
claim might be reactivated at a certain point in time
when it clearly cannot be reactivated by that employer
and where the premiums have jumped dramatically.

Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for his question and for his interest in plans for
the future development of Avoncourt in St Kilda in his
electorate. The Bracks government believes that every
Victorian deserves access to decent accommodation,
including Victorians who need rooming house
accommodation. That is why the government is
investing in a $1 million redevelopment of Avoncourt
in St Kilda to provide safer homes for people on low
incomes.

I understand the Victorian WorkCover Authority
estimates that only 30 per cent of closed claims are in
fact reactivated. On that basis and on the information I
have supplied today, where the employee subject to
modest injury claim is no longer employed at the same
company, how can the minister justify the total cost
estimate increasing fourfold on a premium penalty

Avoncourt has been an Office of Housing rooming
house since 1982 and is managed by the St Kilda
Rooming House Issues Group, which is a respected and
experienced housing agency. Avoncourt has for many
years provided a home to people who had no other
place to go but it is fair to say that there has been
concern amongst neighbouring residents about
anti-social behaviour at the property and about its poor
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physical condition. The Bracks government has listened
to those concerns, we have heard the message loud and
clear and we are, as a result, acting to redevelop this
property to bring in a new mix of tenants and to put a
focus into the tenancy mix on longer term residents.
The government has successfully negotiated a
partnership with the St Kilda Rooming House Issues
Group to deliver safer and more comfortable homes on
the site. I am particularly pleased to say that the partner
is contributing $500 000 towards the costs involved,
which is a very large investment for the St Kilda
Rooming House Issues Group. This redevelopment is
planned to commence this year and is expected to be
completed by the middle of 2007. It involves major
works including maintenance and replacement of
fixtures at the building with 17 rooms in the front part
of the property. In addition, at the rear of the property
are 14 rooms which are in very poor condition and
which will be replaced with 3 standard rooms and
8 self-contained bed-sits.
As well as improving the physical condition of the
property, safety will be improved for residents with a
new security system that will control access to the
property. The existing tenants are not being forgotten;
they are being looked after and found new homes as
well. Relocation plans are being developed by the
St Kilda Rooming House Issues Group and tenants will
be assisted to move out of the building into new
accommodation in coming weeks.
When the property reopens it will continue to be
managed by the St Kilda Rooming House Issues
Group. I would like to place on record the
government’s appreciation of the leadership of Paul
Madden and John Enticott and their team for their
contribution to this partnership. As I said, $500 000 is a
very large contribution which they are making to this
project.
I would also like to place on record my appreciation of
the work by the member for Prahran in the other place
who has been very responsive to community concerns
and very active in pursuing a sensible and balanced
plan for the future of this site. It is a very good plan,
and it will deliver safe, secure accommodation for
future residents of Avoncourt. We have done it because
we believe every Victorian deserves a decent place to
live.

Transport Accident Commission: head office
relocation
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My question is to the Minister for WorkCover and the
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TAC. Is the minister aware that the
PricewaterhouseCoopers feasibility report into the
Transport Accident Commission relocation concluded:
… we note that there is likely to be little or no net economic
benefit for the state from the relocation. The economic
advantages accruing to Geelong would be offset by losses in
Melbourne.

If the minister is aware of this, why is he proceeding
with the relocation?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — Mr Rich-Phillips is an unreconstructed toenail
collector! He, like the great man — the mentor, Jeff
Kennett — still believes that country Victoria is the
toenails of the state!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — The toenails of the state! And he
thinks Melbourne is the beating heart of the state. That
just shows that a leopard does not change its spots. It is
no wonder that The Nationals will not be in coalition
with them, because they have learnt the lesson — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — It is a good thing the Liberal
Party has not learnt the lesson, because it is of great
benefit to us in country Victoria! Mr Rich-Phillips
forgets that the reason for the move of this organisation
to Geelong was fundamentally for the economic
benefits to Geelong in the longer term. This
government has moved the State Revenue Office to
Ballarat, it has brought the Rural Finance Commission
to Bendigo, it has established a call centre for the Office
of Housing in the Latrobe Valley, and in numerous
other areas has seriously put resources into — —
Hon. David Koch — Whereabouts?
Mr LENDERS — Mr Koch asked whereabouts. In
the Latrobe Valley, in Moe, on the old Latrobe Valley
hospital site, which the Kennett government privatised
and sold off is exactly where the Office of Housing is
located. It is in Moe, the town where Mr Koch’s
colleague Mr McIntosh says they all wear moccasins.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — On the issue of the TAC moving
to Geelong, we obviously engaged
PricewaterhouseCoopers to do a feasibility study.
Unlike the short-sighted view of those opposite, who
look for a headline a day and not for the long-term
benefit of the state, this government looks to the long
term. As Mr Rich-Phillips, the shadow finance

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Thursday, 15 June 2006

COUNCIL

spokesman will know, when we built buildings like the
Southern Cross or the Urban Workshop, we costed
issues over the 15 years, because over the 15 years you
get better value for money than if you have the
short-sighted, Kennett government-type view of
governing for the 6 o’clock news.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — On the issue of the TAC moving
to Geelong, unquestionably there are relocation costs
with the TAC moving.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — We need to build a building, we
need to relocate staff, and for some staff there is an
incentives packet, and for others there is a redundancy
packet for staff moving. But let members be under no
illusion: there are economic benefits over the long term,
also for the whole of the state, and also unequivocal
benefits for the city of Geelong. Geelong, which has
been a manufacturing hub of this state, now has in
financial and medical services extra focus above and
beyond what was there and in the surrounding areas.
We govern for the whole of the state, not just for central
Melbourne, like Mr Rich-Phillips’s hero governed for.
Mr Rich-Phillips probably still has a jeff.com poster in
his office. I reckon he has got one. It is probably
autographed by the ‘great man’ himself!
Yes, there is a short-term cost with the move to
Geelong. The government does not hide it; we have
released the feasibility study. Over the longer term,
though, there will be enormous economic benefits for
the state, and as importantly, an enormous vote of
confidence in Geelong, a city that we are proud of and
that is extraordinarily well represented in this place and
in the Legislative Assembly, and a place where I would
invite Mr Rich-Phillips to go down to — to leave
central Melbourne, get in his car, drive down the
Geelong Road — that great road which has been
improved by the Bracks government — —
An honourable member — He could go on the
train!
Mr LENDERS — Go down to Geelong and see the
sense of confidence. He could even come back by the
new rail service — go down by road, come back by
rail — and see that the Bracks government cares about
Geelong and all of regional Victoria, whether it be
through moving the TAC or, for the Leader of the
Opposition’s benefit, cattle underpasses in his
electorate.
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Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for his answer and his reference to
the PricewaterhouseCoopers (PWC) report. I note that
given the decision to relocate the Transport Accident
Commission was announced on 16 December last year,
which is the same date as the PWC feasibility study
report was released, will the minister explain to the
house what consideration that study received before the
decision was taken?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for WorkCover and the
TAC) — Mr Rich-Phillips talks of particular dates on a
report. I can assure him that this government did not
lightly go even a first step of seeking a feasibility study
from PricewaterhouseCoopers (PWC). We obviously
had the policy view that there was a particularly
powerful case to go, but rather than recklessly going
down the path as, say, the Kennett government did with
Federation Square and announcing it before even
having a budget for it, doing a feasibility study or even
doing a business case on it, we got the PWC feasibility
study — and we obviously had an engagement in this
process. Mr Rich-Phillips, like his colleague
Mr Dalla-Riva, loves to nitpick and try to find reasons
to talk down the state. Neither of them is even prepared
to wear the Victoria badge any more!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — If Mr Rich-Phillips thinks a
move to Geelong is not a good move, he should go
down to Geelong and say it to the Geelong
community — and stand up for something!

Rugby Union: development
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — My question is to the
Minister for Sport and Recreation, the Honourable
Justin Madden. Whilst Australia’s sporting focus is
firmly on the 2006 FIFA World Cup, particularly in
light of Australia’s stunning victory in its first match, I
take this opportunity to turn the attention of the house
to another growing sport in Victoria — that is, Rugby. I
ask the minister to advise the house of what initiatives
are being implemented by the Bracks government to
promote Rugby in Victoria, particularly at a grassroots
level.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Rugby Union or Rugby
League? Do you know the difference?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the member’s interest in
Rugby, particularly Rugby Union because I know he is
a great lover of Rugby Union. He is also a fan of Rugby
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League, but I know he is a great lover of Rugby Union.
Whether it is Rugby League or Rugby Union, as I have
mentioned on a number of occasions before,
Mr Forwood could surely learn a lot from those games,
particularly about how to deal with his aggression in a
scrum!
We know that Victorians of all levels and ages are
getting involved in Rugby right across the state. As I
have said to Mr Drum on many occasions, with
increased participation rates you have to expect that we
will see results right across the board, and we are seeing
that in Rugby Union.
We also appreciate that to make that happen we have to
put in the work at a grassroots level. Like many other
sports, grassroots Rugby is being supported strongly by
the Bracks government. A strong grassroots
participation means long-term success for all sports, but
particularly Rugby Union. That is why we are
providing funding for Rugby Union through our
Sporting Associations Support Grants program. We
want to build involvement in Rugby in schools and in
the greater community.
We also know, whilst appreciating it is a bit of a
one-eyed view, that Victoria is certainly Australia’s
sports capital and we have an unbeatable line-up of
events, whether it is the grand prix, the Australian Open
or the Boxing Day test, just to name a few. Amongst
those is Rugby 7s, and who can forget that during the
Commonwealth Games we broke record attendances
for Rugby 7s with a capacity crowd at Telstra Dome,
which even beat the capacity crowd for the Rugby 7s
tournament in Hong Kong. Even in Rugby Union we
have some of the biggest crowds and some of the best
venues.
Adding to that support we have to keep rising to the
challenge, and we will do that through the announced
plans for a multimillion-dollar rectangular-pitch
stadium at Olympic Park. It will become one of
Melbourne’s rich sporting facilities, one of its prestige
heritage arenas as we have with the likes of the
Melbourne Cricket Ground, the Rod Laver Arena or
Telstra Dome. We have to continue to support not only
major events but grassroots development of sport right
across the state.
The stadium will hold 20 000 seats. It will be a
world-class iconic venue for Rugby and the other
rectangular-pitch codes we have alluded to throughout
the course of this week. The stadium in particular —
and Mr David Davis might be interested in this, if he is
interested in anything at all — will also include a sports
administration campus, featuring an elite training centre
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and office accommodation for a range of sporting
organisations.
Strong interest has already been expressed in the
administration campus by the Victorian Rugby Union,
Melbourne Victory and Melbourne Storm as well as by
other codes. So in addition to building the stadium we
are supporting grassroots sporting development through
the administration campus and the academy for
excellence based in that facility. That builds upon what
we expect will be a great game on Saturday night, when
archrivals England and Australia play for what is now
known as the Cook Cup, which is named for Captain
James Cook. He did not play Rugby, but there is a
cultural tradition. We look forward to bigger and better
things coming from Rugby and other sports in this state
to make Victoria a better place to live, work and raise a
family.
Supplementary question
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I am sure the majority of
the members of the house understand and believe that
Rugby is truly the game that is played in heaven, but is
it also true that you need leather balls to play Rugby?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Normally I thank members for their
supplementary questions but I am not sure I will on this
occasion. I do not think it has been scripted, for starters.
It just shows the great love the member has for the
game. Mind you, when it comes to Rugby you can
work up a sweat — and I am beginning to work one up
today. It will be a great game. Whether it is the world
game, Australian Rules Football, Rugby League or
Rugby Union we do those events better than any other
state in the country. We do it because people in Victoria
love sport. They love to get out as a crowd and cheer in
unison. Hopefully we will see a great result, with
Australia winning the Cook Cup on Saturday night.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
question without notice is directed to the Minister for
Major Projects, Mr Lenders. During the panel hearings
into the government’s proposal to site a toxic waste
dump in the Mallee, the barrister acting for Major
Projects Victoria, Mark Dreyfus, QC, requested that the
Mildura Rural City Council table its costs. I ask the
same question of the minister: will he table, or inform
the house of, the government’s costs for the
environment effects statement panel hearing?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
thank Mr Bishop for his question. Mr Bishop is one of
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the more predictable members of the house. When he
gets to his feet there is never much doubt in my mind as
to what he will ask. I am pleased to thank Mr Bishop
because, I think for the first time, he did not mention
the derogatory term he usually uses for the long-term
containment facility. Perhaps he has moved on. Perhaps
this is because his federal Nationals colleagues are so
enthusiastic about nuclear dumps in Australia. Perhaps
Mr Bishop is slowly toeing The Nationals’ party line.
Perhaps he is softening up Mildura in case the federal
government decides to put a nuclear dump there —
doing his next backflip after going from his silence on
Werribee to his vocal position on Nowingi. Perhaps he
is just getting ready to be in line with his federal
colleagues on a nuclear dump.
There are a number of issues involved. Clearly how
taxpayers money is being spent is a particularly relevant
issue for parliamentary scrutiny. There is a great
opportunity for the member’s colleague Mr Baxter to
raise that issue at the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee hearing on Friday, where I will certainly
seek to give an answer. The long and the short of it is
that we have had debate in this place in response to
questions from Mr David Davis — Mr Insincere Green
Davis — of all people. I have had a number of
questions from him in which he finally focused on this
issue and asked a question about expenditure. The
expenditure issues in relation to the long-term
containment facility project are obviously a bit of a
moveable feast — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Mr LENDERS — We had a scoffing remark from
Mr Forwood. But when you start a process, listen to the
community, do 24 substantive reports, 6 supplementary
reports and 4 peer group reviews, and it goes on and on
as the community seeks information, of course it is a bit
hard to predict exactly how much it will cost. I am
happy to keep Mr Bishop informed of how this goes,
but the dilemma of the government is — I am sure
Mr Bishop, being a vocal advocate for Sunraysia,
would accept this — that the primary responsibility has
to be giving plenty of time for natural justice, which
Mr Bishop has previously raised — plenty of time for
local hearings, plenty of time for expert witness reports,
plenty of time for the Mildura Rural City Council to put
a report in — —
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could have got Mr Davis to the head of the queue if we
had had a TV camera there. The only place more
dangerous than between Mr Davis and a TV camera is
between a tiger snake mother and her young; Mr Davis
would trample you down!
We need time. The time required by the community has
been given. I say to Mr Bishop: we will keep him
informed as to costs, but the most important issue is
letting the community ask its questions over the time it
needs.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — Again we
have a non-answer from the minister to what I thought
was a reasonably simple question on cost. For the
benefit of the house let me contrast that with the actions
of the Mildura Rural City Council, which has been
open, accountable and up front with its community in
relation to its costs. I quote from the council’s latest
newsletter:
In a strong signal to the proponents of the facility, council last
night discussed and unanimously confirmed its previously
announced support to fund the battle, with $1 million to
continue the fight.
This will bring council’s total commitment to $1.67 million.

In an effort to gain some openness, accountability and
transparency, I ask the government to provide to the
house the amount it has budgeted for this proposal, if it
proceeds. This accountability has been exhibited by the
Mildura Rural City Council.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
will say two things. On the issue of open, transparent
and accountable government, firstly, I would again urge
Mr Bishop to go back to the Australian Financial
Review of 16 January 2003, which said that this
government was too transparent and too accountable.
He should go back and have a look at that! Secondly, I
would say to Mr Bishop that while I do not have the
figure at my fingertips, we have just published a budget
in five volumes where we have our estimates, as at the
time the Treasurer presented the budget on 30 May, of
what the costs of this will be. We are open, we are
transparent and we are accountable. We have our
budget paper 3; we have our measures in there — —
Honourable members interjecting.

Hon. D. McL. Davis — Plenty of time for
Mr Dreyfus on the gravy train.
Mr LENDERS — Plenty of time for Mr David
Davis, after he did not get his submission in behind the
queue of 1700 members of the local community. We

Mr LENDERS — Those opposite laugh and
scoff — —
Hon. D. McL. Davis — You are on the gravy train!
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Mr LENDERS — Mr Davis is yapping once again.
He should cast his mind back to the dim dark years of
the Kennett government, of which he is such a proud
supporter, and think how little Parliament sat, how the
Auditor-General was nobbled, how there was no
transparency, no accountability, and he should reflect
on it. I would be happy to take Mr Bishop through the
budget papers to show him the most up-to-date
information on this issue.

Consumer affairs: advisory services
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — My question is to the
Minister for Consumer Affairs, the Honourable Marsha
Thomson. I understand that one of the services
provided by Consumer Affairs Victoria is the direct
delivery of consumer affairs advisory services. Can the
minister advise on any developments in respect of
consumer advisory services provided to all Victorians?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. Members would be well and truly aware that
we now have offices of Consumer Affairs Victoria in
regional centres such as Ballarat, Bendigo, Geelong,
Morwell, Mildura, Warrnambool and Wangaratta, and
that we now have CAV officers visiting every local
government area in this state. It is an indication of our
support for ensuring that services get out to every part
of Victoria and that every Victorian has access to those
services. This is in stark contrast to the way the Kennett
government cut services in CAV. In fact it could not
even say the word ‘consumer’, let alone look after
consumers. What we would be likely to see if the
Liberal Party policy were ever implemented would be a
return to those dark days of not looking after consumers
in country Victoria.
I am pleased to inform the house that the Bracks
government has this week opened a new office week,
the Victorian consumer and business centre, which is
located at 113 Exhibition Street, on the corner of Little
Collins Street. The centre will be open from 8.30 a.m.
to 5.00 p.m. Monday to Friday and is staffed by CAV
customer service staff who are trained to provide advice
to consumers. As a matter of fact, over 160 people
visited the centre on the day it opened. It provides
valuable face-to-face advice and will also have
interactive displays available with information relevant
to consumers. In case members have not realised this,
the other aspect of the Victorian Consumer and
Business Centre is that it is a combined office of
Consumer Affairs Victoria and the Office of Small
Business. This centre constitutes an opportunity for
businesses to learn about their obligations to consumers
as well as get advice on how best to run a business. It
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gives a real demonstration of a whole-of-government
approach and the provision of services where they are
needed.
There is an important role for government and CAV to
play in ensuring that consumers know and understand
their rights and obligations and that traders also know
their rights and obligations, and in presenting this
information in an even-handed and balanced way.
I thought it important to mention that during coming
weeks consumer affairs officers will be down at the
mall, encouraging people to follow through on issues of
concern they may have as consumers and to read up
and know their rights and understand their obligations
as consumers and traders. Those officers will be
promoting the new office in the city.
I just thought I should bring along some information
that may be of interest to members.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — I have here motor car
traders information for Mr Pullen, who may be
interested in it; information in the Greek, Vietnamese
and Turkish languages is available for Ms Mikakos,
Mr Nguyen, Mr Somyurek and Mr Eren; and for the
Honourable Bill Forwood we have information on
retirement villages! Just in case that is not
enough — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Libraries: funding
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — My question without
notice is directed to the Minister for Local Government.
Many rural councils and shires are once again imposing
excessive rate rises on rural communities. Councils and
the Municipal Association of Victoria say these
massive increases are necessary because of cost shifting
by the state government. By way of example I refer to
vital services to rural communities such as mobile
libraries, which are an essential support for the frail, the
elderly, the disabled, the lonely and those without
access to transport and broadband. What will the
minister do to help these people that her government
has left in the lurch with no mobile library service?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
welcome the member’s question in relation to local
government funding. I was very pleased to see a more
than 10 per cent increase in transfers and funding to
local government demonstrated in the budget papers
this year. In addition to that information contained in
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the budget papers, and in line with the Bracks
government’s commitment to transparency and better
information — which my colleague Mr Lenders
referred to earlier — I can also indicate to the house, as
I have on many occasions, that the amount of funding
specifically going to local government for public
libraries is at record levels under the Bracks
government. That includes funding for very important
mobile library services for those communities that do
not have access to a permanent public library. The
Bracks government believes our public library services
are of vital importance to local communities. That is
why the government continues to invest in them.
In relation to the rating policies of individual councils,
those are of course decisions for councils to take, in
consultation with their community, unlike the Kennett
government, which capped rates and forced local
government into a position where it had to cut services
and cut staff. Councils are still recovering from the cuts
imposed on them by the Kennett coalition government.
That is not the policy of the Bracks government. Our
policy is that democratically elected councils should
quite properly determine their own rating policies in
consultation with their local communities — and they
should take the consequences at the ballot box if they
get it wrong.
In relation to funding of councils, which members
profess to be concerned about, members of the
opposition might care to talk to their federal Liberal
colleagues about the decline in federal funding to
councils.
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for an increased share — a fair share — of
commonwealth revenues for local government.
Supplementary question
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I thank the minister, and
I am pleased to hear her say that she recognises the vital
importance of mobile library services in local
communities. But under the minister’s city-centric
funding, in just two weeks time, on 1 July, mobile
library services to Lal Lal, Dunnstown, Bungaree,
Mount Egerton, Greendale and Newlyn in the
Moorabool and Hepburn rural shires, including to the
33 students at St Brendan’s Primary School at
Bungaree, will cease. Typically the government’s
budget is full of spin and rhetoric about supporting
local rural communities like these. What will the
minister do to live up to her rhetoric to protect these
rural communities from this outrageous further
disadvantage and isolation to local rural communities?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — In
response to the member, there are no cuts — in fact,
there are funding increases — by the state government
to our public library services. Those increases reflect
increases in population as well as increases to meet
increased costs. In addition to increases in funding for
running costs, there are also funding increases for
materials and there is also funding, through the Living
Libraries program, for further library extensions. So far
from making any cuts that are being alleged, the Bracks
government will continue to invest in our very
important public library services in country and
regional Victoria as well as in metropolitan Melbourne.

Hon. Philip Davis — What decline?

Housing: supported accommodation
Ms BROAD — ‘What decline?’, the member said.
The greatest decline in funding to councils, which is a
responsibility — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Philip Davis
to stop interjecting. That is twice in a matter of seconds.
If he does it again I will use sessional orders to remove
him.
Ms BROAD — As is very clear under the taxation
agreement between the federal and state governments,
the funding of grants to local government is a federal
government responsibility. The decline as a share of
federal government taxation revenues of that funding to
local government has been a steady and inexorable
decline over the whole time of the period of the
Howard government. Those members opposite who are
looking for increases in funding to local government
should look to their federal colleagues and lobby them

Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
My question is the Minister for Aged Care,
Mr Jennings. Last week, in answer to another question,
the minister referred to a package to support people
living in supported residential services. Can he now
provide the house with further information on the
Bracks government’s Supporting Accommodation for
Vulnerable Victorians initiative?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I thank Ms Darveniza for asking me a
question that relates to a very important undertaking by
the Bracks government, which was announced in the
budget but perhaps has not drawn much attention to
itself.
Hon. Andrea Coote — Thirty million dollars.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — No, In fact, the figure
of actually $40.4 million over five years was in the
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budget. It is a significant investment that we have made
on behalf of very vulnerable Victorians who find
themselves living in supported residential services. I am
pleased to say that this relates to a matter that
Mr Baxter raised in the chamber yesterday. I would
have been very happy to respond to that if the question
had come my way. I understand why there is a degree
of complexity about the funding arrangements and the
regulations for supported residential services, because
in fact it has been a blind spot in regulation up until
recent times.
Supported residential services are owned and run by
private sector operators. They cater for very vulnerable
Victorians whether they be people with mental
illnesses, acquired brain injury or disability or, as we
have in some instances, older people who may have all
those conditions. The profile is increasingly of younger
people with complex-care needs living in private sector
owned and controlled services.
We have tried to increase the degree of regulation of
recent times. I am very pleased to say that before the
Parliament in the other place at this moment is a bill
designed to ensure a greater degree of regulation of this
sector. It provides an obligation for care plans to be
established and maintained, which will guarantee the
minimum standard of care provided to residents.
Obligations will be clearly spelt out for the proprietors
of these services, to ensure that they meet higher
standards in years to come. It provides for a notice
period to be given should a facility close down —
residents are then vulnerable and may become
homeless — and it requires the provision of some
degree of certainty that alternative accommodation will
be provided. I hope that bill will be in this chamber the
next time the Parliament sits. That will add to the
degree of regulatory control.
This is an area that I was particularly mindful of when I
became the Minister for Aged Care because I felt that
the regulation was not sufficient. In fact I asked for,
sought and obtained the opportunity to have
responsibility for this aspect of the Health Services Act
because I thought that the area was deficient. I am very
pleased to say that we recognised that whilst we need to
increase the regulation we also need to recognise that
there may need be a positive role played by the public
purse subsidising the care of those residents.
A couple of years ago, in conjunction with my
colleagues in the other place, the Minister for Health,
and the Minister for Community Services who has
responsibility for disability services, we created a pilot
program which was internally funded within our
department to try to see whether a package could be
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provided to improve the quality of life for those
residents and lead to better outcomes. That pilot process
was successful and in fact in the budget announced a
couple of weeks ago we committed $40 million to this
enterprise in the next five years.
We are hoping to increase regulation and the quality of
care that is provided to those individual residents and to
make this sector viable. This sector does provide
accommodation for 2000 vulnerable Victorians who are
living in private sector accommodation but the state
does recognise that there is an need to ensure the
appropriate support and structure to ensure that their
care needs are looked after.
In answer to Mr Baxter’s question, there had been a bit
of a blind spot. That blind spot will be corrected. We
are seeking to turn around the quality of care that is
provided to these vulnerable Victorians. We are doing it
in collaboration with the sector, these private operators,
and we will provide some degree of support and the
appropriate degree of regulation into the future.

Aboriginals: national summit
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I refer to my
question to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs,
Mr Jennings. I note that the national summit to discuss
issues confronting Aboriginal communities is going to
be held in Canberra on 26 June. Given the totally
unacceptable rates of incarceration and child protection
substantiations for Aboriginal people in Victoria which
were revealed in the minister’s own report tabled in
Parliament earlier this year, what credible position will
he be able to present on behalf of Victoria at the
summit?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — That is an extremely realistic expectation
that Mr Olexander brings to this chamber. In fact the
people of Victoria should look hard and fast in the
mirror in relation to any pontificating that we may do in
terms of national debates. There continue to be totally
unacceptable rates of incarceration for Aboriginal
people, and there continues to be a totally unacceptable
incidence of substantiations of child protection issues in
Aboriginal communities. It is unacceptable, we
recognise that it is unacceptable, and we are working in
partnership with Aboriginal communities to try to
rectify that.
The member may not be aware that between now and
the summit, which will be held in Canberra on 26 June,
there will be a meeting of Aboriginal affairs ministers
and housing ministers from across the nation, and that
meeting will be taking place in Sydney as early as
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tomorrow. We will take the opportunity to make sure
that on the national agenda discussing indigenous issues
we give emphasis to the provision of adequate housing.
We have seen in many issues right across Australia of
recent times evidence of serious overcrowding that
occurs within Aboriginal communities and Aboriginal
housing.

I have assumed that what might have been a sceptical
question by Mr Olexander was asked in the spirit of
sincerity rather than being a cynical question. Quite
often we have seen the party that the member was
formerly associated with being extremely cynical and
hypocritical about this question, but I take it in the spirit
in which it was meant.

That is a national issue of the first order of magnitude,
to ensure that we have a national program designed to
address that chronic overcrowding. That will be the first
order issue that states and territories take to the
ministerial meeting tomorrow, but we have some
substantial work to do between now and the summit.

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

In relation to the question about criminal justice
matters, we have had some success of recent times
through the Aboriginal justice agreement mark 1, and
recently the $26 million that has been allocated in the
Aboriginal justice agreement II to try to turn around
that very sorry incidence of connection between
Aboriginal people and the criminal justice system. We
have had some success.
The Koori court system has been very successful in
playing a positive role — not to actually excuse
behaviour and not exactly to prevent criminal charges
been found and laid — in terms of effective
enforcement and providing for better community-based
options about sentencing. It brings to bear a discipline
within Aboriginal communities.
It is my day to be ingratiating myself to Mr Baxter. I
want to talk about Mr Baxter because he turned around
his perception of Koori courts. From the first time we
introduced the concept into the Parliament he was very
sceptical of it, if not cynical about it, but by the time we
came back to continue the program of Koori courts he
ate some humble pie and said that he supported it
because it was successful in the Goulburn Valley. In
fact it has been successful because it has turned around
the recidivism rates by at least a half of what they were
previously, which has meant that there are fewer
breaches of orders. We have had some positive traction
in relation to that.
In terms of child protection, the member may be aware,
and I hope members will be aware, that we have had
substantial investment in both the last budget in terms
of Best Start and family innovation support programs,
and in this year’s budget in terms of programs to try to
strengthen Aboriginal families. These are very
important issues, and $14 million was allocated to them
in this budget.

Supplementary question
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I thank the
minister for his answer, and I assure him the question
was not asked in the spirit of cynicism. There is great
concern about the incarceration and substantiation rates
in the child-care area, as the minister knows and has
acknowledged. I acknowledge and congratulate the
government on the introduction of the Koori court
system. I believe, and agree with Mr Baxter, that it has
been extremely effective and it is a very worthwhile
initiative on the part of this government, and deserves
the support of all members. I ask by way of a
supplementary question: does the minister seriously
expect that common ground will be found at the
summit between the jurisdictions in taking practical
steps to assist Aboriginal communities right across
Australia?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — That indeed is a challenge. The cynicism
that I referred to at the end of my answer to the
substantial question is of major concern to me. I note
that Mr Olexander is the only member of 46
non-government members in the Parliament who
supported the Aboriginal Heritage Bill.
There is some concern about the hypocrisy and
cynicism that is often associated with these debates. I
assure the member that I will be trying to find some
common ground, because the wellbeing of Aboriginal
people should not be jeopardised by states pontificating
or giving lectures, given the unacceptable level of the
condition and quality of life of Aboriginal people.
Nobody lives in a glass house. What I will be opposing
is simplistic approaches by the commonwealth to the
question.

State Library of Victoria: redevelopment
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — My question is to the
Minister for Major Projects. The Bracks government
has a proud record on major projects. Can he inform the
house — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr VINEY — I do not understand the tirade from
the other side, because at least we do major projects
across the whole of Victoria. Can the minister inform
the house of the progress of work on the State Library
of Victoria and the success of the project in spite of its
chequered beginning?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Major Projects) — I
thank Mr Viney for his question. I acknowledge his
business acumen, because he comes from a business
background, and I am delighted to take the question on
the progress of the state library, despite its chequered
history.
The other day I was at looking at some records on the
state library, and I do not in this place normally quote
the member for Brighton in the other place, Ms Louise
Asher, in this place, but in a Liberal Party press release
on the 24 February Ms Asher said:
The state library redevelopment has been a disastrous major
project for the Bracks government. It will be completed five
years late and $36 million over budget, according to the
Auditor-General in his report dated May 2003.

Probably the only thing I disagree with Ms Asher on is
that it was a disastrous result for the state Bracks
government. To see why one only needs to look at the
record of the state library. On these matters Ms Asher
has as much credibility as Mohammed Saeed al-Sahaf,
who was Saddam Hussein’s information minister and
who day after day used to be at the microphone saying
that the Americans were not coming to Baghdad.
Ms Asher has less credibility than Saddam’s
information minister.
If you go right back in history, the library, the National
Gallery and the museum were all on the Swanston
Street campus a long time ago. Of course the gallery
moved down to St Kilda Road and we still had the
museum and the library.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr LENDERS — I fully acknowledge the Hamer
government for moving the National Gallery down
there. I do not have an issue with the Hamer
government, but I have one with the government that
Ms Asher was a minister in. We move forward in time,
and the Cain and Kirner governments decide to move
the museum to Southbank so there is room on the
library site for the library to be upgraded. What
happened when the Kennett government came in? It
changed its mind. Foundations were being laid at
Southbank. What did the Kennett government do? It
changed its mind and moved the museum next to the
Royal Exhibition Building. That is fine. It delayed: it
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could not get its business plan together and could not do
the contracts, so it delayed. Costs ran over.
What happened next? The Kennett government decided
to move the National Gallery out of St Kilda Road into
the library for a little while. Surprise, surprise, it was
getting a touch crowded in there because we had the
museum, we had the gallery and we had the library.
The then government wondered why it was running
behind, why it was not on time and why it was not on
budget.
It goes on. Jeff Kennett could not make up his mind,
and what Ms Asher was doing around the cabinet table
at this time absolutely defies belief. Who knows what
she was doing? It defies belief. She was obviously
asleep at the wheel, asleep at the table, doing something
or other that was lazy. So the fundamental points here
is, yes, the state library project is behind time; yes, the
state library is over budget — but it has been left to the
Bracks government to fix the mess of the Kennett
government and to manage a major project.
I remember as a child going into that building and
seeing Phar Lap, but poor old Phar Lap was stuffed in
his cage and was moved around daily because Jeff
Kennett could not make up his mind where Phar Lap
was to go. He could not make up his mind what was to
happen to the library.
Beyond that, just for the final piece in the jigsaw, we
found in the library one of only two discoveries in the
Southern Hemisphere of a rare form of asbestos — and
the Bracks government had to move that as well. I am
not blaming that on the Kennett government, but it is a
historical reason as to why that major project was held
up.
The long and the short of the answer to Mr Viney’s
question is: yes, the project was behind time; yes, the
project was behind budget, but the Bracks government
is fixing up the Kennett government’s mess. The
Bracks government is consistent. It has a vision, a plan,
a pipeline. It is rebuilding the library to make it just one
more place that all Victorians can go to, and it makes
the point that Victoria is a great place to live, to work
and invest in, to go to a library, a museum, a gallery —
and to raise a family!

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to the following questions on notice: 7493,
7496, 7874, 7888, 7916, 7930, 7958, 8017, 8022.
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APPROPRIATION (2006/2007) BILL and
BUDGET PAPERS 2006–07
Second reading
Debate resumed from 13 June; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) and
Mr LENDERS’s motion:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2006–07.

APPROPRIATION (2006/2007) BILL
Second reading
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — By leave,
I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I would like to thank all members for a
significant contribution to a debate over two weeks and
wish the bill a speedy passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUDGET PAPERS 2006–07
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2006–07.

Question agreed to.

TRANSPORT LEGISLATION (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Ms BROAD (Minister
for Local Government).
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ADJOURNMENT
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Banking: legal proceedings
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — I seek
the assistance of the Attorney-General in the other place
on a matter that I wish to bring to the attention of the
house. On 10 May 2005 I wrote to the
Attorney-General on behalf of two constituents,
expressing my concern and requesting the
Attorney-General to carry out an investigation about a
serious allegation that a major bank had refused to
comply with a court order and the strong allegation and
suggestion that that major bank had committed perjury
during proceedings before the Supreme Court of
Victoria.
To prevent embarrassment I am willing to provide the
minister with the name and details of the constituents
concerned. At this stage the bank’s name will be
confidential, but I am perfectly happy to provide full
details and will do that for the minister.
Following the writing of the letter to the
Attorney-General on 10 May 2005, I understand the
letter was referred by the Attorney-General to the
Victorian Government Solicitor’s Office. The matter
was then investigated by the Victorian Government
Solicitor’s Office and referred to Victoria Police for
possible consideration as a separate, perjury matter.
I have been given further advice and information that
suggests quite strongly that a fair reading of the
information available would lead to the conclusion that
the bank concerned deliberately withheld information
from the Supreme Court when asked to provide the
information in the court case that is referred to in the
documents I will provide to the minister. Also there is a
strong suggestion to support the allegation of perjury by
that bank in the proceedings.
Yesterday, 14 June, I received an undated copy of a
letter from the Attorney-General in which he advised
me on behalf of the people who saw me last year that
the he does not intend to take any further action. I think
this is reprehensible and it needs further investigation,
so my request to the Attorney-General is that he again
study the information, consider it and take action
against the particular bank to help these citizens of
Victoria obtain justice.
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Industrial relations: WorkChoices
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I direct
my adjournment matter to the Minister for Industrial
Relations in the other place, Rob Hulls. The action I
seek is an assurance that the ongoing rights and
conditions of working women in Victoria will be
protected. Women make up a large proportion of the
low-income earners in Australia. They are
disproportionately employed in the retail, clerical and
community services sectors, often in casual and
part-time positions because many have the primary
responsibility of child care.
In the east of Melbourne, specifically in the soon-to-be
Eastern Metropolitan Region, of the 292 463 employed
persons, 134 344 are women. Of that number,
62 888 worked part time according to the 2001 census,
which is about the same as the state average. In May
53 per cent of all employed women worked part time
and 67 per cent of all casual workers in Victoria were
women. An article in the Age of 9 March 2005 notes
that women who work full time are paid 18.4 per cent
less than men, according to a report commissioned by
the Victorian government on pay equity. According to
the report, because of the deregulation of the work force
women earn less because they have weaker bargaining
powers and are more commonly employed in part-time
and casual positions and in lower paid occupations.
Victorian women earn on average $16.25 an hour,
which is $1.88 less than men, with 22 per cent of all
women falling into the low-paid category compared to
17 per cent of men.
I am concerned that the concentration of women in
lower paid jobs will mean that the federal government’s
WorkChoices legislation will have a disproportionate
impact on them, further removing award conditions and
reducing pay, as was seen recently with employees of
Spotlight, the majority of whom were female. In a
workplace dominated by Australian workplace
agreements, it will be increasingly difficult to tell
whether sex discrimination is occurring in pay or
conditions.
Yesterday in the Australian Financial Review Griffith
University professor David Peetz revealed that the
Australian Bureau of Statistics data from May 2004
showed women’s hourly earning was some 11 per cent
less than that for those registered on collective
agreements. If the WorkChoices legislation is upheld
by the High Court, then the commonwealth will be
empowered to take over areas of work force regulation
of great significance to all women. The action I am
seeking from the minister is: what is he able to do to
assure the working women of Koonung Province, and
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indeed all working women in Victoria, that state sex
discrimination and equal pay legislation will not be
taken over in the same way?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I call the next
speaker, I need clarification from the Honourable Ron
Bowden about the matter he raised for the
Attorney-General. There was a bit of noise in the
chamber at the beginning of his contribution, but I
distinctly heard at the end that the action he was
seeking was for the Attorney-General to again look at
the matter that he had found was inappropriate. Under
rule 4.04(d) of the standing orders a member cannot
raise a matter that has already been raised. It states that
in speaking to the motion for adjournment a member
may not:
… raise a matter which has previously been discussed in the
same session.

In this case the same session is this 55th Parliament. If
the correspondence from the Attorney-General the
member was referring to came to him as a result of
raising the matter during an adjournment debate this
year, then it is out of order. However, if it was through
another form of correspondence that he may have had
with the Attorney-General which has not been raised in
the house, then it is in order. Can the member please
clarify the matter for me?
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — I will do
my best, President. The matter I presented a few
minutes ago follows representations I made in my letter
to the Attorney-General in May 2005.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is enough. In that
case the matter was not raised in the house. The
member is not in breach of the rules and the matter is
therefore in order.

Freedom of information: guidelines
Hon. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) —
My adjournment matter is also for the
Attorney-General in the other place. I am confused by
the guidelines released by the Attorney-General to
freedom of information (FOI) officers mainly across the
10 departments. As we know, these guidelines were
discussed in the recent Ombudsman’s review of the
Freedom of Information Act which was tabled in the
Parliament this month. There appears to be a conflict
with the guidelines provided by the Attorney-General,
which outline certain criteria that FOI officers must
adhere to. They relate, for example, to noting by
ministers and the requirement for a five-day period in
which to note other persons who may be involved in the
process. The guidelines set out certain criteria for
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clarification issues and for establishing protocols with
relevant applicants. They also set out how FOI inquiries
are dealt with.
My adjournment matter relates to the conflict of the
recent guidelines provided by the Attorney-General
with the Freedom of Information Act, which the
officers are required to adhere to. It appears there are
occasions when there is a conflict between the
Attorney-General’s guidelines to FOI officers and the
act. I understand the Ombudsman’s review talks at
length about some of the examples provided, and I am
sure the Attorney-General has undertaken a review of
that process. The action I seek is for the
Attorney-General to take immediate steps to ensure the
FOI officers are clear about which part of the guidelines
they should adhere to and to ensure there is no conflict
between the guidelines and the legislation.

Small business: government initiatives
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) —
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Small
Business in the other place, Mr Haermeyer. I ask the
minister to take action to ensure that he funds and
supports small businesses through the operation of the
Victorian Business Master Key initiative (VBMK),
which is a vital tool for constituents in regional
Victoria. As this government is aware, small business is
the engine room of Victoria’s economy and growth. I
know through my previous occupation, together with
the many days and nights I have spent meeting with
small businesses across my electorate, just how vital
their survival is to the lifeblood of many communities
across the north and north-east of Victoria.
The VBMK initiative is primarily designed to save
businesses time and money by providing in one place
the information they need to meet their compliance
obligations. This fully integrated service is available
online, over the phone and through Victorian business
centres across the state. VBMK offers small businesses
an impressive range of features and through VBMK
businesses can get answers to specific queries
regardless of the agency; find information on who to
contact about a particular topic; follow customised
step-by-step guides on a range of issues; search every
government web site — federal, state and local — in
one go; and open a Business Victoria account to
manage all their regulatory transactions and
information.
I have had a look at the opposition’s policy document
for small businesses entitled A Fair Go for Small
Business. The only ideas in the document that resemble
any policy are rehashes of the policy initiatives
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implemented by the Bracks government, which shows
an endorsement of government’s policies — —
Hon. D. McL. Davis — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member is referring to a different set of
policies from another party and of course they have
nothing to do with the matters of government
administration he has sought to raise. The adjournment
debate is about asking for action from a minister on a
matter of government administration. By of definition
the policies of another party cannot be about a minister
taking an action.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! The point of
order is valid. It is not in order for a member to attack
opposition parties or their policies in an adjournment
debate. The member should get to the action he is
seeking and finish his adjournment matter.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I am concerned that
Victorian small businesses will no longer be able to use
the VBMK, which has seen 46 000 visitors to the
Business Victoria web site for the month of May alone,
if the Bracks government is not re-elected.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, Acting
President, it is totally inappropriate for a member to
raise a matter in respect of electioneering, which has
nothing to do with the function of the minister and his
obligations to administer government policy.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — On the point of order,
Acting President, I think — —
Hon. Philip Davis — You can’t think, full stop;
that’s your problem.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order!
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I have asked
specifically that the minister take action to ensure this is
funded and that he continue supporting small
businesses, which are finding this to be a vital tool.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! I am seeking
clarification. I remind the member that it is not in order
to ask a minister to continue to do something, so I ask
him to clarify what action he wants.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I specifically ask the
minister to take action to ensure that he fund small
businesses — not to continue, not to support, but that he
does support the small business VBMK.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! I am guided by
the clerks in ruling on this issue. I rule Mr Mitchell’s
adjournment matter out of order.

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Environment in the other place. It concerns the
government’s plans to site a toxic waste dump in the
Mallee at Hattah-Nowingi, south of Mildura and just
15 kilometres from the Murray River. Many of the
arguments regarding the toxic waste dump have been
well aired publicly. Of course an environment effects
statement process (EES) has occurred. I am aware that
the minister has responsibilities under that process, as
ultimately does the federal minister, and that a planning
panel process is in operation at the same time. The
opposition has questioned the veracity of that panel,
given the appointment of the chair and the involvement
of Labor candidate Mark Dreyfus in the legal
proceedings.
Hon. Philip Davis interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The highly paid,
gravy-train Dreyfus appointment — —
Hon. Philip Davis — The snout in the trough.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The snout in the trough,
exactly, Mr Davis. The point I make here is that the
Minister for Environment has obligations that are quite
separate from those matters. He has obligations under
the Wildlife Act 1975 and under the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee Act 1988. Those obligations relate to
preventing the loss or destruction of important
endangered species. He has obligations under those acts
to ensure that those species are protected and that no
species is allowed to suffer unduly or is pushed to
extinction.
In this context I draw the minister’s attention to an
important paper that appeared in the National
Environmental Law Review of September 2004 entitled
‘Mallee emu-wren: management burning and toxic
waste dump spark concerns for a listed threatened
species’. The authors are Simon Mustoe and Rowan
Clarke. It is a very thoughtful paper that lays out a
number of issues. It has been referred to in the EES
process and in documents associated with the panel
process, so one hopes it will have its impact on those
processes. At the same time the point I want to make is
that the minister also has obligations under the acts I
mentioned before.
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I want to quote quickly what this paper says about the
Mallee emu-wren:
It is currently considered ‘vulnerable’ in Victoria, which now
holds most of the population, but the species has become
increasingly difficult to find.

The site of the toxic waste dump is regarded by
ornithologists as a stronghold of the Mallee emu-wren.
It is increasingly important that this site be seen as a
very important part, a keystone, in protecting the
Mallee emu-wren. In that context I ask the minister to
consider his obligations under the Wildlife Act and the
Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act separately from the
Nowingi panel process and to act to protect the Mallee
emu-wren.

Bushfires: fuel reduction
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Environment
in the other place. I raise with him his abject failure and
the failure of his department to meet the prescribed
burning targets in respect of fuel reduction burning on
Crown land. The targets for this year are set to be
131 000 hectares. Until the last 24 hours the
government had claimed to have achieved
110 000 hectares. There has been an acknowledgment
that the target has not been achieved and that the
published statement of achievement has not been
accurate. Indeed internal departmental documents
disclose that as of 24 May this year only
43 000 hectares had been burnt, so somebody has been
telling lies.
The lies are in the form of the references to expected
outcomes in budget paper 3, the department’s web site,
which until yesterday afternoon showed the
110 000 hectares outcome, and of course press releases
issued by the minister himself. This calls into question
the policies of the government with respect to
protecting Victorians, particularly country Victorians,
from devastating bushfires. That there has been an
abject failure over time of government policy in this
area is demonstrated by the 2003 fires in the Alpine
National Park and forests, last year’s fires at Wilsons
Promontory and the fires earlier this year in the
Grampians and the Brisbane Ranges. The reality is that
those were poorly managed primarily because of the
intensity of the fire and the high fuel loads.
It is a disgrace that the minister and the department
would continue to claim to be achieving the fuel
reduction targets until they were caught with their pants
down, so to speak. Therefore I am urging that the
minister advise me and my constituents with respect to
achieving only 10 000 hectares of the targeted
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53 000 hectares in Gippsland this year and what the
government will do in future to ensure that the
department meets its fuel reduction burning targets so
as to protect country Victorians from devastating
wildfire.

Responses
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) —
The Honourable Ron Bowden raised a matter for the
attention of the Attorney-General in the other place
concerning a constituent issue in relation to a bank and
undertook to provide details of that matter. I will refer
his request for a further investigation into those matters
to the Attorney-General for his attention.
The Honourable Helen Buckingham raised for the
attention of the Minister for Industrial Relations in the
other place her concerns about the impact of the federal
government’s industrial relations legislation on working
women. I will refer to the minister her request to ensure
that the federal government’s actions do not further
impact on working women in relation to protections
under other legislation, including sex discrimination
legislation.
The Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva raised for the
attention of the Attorney-General a possible conflict
between freedom of information and legislation. I will
refer that matter to the Attorney-General.
The Honourable David Davis requested that the
Minister for Environment in the other place protect the
Mallee emu-wren. I will refer that request to the
minister.
The Honourable Philip Davis raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Environment concerning
fuel reduction burning targets. I will refer that matter to
the minister.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 3.27 p.m. until Tuesday, 18 July.
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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.

Tuesday, 13 June 2006
Commonwealth Games: Commonwealth Games — expenditure
7482.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: Has the Government
restricted its expenditure on the Commonwealth Games to the announced cap of $697 million and if
not, what additional funding was provided by the Government above this cap.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
A report on the Government’s contribution towards the Commonwealth Games will be published as soon as the
accounts are finalised which will be before the end of October 2006.

Information and communication technology: minister’s office — entertainment expenses
7776.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Information and Communication Technology:
What entertainment expenses, including restaurant and catering, were incurred by the Minister and
ministerial staff in 2005.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, the answer is :
There was no expenditure on entertainment by the Minister and staff in 2005.

Environment: ministerial staff — cost
7875.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Environment): What was the total cost associated with the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibility, as the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover, falls within the budget of the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Water: ministerial staff — cost
7877.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Water): 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:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibility, as the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover, falls within the budget of the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Women’s affairs: ministerial staff — cost
7878.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Women’s 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.

Planning: ministerial staff — cost
7884.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Planning): What was the total cost associated with the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibility, as the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover, falls within the budget of the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Sport and recreation: ministerial staff — cost
7886.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 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.

Commonwealth Games: ministerial staff — cost
7887.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: 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.
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Environment: ministerial staff — number
7917.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Environment): 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 responsibility, as the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover, falls within the budget of the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Water: ministerial staff — number
7919.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Water): 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 responsibility, as the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover, falls within the budget of the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Women’s affairs: ministerial staff — number
7920.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Women’s Affairs): How many ministerial staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Ministerial staff are employed and managed by the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Planning: ministerial staff — number
7926.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Planning): 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 responsibility, as the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover, falls within the budget of the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Sport and recreation: ministerial staff — number
7928.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: How many ministerial
staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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I do not employ Ministerial staff.

Commonwealth Games: ministerial staff — number
7929.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: How many
ministerial staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
I do not employ Ministerial staff.

Women’s affairs: minister’s office — secondments
7962.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Women’s 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.
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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, 14 June 2006
Treasurer: Office of the Administrator (SECV, Vicpower Trading) — capital works
6612.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In
relation to the Office of the Administrator (SECV, Vicpower Trading)’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:
There were no allocations of funds to major capital works for the year 2004/05 and no major projects approved.

Treasurer: Office of the Administrator (SECV, Vicpower Trading) — overseas travel
7024.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In
relation to overseas travel by the Office of the Administrator (SECV, Vicpower Trading) for 2004–05:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

How many trips were undertaken.
What were the destinations.
What was the purpose of each visit.
What costs were associated with the travel, including —
(a) airfares;
(b) car rental and hire cars, including the type of cars rented or hired;
(c) taxis;
(d) accommodation, including the name of the establishment and itemised costs;
(e) entertainment, including its nature, the venue and itemised costs; and
(f) other expenses.

(5)

Did family members, associates, or guests accompany the traveller(s) on each trip; if so, at what
cost.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No overseas travel was undertaken by persons within the SECV for SECV purposes during 2004–05.

Treasurer: Office of the Administrator (SECV, Vicpower Trading) — stress-related leave
7253.

THE HON. RICHARD DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In
relation to staff members of the Office of the Administrator (SECV, Vicpower Trading) on
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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 SECV took stress-related leave during 2004–05.

Gaming: minister’s office — international travel
7631.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Gaming): 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 advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, there were no expenses incurred by the Minister for
Gaming or his ministerial staff in relation to international travel in 2005.

Gaming: minister’s office — interstate travel
7673.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Gaming): 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 advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, expenses incurred in relation to interstate travel by
the Minister for Gaming and his ministerial staff in 2004–05 were $1,945.45 for airfares and $1,225.73 for
accommodation.

Gaming: minister’s office — intrastate travel
7715.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Gaming): 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 advised that:
According to the financial records of the Department of Justice, there were no expenses incurred by the Minister for
Gaming or his ministerial staff in relation to intrastate travel in 2004–05.

Sport and recreation: minister’s office — secondments
7970.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 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.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The answer is Nil.

Commonwealth Games: minister’s office — secondments
7971.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: 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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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.

Thursday, 15 June 2006
Multicultural affairs: Victorian Communities — entertainment expenses
7493.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs): 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 as follows:
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. The accounts are still being received and when
collated will be included in the Government’s financial report on the Games.

Aboriginal affairs: Victorian Communities — entertainment expenses
7496.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: 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 as follows:
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. The accounts are still being received and when
collated will be included in the Government’s financial report on the Games.

Aboriginal affairs: ministerial staff — cost
7874.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aboriginal 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.
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Agriculture: ministerial staff — cost
7888.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): What was the total cost associated with the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries, superannuation and WorkCover in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Staff working within the office of the Minister for Agriculture are employed by the Department of Premier and
Cabinet. I would refer you to the Annual reports of that department which detail the arrangements relating to staff
working within ministerial offices.

Aboriginal affairs: ministerial staff — number
7916.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: How many ministerial
staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
I do not employ Ministerial staff.

Agriculture: ministerial staff — number
7930.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): How many ministerial staff were employed by the Minister at 1 March 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Staff working within the office of the Minister for Agriculture are employed by the Department of Premier and
Cabinet. I would refer you to the Annual reports of that department which detail the arrangements relating to staff
working within ministerial offices.

Aboriginal affairs: minister’s office — secondments
7958.

THE HON. PHILIP DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aboriginal 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.

Agriculture: ministerial staff — number
8017.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture):
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How many ministerial staff (in full-time equivalent terms) did the Minister have as at 30 June
2005.
How many ministerial staff (in full-time equivalent terms) did the Minister have as at 2 May 2006.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Staff working within the office of the Minister for Agriculture are employed by the Department of Premier and
Cabinet. I would refer you to the Annual reports of that department which detail the arrangements relating to staff
working within ministerial offices.

Aged care: ministerial staff — number
8022.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care:
(1)
(2)

How many ministerial staff (in full-time equivalent terms) did the Minister have in relation to all
of his Ministerial capacities as at 30 June 2005.
How many ministerial staff (in full-time equivalent terms) did the Minister have in relation to all
of his Ministerial capacities as at 2 May 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.
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