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ROYAL ASSENT
Tuesday, 10 June 2008
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. R. F. Smith) took the chair
at 2.04 p.m. and read the prayer.
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The PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — We have mobile
phones ringing in the house!
Questions interrupted.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
The PRESIDENT — Order! Whose phone is it?

2 June
Justice Legislation Amendment Act

Mr O’Donohue — President.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thirty minutes.

3 June
Children’s Legislation Amendment Act
Constitution Amendment (Judicial Pensions) Act
Courts Legislation Amendment (Associate
Judges) Act
Energy and Resources Legislation Amendment
Act
Land (Revocation of Reservations) Act
Public Sector Employment (Award Entitlements)
Amendment Act
The Uniting Church in Australia Amendment
Act.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Automotive industry: employment
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
direct my question without notice to the Minister for
Industry and Trade. Last year Ford said it would axe
600 jobs; last week Holden said it would axe 500 jobs;
today the minister’s government announced a new
plant. Will that new plant employ over 1100 workers?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — The first thing I would say to
members opposite is that during the whole time of the
Kennett government they did absolutely nothing to
assist the car industry in this state, and the car industry
in this state, which was given away — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister knows
the rules about debating the answer and overtly
criticising those asking or those opposite. I remind him
of those rules.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Before 1999 very
little effort was made to try to secure an
outward-looking, export-orientated motor car industry
in this state. What we have today, as a result of the
actions of this government, is — —

Mr O’Donohue withdrew from chamber.
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Questions resumed.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I am happy to be able to say that
exports of motor vehicles out of Australia and
particularly out of Victoria are at record levels —
absolutely record levels. We are now in the
circumstance where almost $3 billion of export
earnings is being made through this industry. The doom
merchants from the other side who want to talk down
the economy can continue to do that, but the fact of the
matter is that I did not hear the opposition member ask
me about the export of motor vehicles to the United
States.
He did not, in his preamble, talk about how General
Motors is going to export cars — Pontiacs no less —
into the United States. He did not mention that in his
opening comments or that we are building this industry
to the point where we are securing these exports. He did
not mention that General Motors has twice made
announcements about the export of motor vehicles —
Commodores that are rebadged as Pontiacs and are
being sent to the United States. That is how competitive
the industry is today: we are able to export cars into the
United States and still sell them and make a profit out
of those vehicles. All I can say to the member is that we
have worked hard to ensure that this industry is viable
in the future.
I was not happy to hear the announcement in relation to
the engine plant at General Motors. I was not happy to
hear that announcement, but it needs to be put into
some context. The context it has to be put in is that by
the time that announcement was made we had, through
arrangements with Holden, kept this particular engine
plant running for — I think it is fair to say — five years
beyond its life.
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That was because even though the plant is making what
is now a very old technology in terms of an engine,
that — —
Mr Dalla-Riva interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — We kept it going
a lot longer than you would have done; that is for sure.
We have kept it running. We will take up the challenge
to find something else that can be produced in place of
that engine in the plant down there, but I think it is fair
to say that the technology was basically for a
steel-based engine, when all the engines are now alloy.
We kept it going with exports into other countries for a
considerable period of time. We believe the way to look
at this is to look at the overall health of this industry,
and we think the overall health of this industry is very
good going forward.
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other jobs, it is very easy. It is a cheap shot to come in
and say, ‘Look, you lost X number of jobs here’. Why
do they not talk about the fact that overall we have
created more jobs in this state than have been created in
any other state? We are happy to be judged on that. If
Mr Dalla-Riva wants to go and find 10 jobs here and
5 jobs there where people have lost their jobs, and he
does not want to talk about the overall numbers, then
people are — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! We are now starting to
descend into a full-on debate. I remind the minister of
my earlier statement.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — President, I have
concluded my remarks on this question. I do not think
anyone takes the opposition seriously.

Supplementary question

Toyota Australia: hybrid car
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
asked a specific question about whether the plant is
going to employ additional workers. The minister has
given no certainty about the 1100 employees already
facing the dole queue. I ask: given that he has not
committed a number, what package has he sought or
will he provide to those 1100 workers he is leaving on
the scrap heap?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I just find it astounding that
Mr Dalla-Riva would ever care about workers in this
state — that he would ever care about a single
worker — because that is not the record that his party
has had in the past. There are 37 000 people who work
in this industry in Victoria. They are employed there
because we have been able, through government action
and with the help of people in the industry who are
keen to continue to work with us, to build a competitive
industry going forward that will be resilient. We do so
in the context that we do look after the workers — we
do care about workers getting their rights. I can assure
Mr Dalla-Riva and everyone else that workers will get
their entitlements as a result of what is happening with
any of these decisions.
We are happy to be judged on the way we look after
communities. The first thing we did when the Geelong
announcement was made was to say that we would tip
in money in relation to a Geelong investment fund that
was going to be able to help Geelong adjust to this. Not
long after that, Mr Dalla-Riva might remember, I also
announced that there would be 2000 jobs created in
Geelong as a result of Satyam going to Geelong. If
opposition members want to count some jobs and not

Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is also to the Minister for Industry and
Trade. Can the minister outline to the house how
Toyota’s decision to commence local production of a
hybrid Camry will help to create a green car industry
here in Victoria?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I thank the member for his very
sensible question, and also for his real interest in jobs in
this state. The announcement today was made by the
Prime Minister — and also by the Premier down at
Altona. I was pleased to accompany the Premier at
Altona, and I can say that the Premier took me for a
drive around the car park in one of the new hybrid
Camrys. It is a very smooth car. It drives — —
An honourable member — It is quiet.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It is very quiet,
and in fact when you stop at traffic lights or anywhere
else the car is completely silent. No engine is running at
all when you stop at the lights, so imagine how much
petrol you save just from the fact that you are never
idling the engine in the vehicle. It is a great new
technology that will help us in reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.
Mr Barber — This was a new experience for you,
was it?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The Greens
political party is still not happy. We bring in vehicles
that reduce emissions by 30 per cent or so on a normal
car, but they do not want us to do that either. They do
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not want us to help bring in cars that reduce emissions
by 30 per cent. Talk about being fanatically opposed to
anything that has four wheels! It just shows that there
are some people who do not care about jobs and do not
care about the environment, because if they cared about
the environment, they would welcome the production
of hybrid vehicles in this state. That is what the Greens
political party should do. It should welcome the
production of hybrid vehicles.
We see this as a start to a new industry. A new industry
will be developed as a result of this announcement. The
announcement will add $150 million annually to the
Victorian economy. It will result in the production of
10 000 hybrid Camrys each year for two years, and it
will therefore lift total production of vehicles at the
Toyota plant from 150 000 to 160 000. We will have
here for the first time an industry capable of producing
a green car, a hybrid Camry, which will result in a
reduction in the use of petrol by those cars of about
30 per cent.
The government is pleased to be supporting this, but we
also see it as part of an evolving set of actions. The first
thing is that we want to get hybrid vehicles into
Victoria, and these 20 000 vehicles will be a start. But it
is not just the 20 000 vehicles; the stakes are very high,
because Toyota will have to bid for the next model of
the hybrid Camry in 2012 when it starts to produce its
new model. We are helping position Toyota in a way
that will allow it to bid for the new hybrid Toyota
model, which will not be about 20 000 cars but will be
about hundreds of thousands of cars going forward.
This is an extremely important decision which the
Victorian government has taken.
For those people who are interested in green transport
let me add one other thing. The reason this is a step in
an evolving process is that the hybrid car will also have
the potential in its next configuration to be a plug-in. It
will potentially be the case that people will have access
to a car that they can take home and plug in to recharge
its battery further than the hybrid mechanism is able to
do now. That will reduce the consumption of petrol in
those hybrid cars even further than the 30 per cent
reduction we are talking about. Only in extreme
circumstances will you even have to use the petrol
component of those future cars. This is part of a journey
that will take us down the path of reducing emissions,
reducing petrol consumption and ultimately reducing
costs to consumers, and most importantly it will also
create jobs for Victorians.

2115

Exports: performance
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
direct my question without notice to the Minister for
Industry and Trade. According to the 2008–09 budget,
Victorian exports of goods and services as a percentage
of gross state product are still less than they were way
back in 1999–2000. Under the minister’s government
Victorian exports have gone backwards. When can we
expect Victorian exports to exceed the 1999–2000
levels, or is that just setting the bar too high for the
government?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have explained to the
house before that that sort of sarcasm from
Mr Dalla-Riva is not particularly helpful to the Chair in
trying to bring a decent standard to the house in both
questions and answers. I expect the minister to answer
that question minus the little barb at the end.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — Thank you, President. Given
your comments I am not sure I should thank the
member for his question, but I will try to answer the
relevant parts of the question that has been asked of me.
As I have indicated before in the house, I hope, expect
and am happy for this government to be judged on
outcomes. Those outcomes relate to a range of factors
and are not limited to one or two that the opposition
might try to manipulate in some way. The first thing I
say is that I do not accept the point that has been put by
Mr Dalla-Riva. I do not think it is factually accurate. I
say that because I am aware that in fact exports have
grown under this government. Exports have grown to
$31.5 billion.
In relation to the services industry the growth has been
exponential. The growth has been significant, and
exports grew strongly at 8.3 per cent in 2006–07, which
is well above the national average of 6.9 per cent. In
terms of service exports, Victorian exports of services
have grown above the national average from 2006–07.
This is a growth industry for us. The export of services
is an important part of our forward emphasis in relation
to exports. It includes things like educational services,
and we have been exporting a range of other services.
In the IT area, we are focusing quite a lot on IT-type
exports as well.
The first thing to say is that in terms of service exports,
we have increased significantly compared to other
states and compared to what has taken place in the past.
In relation to goods exports the graph goes up and
down in a variety of ways. My example of this is that
not long ago in the house I was asked a question by the
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opposition in relation to goods exports for one
three-month period. The opposition suggested they had
gone down by a few percentage points during that
three-month period. But what it forgot to say during the
course of the question, and I had to point it out, was that
in the three-month period before that they had gone up
by 42 per cent.

Tuesday, 10 June 2008

If the member wants to keep going back as far as he
can, he can go back to the Bolte era or somewhere else.
People will not take the member seriously if he tries to
mislead them. The fact of the matter is that in the last
few years we have seen a growth in exports from this
state.

Automotive industry: employment
It is not good enough to just come in and pick one small
statistic out of a range of statistics and then try to say,
‘You are not doing well on this particular part’. We are
confident we will reach our target for exports. We are
also confident that in terms of economic growth we will
continue to grow this economy and we will continue to
provide jobs for Victorians.
Supplementary question
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — Can
the minister confirm that in 1999 Victoria exported
more goods than New South Wales as a percentage of
gross state product and that now, after almost a decade
of Victorian Labor, our exports of goods lag well
behind New South Wales and that Victoria’s share of
national exports hit a record low of 11.7 per cent in
April?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I gave the member figures in
relation to exports which he does not want to factor into
his calculations. Again I indicate to the member that our
share of exports in services has gone up relative to the
national average. Victoria is the centre of
manufacturing in Australia, and when we export we
face enormous pressures on our competitiveness,
including the fact that the Australian dollar is now up to
between US94 cents and US96 cents. That is having an
enormous impact on goods exports out of Victoria.
Bearing in mind that Victoria is the manufacturing
centre, notwithstanding the amazing competitive
challenges we have faced arising out of the drought,
arising out of the high Australian dollar and arising out
of a range of other factors such as those, we have held
our own.
I want to congratulate those businesses out there that
have continued to export, that have continued to fight
the fight to keep themselves competitive. That has
meant that, despite what the opposition spokesperson
wants to put up by selectively quoting figures, the fact
of the matter is in this state we have been able to get
exports up to $31.4 billion. That is an increase of close
to 9 per cent on the figure for 2005–06. Goods exports
were valued at $20 billion and services exports were
valued at $11.4 billion. This is a significant increase
since 2005–06 in exports out of this state.

Mr PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is also to the Minister for Industry and Trade.
Toyota’s announcement today that a hybrid Camry will
be built in Melbourne’s west, in Altona, is good news
for the local economy, particularly in Melbourne’s
west. Can the minister outline to the house how the
Brumby Labor government is taking action to secure
local jobs in the automotive industry?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question. In the end the automotive industry is about
providing a Victorian industry and providing Victorian
jobs. As I indicated to the house earlier, 37 000 people
work in the automotive industry. In the announcement
made at Toyota this morning in relation to the hybrid
car, the Premier made it absolutely clear that jobs were
one of our major priorities. He also made it clear that
the Brumby Labor government supports maintaining
tariffs at 10 per cent through to 2015. We do so
unashamedly, because we have done the research to
identify the economic benefit. We have had modelling
done to see whether there would be any additional
economy-wide benefits from reducing the tariff, and we
do not believe there would be. We have also looked at
practices in other countries, and we have seen that other
countries are not reducing their tariffs to the point
where we would want to take the lead and reduce our
tariff even further.
We have come out and we have said we think the tariff
should be kept at 10 per cent. I have indicated before to the
house that the opposition spokesperson, Peter Ryan, the
Leader of The Nationals in the other place, has a different
view, which is that he does not support the maintaining of
the tariff at that level. His view — and I take it that it must
be the opposition’s view — is that — —
Mr Drum — What are you talking about?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You should catch
up with what Peter Ryan, the Leader of The Nationals
in the other place, has said about the car industry. He
said that it is competitive enough to withstand a further
reduction in tariff. That is the point of view that he put.
That is not our view, because we are very keen to
protect Victorian jobs, and I might also add that the
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federal opposition’s industry spokesperson, Eric Abetz,
said that today’s announcement is good news for
Victorian jobs and for the environment. At least
members of the federal opposition have the sense to
support the actions that we are taking in relation to
maintaining this industry, but their state counterparts do
not seem to have got the message at all as yet.

Tabban record a conversation in which a Labor
operative, Craig Otte, said, ‘But she is breaking the law
by giving a false report to police’, referring to
Brimbank city councillor, Natalie Suleyman? Will the
minister indicate to the house whether, given these
serious allegations, this councillor is an appropriate
person to deal with sensitive planning applications?

This can be measured in a number of different ways.
We have made our submission to the Bracks review
and we put our view. Our view is very clear. Our view
is 10 per cent through to 2015 for the tariff. Keep
protection on. Our view is also that ACIS, the
automotive competitiveness and investment scheme
under which the industry is protected, should remain as
well to keep the industry competitive. We have put that
strong view to the review that is now taking place.
There is no more important review for manufacturing in
this state than this review, which could affect an
industry that involves 37 000 jobs. I ask this question:
who else has put in — —

The PRESIDENT — Order! It is my opinion that
the member is clearly asking the minister for an
opinion. I therefore rule his question out of order.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You might not
like — —
Mr Pakula interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is not appropriate
for Mr Pakula to be calling out across the chamber, and
he knows that.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I ask the
question: who else has put in submissions on one side
or the other of this particular review? The answer is that
112 submissions have been made to the review. They
are from industry, from various state governments and
from a whole variety of people. But guess what the
opposition did. Did it put in a review? Did it put in a
submission? No! The opposition did not think this issue
was important enough even to put in a submission. I
have been an opposition member in the past, and I can
tell the house that, whenever anything of substance
came up when we were in opposition, we always put in
submissions to put our point of view so that it was on
the record and people understood where we stood on
the particular issue. The fact that there is absolute
silence from the other side shows the Victorian public
where the opposition stands on this issue.

Brimbank: councillor
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for Planning.
Is the minister aware that transcripts of conversations
presented as evidence during the recent trial of Cr Sam

Economy: performance
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Treasurer. Do businesses have confidence in
investing in Victoria, and have there been any recent
challenges in maintaining that confidence?
Mr P. Davis — On a point of order, President, I
think the member is seeking an opinion from the
Treasurer.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I did not quite hear the
question in its entirety. I ask Ms Pulford to repeat it.
Ms PULFORD — My question to the Treasurer
relates to his experience of businesses and their
confidence in investing in Victoria. Could he outline to
the house if there have been any recent challenges to
maintaining that confidence?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will allow that.
Mr P. Davis interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Davis may well
have been right. We will never know!
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I thank Ms Pulford
for her question on challenges to the — —
Mr D. Davis — Her reworded question.
Mr LENDERS — Indeed, Mr Davis, her question
on the issue of business confidence in the Victorian
economy and any challenges that that confidence may
face. Firstly it is worth noting — this is not coming
from a Labor Treasurer but from an independent
body — the Sensis Business Index — Small and
Medium Enterprises for May 2008, which shows that
business confidence in Victoria has risen. Victoria is the
only jurisdiction where business confidence as
measured by Sensis has actually risen, whereas in the
other states business confidence went down. This
business confidence has risen in Victoria as a good
place to do business, a place where there is a lot of

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
2118

COUNCIL

work to be done and where there is a skilled workforce
to work with.
We have seen 438 000 jobs created during the life of
this government, and businesses are walking to Victoria
to help create even more jobs in this state. The state
budget assisted with this. We have seen now a plethora
of state budgets come through, but what we have seen
in Victoria have been cuts to land tax, cuts to payroll
tax, cuts to land transaction stamp duty and also cuts to
workers compensation premium payments. What we
are seeing is a skilled workforce, a good place to do
business and businesses investing here — and business
confidence is strong.
However, the dark cloud on the horizon is about what
we can do to protect Victoria’s interests to keep that
business confidence strong. I note that in the Age of
9 June Mr Jan Haak, who is from the Dutch company
Boskalis, made comment on doing business in Victoria.
He made comment about the potential danger of losing
business investment if we do not carefully monitor
commercial-in-confidence issues. Mr Haak from
Boskalis made the comment that if
commercial-in-confidence transactions get trawled in
the public domain there is a danger that businesses will
be less likely to do business in the state of Victoria. As
reported in the Age of 9 June, Mr Jan Haak predicted:
The disclosure of Boskalis’s commercial information may
also potentially damage the interest of the people of Victoria.

There is a robust investment in Victoria at the moment.
We are seeing business confidence at national highs,
but we need to be particularly alert that we do not
endanger further investment in this state from other
companies by carelessly or recklessly playing with the
conditions that are necessary for businesses to actually
want to invest here.
Victoria is a great place to invest. We have the most
robust, open, transparent and accountable government
in the history of this state. Whether it be through the
scrutiny of government through the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee, whether it be through the
scrutiny of government through a Parliament that sits
more frequently than any Parliament in a generation or
whether it be through the enhanced powers of the
Ombudsman and the Auditor-General, we have a good
balance in this state where people are confident to
invest. Also we have appropriate checks and balances
in this state.
In response to Ms Pulford, Victoria is a great place to
do business. That investment has created a record
number of jobs — 438 000 jobs since this government
came to office. That investment has meant that
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consumer prices have come down. I urge everybody in
this house to be cognisant of that, because we need
greater investment, because that means more jobs and a
greater opportunity for younger Victorians.

Planning and Community Development: policy
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Planning. I refer to his
role as lead minister in the Department of Planning and
Community Development. Can the minister explain to
the house how strategic planning decisions made at the
now defunct Department of Victorian Communities
strategic planning forum held on 20 March 2007 in the
J. J. Clark room at the Old Treasury building have been
incorporated into the decision-making and policy
framework of the Department of Planning and
Community Development?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
welcome the question by the member in relation to the
administration of the broader department, and I am
happy to take the details of that from Mr Davis on
notice and reply to him accordingly.
Supplementary question
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — When
the minister takes that on notice he might want to
confirm that more than $5000 was spent on a retreat for
the disbanded department, which appears to have
disappeared into thin air, and he might indicate how
that money has been applied to greater planning.
The PRESIDENT — Order! What is the
supplementary question?
Mr D. DAVIS — He might indicate how the
additional $5000 for a retreat was used.
The PRESIDENT — Order! When the member is
talking to me I would prefer that he stood. I am not
convinced that that is in fact a supplementary question.
I will give him the opportunity of rephrasing it.
Mr D. DAVIS — I indicate to the minister that
$5000 was spent on a retreat by the now disbanded
department. Perhaps he would indicate how that money
has achieved value for the community.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Given the minister’s
previous answer I imagine he will just want to tag this
on.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) —
Yes. I am happy to receive any detail in relation to the
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request on notice and will try to provide the member
with some answer accordingly.

Infrastructure: investment
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Treasurer, the Honourable John
Lenders. Victoria is facing a significant infrastructure
challenge, particularly in the area of urban congestion. I
ask: how is the Brumby Labor government working
with the Rudd Labor government to deliver the
infrastructure needed for Victoria to be an even better
place to live, work and raise a family?
Mrs Coote interjected.
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — It would be churlish
of me to take up Mrs Coote’s interjection: ‘Why is he
honourable and we are not?’. That would be appalling. I
but quote what she said.
I thank Ms Mikakos for her question. It really brings
into context the urgent need for infrastructure
investment in this state if we are to take the state
forward into the future and give the next generation of
Victorians an opportunity to get jobs in this state.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LENDERS — I certainly welcome the
announcement by the federal Labor government — the
Rudd government — that it will be putting aside
$20 billion for a Building Australia Fund that can be
used for key infrastructure across the nation,
particularly, we think, in this critical heart of the nation
here in Victoria, which has been the driver of the
non-resource states. It has been the innovative state, it
has been a state of science, it has been a state of
advanced manufacturing and it has been a state of
advanced agriculture. We in Victoria certainly look
forward to a portion of this $20 billion to help us deal
with the critical issues that are necessary to move the
state forward.
We had 11 sad years of neglect from the
commonwealth government, which did not see
infrastructure as its responsibility at all. After 11 long
years of neglect we now see a backlog of important
projects that could have been invested in and could
have been built in the state of Victoria but tragically
were not part of the aspirational federalism of the
previous government — in other words, they were not
in marginal seats in Queensland, New South Wales,
South Australia or northern Tasmania.
We look forward to working with Sir Rod Eddington as
chair of Infrastructure Australia and with Anthony
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Albanese as the federal minister for infrastructure on
investing in critical projects in the state of Victoria that
will actually assist us to create jobs and assist with the
urban congestion that Mr Finn has such an issue
with — and assist with those areas to help us grow.
This is the big picture. These are the sorts of things that
are all about nation building and that government needs
to work through. We in this house — or at least 39 of
us — see the big picture that these are all state building
projects. They are important projects.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — I hear, ‘Who doesn’t?’. One of
us actually wants to be a mayor of a municipality and
build toilet blocks but the other 39 in this place are very
keen on some of the nation-building projects ahead of
us. I congratulate the commonwealth government on
investing $20 billion in critical infrastructure. We in
Victoria will be working with it to assist this state in
moving forward. There are a lot of projects it can assist
with. Urban congestion is at the top of our list and is
one that, if we can address it in partnership with the
commonwealth, will make Victoria an even better place
to live, work and raise a family.

Port Phillip Bay: channel deepening
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Treasurer. In relation to the
Department of Treasury and Finance’s review of the
channel deepening project by the gateway process,
what was the net present value of the project based on
the expected revenues to the port and what was the cost
of the project at the time of this approval?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I thank Ms Pennicuik
for her question and her ongoing interest in the
economics of channel deepening. She and I probably
have different views as to whether it is worth investing
in making our port more competitive to assist with the
manufacturing exports that Mr Theophanous raised in
question time today. We would think it ought to be a
high priority to value add to the state by creating jobs to
add to the 438 000 jobs that have already been created
in this state during the life of this government. We need
to do everything we can in critical economic
infrastructure to build on that. Clearly we have had an
ongoing debate in this house, and there have been
debates in a number of the parliamentary committees
and certainly in the community, as to what is an
appropriate way of doing that.
Perhaps Ms Pennicuik and I disagree on that, but I
would strongly put forward the government’s view that
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by enhancing the port of Melbourne not only are we
adding to the economic growth of the state and not only
are we talking about 14 000 jobs that revolve around
the port of Melbourne, but we in this party on this side
of the house are also ensuring that we have a triple
bottom line for economic, social and environmental
outcomes. The social consequence of not developing
the port of Melbourne is higher costs for disadvantaged
consumers in this state, whom we on this side of the
house stand shoulder to shoulder with. We wish to do
what we can to assist disadvantaged consumers, no
matter where they are in this state, to get access to
cheaper goods and services that come through an
advanced and developed port.
This government will continue to work to develop the
port in an appropriate manner, based on the triple
bottom line, to create jobs and reduce prices for
disadvantaged consumers — and I may say for all
consumers — in the state of Victoria. We are convinced
on this side of the house that the work done on the port
of Melbourne matches that. It has gone through more
rigorous testing than probably any other major project
in the history of this state. I say that without hesitation.
There has been more rigorous testing and more
scrutiny, yet the project continues. It has gone through
the judicial process in the state of Victoria and the
judicial process under the federal system. It is a good
project; it is one that will create jobs, reduce consumer
prices and make our exports more competitive, which
are the critical parts of Victoria becoming a better place
to live, work and raise a family.
Supplementary question
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Since
the Treasurer is unable to provide me with the figures,
will he release the final business case that was approved
by the Department of Treasury and Finance so that the
people of Victoria can be informed of this information
and assured that the port will continue to operate on a
commercial basis?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — Ms Pennicuik asked
a question about the release of the business case. What I
say to Ms Pennicuik is this: I unashamedly say that this
government is more open, transparent and accountable
on commercial matters than any other government in
the state of Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — The opposition may bay at
that — it may think there is a full moon and howl at
it — but it is a fact. This government is more open,
transparent and accountable than any other government
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in the history of this state. We have given the
Auditor-General teeth; we have given him
powers — —
Mr D. Davis — In your dreams!
Mr LENDERS — In my dreams we have an
Auditor-General with those powers; it is a matter of
fact.
Mrs Coote interjected.
Mr LENDERS — If Mrs Coote wishes to contest
that matter of fact, I would suggest she cast her mind
back to mid-1999, when it was a matter of public
debate during the Mitcham by-election as to whether
the Auditor-General should have powers or not. This
side of the house said quite clearly that he should, and
we vowed that when we got into government we would
amend the constitution to enshrine those powers. In fact
it is has been amended. The Auditor-General has those
powers, and the Ombudsman has the powers.
Ms Pennicuik asked the question on this particular
issue. What we have with the port of Melbourne is a
project that is well on the way; it is meeting all the
benchmarks for the economic, social and environmental
measures that we set in place. It is one that is more
reported on than any other project. It goes to the nub of
the matter here. I find it fascinating, particularly after
my response to Ms Pulford’s question earlier on, that
people are asking for a whole range of further
documents, documents that are available to the
Auditor-General now.
I think I have answered Ms Pennicuik’s question. This
government stands by its record: it is more open,
transparent and accountable than any other government.
We will talk to parliamentary committees; we will talk
to the Auditor-General; and we will make information
available. There is no information, no commercial
information, that the Auditor-General does not have
access to. The independent watchdog accountable to the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee of this
Parliament has access to all the documents that
Ms Pennicuik is raising.
We stand by our record, which is accountability second
to none, which is the critical path to giving business
confidence in this state and making Victoria a better
place to live, work and raise a family. I welcome
questions from Ms Pennicuik on jobs and matters
economic any time in this house. I welcome the debate
at any time.
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Port Phillip Bay and Western Port:
recreational access
Mr THORNLEY (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change. Will the minister inform the house how the
Brumby Labor government is improving recreational
access and environmental outcomes in the bays?
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — I thank Mr Thornley for his
question and for giving me the opportunity to talk about
his support of the Brumby Labor government in
providing access to Victorians to recreate on Port
Phillip and Western Port bays. Members of the
chamber and of the community would be aware that for
the last two or three budgets the government has made
significant undertakings to provide for the rebuilding of
a number of piers and jetties across Victoria. We have
allocated significant money to replenish a number of
beaches around the bay, and that work continues from
those previous commitments.
Part of this budget is a commitment for a $5 million
allocation to take that work even further. I had the good
fortune to be down at Patterson River recently to make
an announcement about the first part of the rebuilding
of piers and jetties around the bay at that location. In
fact Patterson River is a very popular location for
Victorians to launch boats. In any given year there are
somewhere of the order of 52 000 launchings and
retrievals taking place within that one location for
people to put their recreational boats on the waterways
in Port Phillip Bay.
The pursuit of recreational opportunities in Port Phillip
Bay is one of the most popular activities in Victoria.
Indeed, on average there are during the course of the
year about 40 million visits by Victorians to Port Phillip
and Western Port bays. Our government recognises the
importance of providing those opportunities for people
to go down to enjoy the waterways and to make sure
they can get their boats in and out of the water in a safe,
secure and efficient fashion. These investments will
underpin that opportunity even further.
Beyond the $1.3 million being expended at Patterson
River, significant investments will be made at
Mordialloc pier, at Kerferd Road pier, and at the
launching facilities at Williamstown. Beyond that there
will be significant investment in navigational aids
around the bay, with about $200 000 as part of this
allocation being spent on either providing new or
upgrading navigational aids across the bay — 130 of
them — to make sure that people can traverse the
waterways in a safe fashion.
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An additional part of the allocation is to provide
$2.5 million to make sure that we map out the scoping
for the precinct development around some of these
launching places and bayside facilities that the
government will be interested in investing in, in
collaboration with local committees of management
and the private sector and with government support
going forward. That will be an important piece of
scoping work that will underpin infrastructure
investment going forward.
The government recognises that Victorians love their
bays. It is very important that we have quality access to
those recreation opportunities, and the Brumby
government has provided those through the $5 million
allocation in this year’s budget.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I have answers to the
following questions on notice: 35, 631, 958, 1084–86,
1580, 1830–37, 1882, 1892, 1947, 2009, 2030, 2031,
2111, 2137–40, 2142–59, 2188, 2194, 2214, 2263,
2282, 2303, 2305, 2351, 2352, 2390, 2391, 2393, 2420,
2423, 2452–62, 2464, 2467–72, 2508, 2539, 2541,
2543, 2588, 2619, 2621, 2628, 2659, 2661, 2663, 2750.

PETITION
Following petition presented to house:

Maffra Secondary College: funding
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
The petition of residents of the state of Victoria draws to the
attention of the Legislative Council the need for a
redevelopment of facilities at Maffra Secondary College and
the disappointment and confusion that has been caused by the
school being named as a funding recipient in the state budget
and then having the statement withdrawn. Your petitioners
therefore request that the Maffra Secondary College
redevelopment be included in the current round of funding to
bring the facilities up to the standard of 21st century
education requirements.

By Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) (646 signatures)
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SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 7
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) presented Alert
Digest No. 7 of 2008, together with appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

Police Integrity Bill
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) presented
report, together with appendices, extracts of
proceedings minority report and minutes of
evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

Since the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
last reported to the Parliament on this bill it has
conducted public hearings into certain aspects of the
Police Integrity Bill. It is worth noting the process that
has led up to these hearings taken place. On 10 April
the committee resolved to undertake public hearings
and to advertise to hold public hearings. On 16 April
that resolution was overturned via email, a process that
I would contend was an inappropriate way to deal with
an existing resolution of the committee.
Representations were made by me and other members
of the committee to the chair of the committee to call a
special meeting to discuss the issue. Unfortunately
those requests were denied. At the next committee
meeting, held on 5 May, government members moved
a motion to verify the email motion of 16 April, which
in effect closed down the possibility of further inquiry,
notwithstanding the serious questions that remained
about the Police Integrity Bill in relation to the Scrutiny
of Acts and Regulations Committee’s terms of
reference.
Unfortunately, despite the resolution of 10 April in
effect being in force and valid until overturned at the
meeting on 5 May, the committee chairman did not act
on the resolution of the committee. The committee sat
on its hands. It did not advertise for public hearings to
take place, did not call for submissions and did not
contact relevant and interested parties in relation to the
proposed further investigations. This refusal to act, in
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defiance of the wishes of the committee, raises very
serious questions about the actions of the chair. On
9 May, during the sittings, the Parliament recognised
the serious and unanswered questions with regard to the
Police Integrity Bill and referred the matter back to the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee for further
public inquiry, consideration and report. It is worth
noting that the house divided, with government
members voting against that motion, which was moved
by David Davis.
Pursuant to that motion public hearings were held on
5 June, with three witnesses giving evidence:
Mr Gregory Davies, representing the Police
Association, Mr Julian Burnside, representing Liberty
Victoria, and Dr Graham Hill from the Department of
Premier and Cabinet. Interestingly, during questioning
of the Police Association representative he said clear
that the Police Association was:
… not consulted in relation to this bill at all. Its existence
came as a complete surprise to us.

This again flies in the face of the government’s rhetoric
of being open and accountable.
Mr Burnside expressed serious concerns about the
position of director, police integrity, and the process by
which the appointment of a director can be made. The
bill establishes that a director can be someone who is
qualified for appointment as a judge, which in effect
means that a minimum of five years experience as a
legal practitioner would qualify a person to be the
director. In his evidence Mr Burnside stated that this:
… is certainly not adequate as a repository of such great
powers.
…
… but we think the seriousness of the powers warrants a
person of clear, demonstrable, distinguished legal service.

There are serious questions in relation to the position of
director, police integrity.
There are also questions relating to accountability to the
Parliament of Victoria. The director, police integrity,
will have the power, if the bill is passed, to request the
chief commissioner to take action or to conduct an
investigation. If the police commissioner fails to
address a request from the director, police integrity, the
director could table an adverse report in the Parliament.
However, tabling an adverse report is not mandatory,
and because of political or other considerations an
adverse report might not be tabled, meaning that there
is a subjective analysis and test as to whether or not the
Parliament is informed of any concerns. To the authors
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of the minority report, this lack of accountability to the
Parliament of Victoria is most concerning.
What has transpired over the last several weeks
highlights a number of things. It highlights that there
have been serious problems with the process that have
affected the public hearings that should have taken
place and would have taken place if they had not been
closed down by government members in April. The
evidence that was led during those public hearings last
week validates the view that there are serious concerns
about the bill and how the bill operates in relation to the
terms of reference of the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee.
In his evidence Mr Burnside also raised the issue of
policy and what analysis the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee should make of policy,
particularly with reference to section 7 of the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities, which requires the
balancing of rights on the one hand with the legitimate
objectives of government and other legislation on the
other. The evidence of Mr Burnside was that policy was
indeed a relevant consideration. That flies in the face of
the way the committee has been operating since it has
been meeting during the life of this Parliament. That
has important ramifications for the future conduct of the
committee, and I think it would be worthwhile for the
Parliament to look seriously at this issue. It is important
that the scrutiny function of the committee is
discharged completely and fully.
The government introduced the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities; it is the government’s
charter. The charter has been enacted and is a part of
the legislative process. The government must act in
accordance with its own charter. The actions and the
proceedings of the last month or so clearly demonstrate
that the government has not been necessarily acting
completely within the terms of the charter. As one of
the authors of the minority report, the actions of the last
month or so warrant further examination and further
consideration by the Parliament and indeed by the
committee.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
would also like to make a few brief comments to draw
the attention of the house to what I hope is a better
quality Alert Digest on this important piece of
legislation, as well as the minority report submitted by
me and my colleagues — Mr O’Donohue in this
chamber and Mr Ryan Smith, member for Warrandyte
in the other chamber. Unfortunately the deputy chair,
Mr Jasper, the member for Murray Valley in the other
place, was not able to finalise his views on this report
because of the short and truncated time lines we were
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given. We would not have had that opportunity if this
chamber had not backed David Davis’s motion to refer
what was a light and superficial report in the Alert
Digest on this bill when it first came to the house. On
behalf of the signatories to this minority report, I thank
the chamber for supporting the motion and for giving
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee the
opportunity to undertake some important work, as
truncated as it was. It would not have been truncated if
the committee had exercised and displayed some
goodwill and good faith and had been open and
accountable to begin with, and if government members
had not tried to pull every single trick in the book to try
to frustrate, obfuscate and present obstacles to prevent
the fulfilment of the proper functions of the committee.
I thank Mr Kavanagh, members of the Greens,
members of The Nationals and all opposition MPs for
supporting that motion. This reaffirms the importance
of committees such as the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, and hopefully in future it
might discourage the government from taking a similar
course of action. Ultimately the will of this Parliament
prevails, certainly in this chamber, and that is the way it
ought to be.
I would also like to place on record the role exercised
by the clerks, both in this chamber and the other place,
in their management, through some uncharted waters,
of the fairly recent practice of minority reports. I
understand that minority reports have not been
customary when it comes to the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, particularly because of the
short time lines. That is exemplified by the fact that our
initial attempt at tabling the first minority report was
frustrated by rules that applied to other parliamentary
all-party committees and not to SARC, which works
within a much narrower time frame.
I thank the clerks for their clarification of those time
lines for the staff and for the chair — for each of us
who served in that capacity. Even after the Legislative
Council supported the motion to refer the matter back
to SARC so that it could fulfil its function as set out in
the Parliamentary Committees Act, there was an
attempt to not make available the Hansard transcripts of
witnesses from the public hearings, something which I
had not heard of previously in my 12 years of service in
this Parliament — 10 years in the other place and
nearly 2 in this place. I particularly thank the Clerk of
this chamber for taking that matter up and making sure
that those transcripts were available. At the end of the
day that will mean this chamber will be provided with a
bit more information than it would have had on some
crucial issues about which it will make important
decisions. This legislation is the first real test of the
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government’s commitment to its own human rights
charter, which obviously extensively engages this bill,
notwithstanding the reassurances of the minister about
there being reasonable limitations on human rights. In
this subsequent Alert Digest report those key issues of
policy are rightfully referred to this chamber for
consideration and debate.
Let me say the experience of this committee process
has been most frustrating. I would like to also place on
record my disappointment with the chair and
government members who one can assume have been
responding to the strong arm of executive government
and attempting to shut down this inquiry. I do not know
why, because it just makes them look more guilty and
makes all of us more suspicious that there is something
serious that the government is trying to shut down and
avoid scrutiny on. It would have been a much easier
process to deal with if the government had welcomed
the process and taken the opportunity of addressing
those key issues and then ultimately taking them up in
this chamber. As I said, the process has been
frustrating. I hope it is not repeated.
I also place on record a welcome development in the
attitude that somehow policy is sacrosanct. That has
been a millstone around the necks of SARC members.
It is an area that has been outside the bounds of the
committee in evidence it receives, certainly evidence
such as that from Mr Burnside. Other specialists in the
area of scrutiny of acts and legislation right around the
region, not just in Australia, have endorsed the
legitimate role of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee taking a key interest in policy to make sure
that that balance is appropriately struck, as of course
section 7 of the human rights charter demands.
The minority report is unfortunate. I would like to point
all members in this chamber to some special areas of
concern that emerged through the evidence given by
expert witnesses and to some key issues that need to be
resolved here in this Parliament.
The overriding concern has been, as Mr O’Donohue
explained, concern about accountability. It is clear from
the subject matter that this bill deals with, which is how
to police the police, that inordinately strong powers
need to be given to a body that is given that role.
Therefore the issues of accountability and reporting
become crucial to the whole regime to make sure that
public confidence is maintained. The argument that has
been mounted by the chair and government members is
that these issues of substance, these issues of policy and
of accountability are outside the bounds of the Scrutiny
of Acts and Regulations Committee’s role, but it goes
to the heart of that committee’s role to make sure that
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this chamber strikes the correct balance between the
policy objectives of this legislation and the
government’s own human rights charter to avoid a
scenario where a lack of accountability allows
corruption to fester. We all know when corruption
festers, human rights invariably suffer. Accountability
and human rights are, in my view, two sides of the
same coin, and they are important and must be
considered by this chamber.
In particular, concerns were expressed by Mr Burnside,
representing Liberty Victoria, about the qualifications
for the appointment of a director of police integrity. His
concerns are legitimate and need to be considered.
There are concerns about the seemingly blanket
authorisation of officers who work at the Office of
Police Integrity (OPI), especially with respect to in the
carrying of weapons and the lack of a structure and
appropriate regulations to deal with the manner in
which those weapons will be used. There are legal
concerns about important legal precepts being turned on
their head, such as the right to silence, the use of
derivative evidence and a range of others that need to
be resolved. There is also the accountability of the OPI
to others and possibly the issue of an impasse occurring
with the Chief Commissioner of Police at the time of a
request or directive from the OPI for subsequent
investigations to occur or not to occur, and what
happens when those tests of will occur.
I have been a great advocate for our police force. I have
never been a great fan of the Police Association, but I
commend its evidence. I am not its advocate; I am the
advocate of people in the community, people who
work. Although I have been a member of a union for
many years — I am obviously no longer active — I
have never been the greatest fan of the Police
Association, but its evidence was worthy of detailed
consideration by this chamber. The association played
with a straight bat. There was no party politics. It
placed on the record the concerns of the
11 000 members it represents in a range of areas that I
think need to be subjected to close scrutiny, in
particular concerns about the reporting mechanisms for
the OPI and concerns that an annual report which is
required to be fairly non-prescriptive and may be filled
predominantly with financial or organisational
reporting does not go far enough in subjecting the OPI
to adequate scrutiny or making it accountable for things
that are done or not done.
In addition, evidence given by both Mr Burnside and
the Police Association expressed the concern that the
special investigations monitor, as worthy as the current
incumbent is as a person, is a toothless tiger and that
additional accountability mechanisms need to be in
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place so that the Police Integrity Bill can have some
hope of functioning with some degree of effectiveness
and some degree of public confidence.
A range of other issues have been raised. We have tried
to canvass them, albeit in a very short period of time, in
our minority report, and hopefully this chamber has a
little bit more information than it would have otherwise
had this motion not been referred back to SARC for its
completion. The crucial legal issues stemming from the
conflict between the objectives of the bill and the
government’s own human rights charter,
notwithstanding the minister’s assurances, need to be
addressed. Some of those I have mentioned, but they
include the manner in which police firearms are used
and authorised; the appointment of and qualifications of
the director, as Mr O’Donohue has already canvassed;
the accountability of policing the police and conferring
extraordinary powers on the OPI but not having a very
rigid reporting mechanism; and the provisions in the
bill which mean that people can be compelled to
answer questions and give evidence. That is applied
fairly broadly.
In particular, Mr Burnside drew the attention of those of
us present at the hearings to the fact that journalists,
who hopefully may be listening to this, may also be
compelled to give evidence as to their sources when
from time to time journalists such as the one who works
for the Herald Sun, Sly of the Underworld — —
An honourable member — The Age.
Mrs PEULICH — They may break a crime story
which is then used as the pick-up point for the police to
undertake an investigation or the like.
An honourable member — John Silvester.
Mrs PEULICH — Yes. I would hope that those
issues of people being compelled to give evidence
would be addressed in some way through the
resumption of the debate.
The search, inspect and seizure without a warrant
powers raise a whole range of concerns because they
are not accompanied by the usual safeguards and in
particular because they apply to all public authorities.
There is the possibility that significant databases may
be taken and not returned and therefore the entire
functioning of that public authority may be
compromised or rendered dysfunctional, whether guilty
or not. There are a whole range of very sophisticated
issues that need to be considered. The government
needs to read the evidence and come back to this
chamber, hopefully when those matters come before
this house again.
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Acting President, I will not go any further, except to say
again thank you on behalf of those of us who saw that
some of these issues were too important to just roll
over. I think this chamber is stronger for it, hopefully
SARC is stronger for it and parliamentary democracy in
Victoria is stronger for it. I just hope the government
and government members on that committee do not
continue to play the sorts of games that diminish them,
their causes and the legislation they have implemented
under the previous Parliament as well as this one.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I also rise to
make some comments on the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee report and refer specifically to
the report on the Police Integrity Bill 2008 and SARC’s
recent consideration of this bill. Of note is that the
Police Integrity Bill enjoyed the support of the
Liberal-Nationals coalition in the Legislative
Assembly.
Members will note that SARC has now concluded a
substantial consideration of this bill. On 9 May this
chamber resolved that the Police Integrity Bill be
referred to the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee for public inquiry, consideration and report
within one month. SARC had previously reported on its
consideration of this bill in Alert Digest No. 4 on
8 April this year. In fact such considerable
consideration of this bill had occurred that SARC
commended the statement of compatibility for its
comprehensive and clear analysis of the large number
of complex provisions and rights.
The many different facets of this bill caused SARC to
seek clarification from the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services in the other place on several
matters. I note that Mr O’Donohue and Mrs Peulich,
who also serve on SARC, in their contributions to
debate on the bill expressed a desire to consider the
minister’s response before members voted on this bill,
and time has allowed this to occur. On 6 May the
minister’s response was tabled in this place along with
Alert Digest No. 5 and the minister’s response to the six
matters raised by SARC.
The government has consistently worked hard to assist
members to understand the many aspects of the issues
arising out of this complex piece of legislation. The
minister’s response went to all six matters raised by the
committee at some length, including matters relating to
the use of firearms, the circumstances around
self-incrimination and the powers of the director of the
Office of Police Integrity.
After the reference from the Legislative Council, the
committee sought submissions by direct mail campaign
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and by placing ads in the Age and the Herald Sun. On
4 June public hearings were held. It was a very tight
time line set by Mr Davis’s motion, and thanks must go
to Hansard, which put in a remarkable effort, providing
transcripts in very short time for our consideration of
the report last Friday; to committee staff for their
ongoing assistance and to those organisations that
presented written submissions, again in a very tight
time frame — the Police Association, Liberty Victoria,
the Australian Centre for Human Rights Education at
RMIT, the Victorian Privacy Commissioner, West
Heidelberg Community Legal Service and the health
services commissioner. In addition sworn evidence was
given at the public hearings by Mr Gregory Davies
from the Police Association of Victoria, Julian
Burnside, QC, Georgia Kim Siem from Liberty
Victoria and Dr Graham Hill from the Department of
Premier and Cabinet.
SARC members and those who support the work that
we do have certainly been working hard to enable a
very thorough consideration of this legislation.
Members were then able to consider, as I said, the
transcript of proceedings and now the committee is
tabling a further report on this bill for Parliament’s
consideration. All this while Parliament is yet to
consider the bill in the committee stage and to vote on
the third reading.
The whole time, though, opposition members of the
committee have been playing politics with this bill and
have in large part missed the point of the role of
members of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee. Our role is clearly printed in our terms of
reference and it is a very specific role, including
consideration of section 7 of the charter and in what
circumstances human rights may be appropriately
limited. At no point in section 17 of the Parliamentary
Committees Act, where SARC’s terms of reference are
outlined, could I find consideration of policy issues. We
often discuss the role of the charter of human rights and
the way that it interacts with legislation.
The role the committee has played has been in
identifying where the charter is engaged and in our
report to bring that to the attention of members of
Parliament for their consideration of legislation. It is a
committee that works to very quick turnaround times
and very short time lines. The pattern of the sitting
week — I am told by members who have served in
previous parliaments that sitting weeks came in
blocks — has further required us to consider legislation
in pretty quick turnaround times. So it does require a
degree of work and application by members on the
committee so that the committee can provide
Parliament with comments, not after the bill has been
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passed or defeated, but in a timely fashion so that
members can consider those issues that we raise,
importantly those human rights issues, as they consider
the bill.
SARC does not have a mandate to comment on policy
and because it does not have a mandate to comment on
policy, it does not have the resources or the time to
comment on policy in addition to the other work that it
does. This has been the role of SARC for 15 years.
Liberal Party members have been playing politics with
this for some weeks now. The minority report and the
comments that have been made by members opposite
earlier are largely about considerations of policy. The
minority report raises the view of Liberal Party
members about a need as they see it for an independent
anticorruption crime body. If that is not a statement on
policy, I am not sure what is. Again, the opposition’s
comments about the role of parliamentary oversight of
the special investigations monitor are all important
issues for the consideration of the Parliament but do not
fit within the terms of reference within which SARC
operates.
The comments by opposition members, other than
those that are largely about policy considerations, seem
to infer that the government has been engaged in some
sort of cover-up. If this is a cover-up, it has been a very
ordinary one. There has been lengthy consideration of
this bill by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, there has been a very detailed response by
the minister to all the questions raised by the committee
and both have been tabled in this Parliament.
This is now the third occasion on which SARC has
reported to the Parliament on this bill. We have taken
written submissions, we have advertised extensively
and we have had public hearings — and all in the time
line that opposition members sought in
Mr O’Donohue’s motion on 7 May. Members opposite
have, I think, at best lukewarm enthusiasm for the
charter of human rights and have been known to make
comments — —
Mr Barber — Don’t include us in that.
Ms PULFORD — No, I would not include you in
that, Mr Barber. It is not SARC’s role to weigh the
competing interests but to draw the Parliament’s
attention to competing human rights interests for the
Parliament’s consideration.
This legislation was foreshadowed as early as
5 February when the Premier indicated in the statement
of government intentions that this bill would be brought
forward. There has been a great amount of time now for
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members to have the opportunity to consider their
position on these bills. There was talk by government
members, and Mrs Peulich indicated that perhaps the
transcript would not be ready in time, but it was able to
be ready in time and we were provided with that and
we were able to consider it. We thank the clerks and
Hansard for their efforts in making that available to us.
The minority report is about procedures and time lines,
time lines that the government has been consistently
willing to be flexible about. The Greens members
sought some additional time to consider this very
detailed bill and the government was happy to delay
consideration of this bill for a further sitting week, to
allow that to happen. There is no cover-up; it is just
Liberal Party members jumping at shadows.
I note that, as part of their media strategy that supports
all this, on 7 May the member for Warrandyte in the
other place informed that house of his intention to
resign from the committee. That was a nice little
number, which was a success in terms of getting the
member’s name in the paper. However, I think it is fair
to report to members that Mr Smith has not missed a
meeting since. Opposition members have been much
more interested in playing games than in seriously
scrutinising this legislation.
We thank those who contributed to our hearings. I
would encourage members to consider the reports
SARC has produced and to be mindful that it is not
SARC’s role to debate and conduct deliberations on
policy matters but rather to work within its terms of
reference and leave the policy debates for this place.
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am pleased
that this report has finally seen the light of day. I am
pleased that we have gone through the process that
everybody wanted to go through. I am pleased that we
have had the submissions and the hearings, and here we
are with the report — and of course we have found
nothing. We have found that the Chief Commissioner
of Police supports the Police Integrity Bill. We see that
Liberty Victoria supports the bill. We see that the
Office of Police Integrity supports the bill. All we have
achieved through this process is a further delay.
The house will recall that the opposition started this
process of delaying the OPI bill. It was an unfortunate
delay, because this is an important bill. It is an
important bill to ensure that our police are open and
transparent and accountable. We know that generally
and overwhelmingly the police are beyond reproach.
They are well regarded and — —
Mr Finn interjected.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Pennicuik) —
Order! I remind Mr Finn that he is not in his place and
should desist from interjecting.
Mr TEE — The police are well supported by the
community, and they are certainly well supported by
this government. However, we need to remain vigilant.
We must ensure that we have in place the capacity to
weed out corruption.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr TEE — The interjectors ask what is the hurry.
The hurry is that every day the bill does not go through
the house there is an opportunity for corruption to
continue or to manifest itself. It is important that we get
the legislation in place to protect against corruption.
Nothing in this report or the three other reports
presented by SARC (Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee) suggests that there is anything we ought
not to proceed with in the Police Integrity Bill 2008. As
legislators we owe it to our community to ensure that
there is no corruption in our police force. We owe it to
our community to ensure that we put in place, as
expeditiously as possible, the mechanisms we need to
ensure that there are no corrupt police in our police
force.
It is then necessary to consider the delays and why we
are having these delays. Why are we back here some
two months after this bill passed the Assembly? We
asked last time why opposition members, including
Mr Finn I think, went from fulsome support, from
lining up with the police commissioner, to all of a
sudden using these delaying and stalling tactics. As the
house was told last time, Mr Mullett visited Parliament.
We know Mr Finn denied meeting him, but we also
know that others did not. We also know that
Mr Mullett, who is being investigated by the OPI, is
opposed to the OPI. All of a sudden opposition
members, hook, line and sinker, were joining the OPI
opposition bandwagon. This is unfortunate. It is
unfortunate because of the importance of this
legislation.
The last time the bill was before the house opposition
members howled their protests about kowtowing to
Mr Mullett but — surprise, surprise! — when you read
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee report
you see who provided submissions. Of course it was
Mr Mullett and the Police Association. Who gave
evidence? The Police Association of course. We have a
process that has been set up to allow Mr Mullett to have
a platform from which he can promote his views and
his opposition to the OPI.
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This report demonstrates without a shadow of doubt
that Mr Mullett has attained his platform. I note that in
the report SARC does not find anything that is
abhorrent or even wrong with the bill in its current
form. I welcome that outcome. I am disappointed that it
has taken this long for this house to be in a position to
finally consider this important bill. I sincerely implore
the house and those opposite to stop playing petty
politics and get on with the debate in relation to this
important bill.
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Ministers’ exemption certificates under section 9(6) in
respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 38, 39, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49
and 50.

The following proclamation fixing an operative date
was laid upon the Table by the Clerk:
Justice Legislation Amendment Act 2008 — Sections 6,
13(2), 17, 18, 21, 22 and 25 — 3 June 2008 (Gazette No.
S148, 3 June 2008).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Motion agreed to.

General business
PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Minister’s Order of
28 May 2008 giving approval to the granting of a lease at
Mordialloc-Mentone Beach Park Reserve.
Major Events (Crowd Management) Act 2003 — Minister’s
Order of 21 May 2008 in relation to land surrounding Bob
Jane Stadium.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes:
Bass Coast Planning Scheme — Amendment C84.
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — Amendment C106.
Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme — Amendment C79.
South Gippsland Planning Scheme — Amendment C44.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:

Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move,
by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business
on Wednesday, 11 June 2008:
(1) order of the day no. 3, relating to the second reading of
the Port Services Amendment (Disposal of Material)
Bill 2008 by Ms Pennicuik;
(2) order of the day no. 4, relating to the second reading of
the Medical Treatment (Physician Assisted Dying)
Bill 2008 by Ms Hartland;
(3) order of the day no. 2, relating to the second reading of
the Tobacco (Control of Tobacco Effects on Minors)
Bill 2007 by Mr Drum;
(4) the notice of motion given this day by Mr D. M. Davis
relating to a change to the reporting date for the Select
Committee on Public Land Development;
(5) notice of motion no. 19 standing in the name of Mr Hall
relating to an electoral review of the City of Melbourne;

Conveyancers Act 2006 — Nos. 48 and 49.
Estate Agents Act 1980 — Nos. 39 and 46.
Fair Trading Act 1999 — No. 45.
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 — No. 43.
Public Transport Competition Act 1995 — No. 42.

(6) the notice of motion given this day by Ms Lovell
relating to the Premier’s response to the Plug the Pipe
protest; and
(7) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Finn in
relation to government services in the western suburbs.

Motion agreed to.

Sale of Land Act 1962 — No. 47.
Trade Measurement Act 1995 — Trade Measurement
(Administration) Act 1995 — No. 38.
Transport Act 1983 — Nos. 40 and 41.
Travel Agents Act 1986 — No. 44.
Wildlife Act 1975 — No. 50.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Minister’s exception certificate under section 8(4) in
respect of Statutory Rule No. 43.

ELECTORAL MATTERS COMMITTEE
Membership
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) —
By leave, I move:
That Mr P. R. Davis be a member of the Electoral Matters
Committee.

This motion recognises that it is a convention in this
place to replace like with like, and hence coalition
members with coalition members.
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Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Liquor: St Kilda licence
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — Today
my issue concerns something that happens in my
electorate. In the city of Port Phillip the Saint Hotel
employs semi-naked people of short stature, or
dwarves, to serve patrons excessive amounts of free
alcohol. Using people of short stature to serve free
alcohol as a publicity stunt is both irresponsible and
demeaning to those people.
I question the decision by the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal to grant the hotel in question
an exemption from the 2.00 a.m. lockout currently
issued on all licensed venues in Port Phillip. The
behaviour is demeaning to the venue patrons, people of
short stature and the entire Port Phillip community and
must be stopped as a matter of urgency. This practice
has been reported in the London Telegraph and casts
aspersions on all concerned. I have major concerns
about the fact that excessive drinking practices such as
this go unchecked by the government when it has
acknowledged binge drinking to be the biggest social
issue facing Victoria’s youth.
Publicity stunts encouraging patrons to lie back and
have unknown quantities of liquor poured down their
throats are unacceptable. The Port Phillip community
should not be subjected to this unacceptable behaviour.
The council has said no, the residents have said no, and
it is now the government’s turn to ensure that this
unacceptable behaviour comes to an end for the good of
the Port Phillip community. Licensed venue operators
who do not demonstrate that they can practise in a
socially responsible way should not be getting special
treatment when it comes to opening hours.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Pennicuik) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

United Nations Millennium Declaration
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
congratulate the Prime Minister Kevin Rudd on joining
much of the developed world in making the United
Nations (UN) millennium development goals (MDGs)
a priority of the Australian government and our nation.
In 2000 the international community came together to
agree on what historically is the most comprehensive
target to reduce poverty, the UN millennium
declaration. This declaration aims to achieve eight
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millennium development goals by 2015. The MDGs
are to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger, including
reducing by half the proportion of people who suffer
from hunger and those who live on less than a dollar a
day by 2015; achieve universal primary education;
promote gender equality and empower women; reduce
child mortality; improve maternal health; combat
HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases; ensure
environmental sustainability; and develop a global
partnership for development.
In the Prime Minister’s first conversation with UK
Prime Minister Gordon Brown he affirmed the
importance of the millennium development goals,
saying that climate change and the millennium
development goals were two key areas he wished to
work on in partnership with the British government. In
April of this year Prime Minister Kevin Rudd signed
Australia up to the MDG call to action. This is a call
upon government, civil society and the private sector to
accelerate contributions to the MDGs, which are
currently well behind schedule. Since the election of the
Rudd government the MDGs have now become
embedded in AusAID policy and are targets to be
achieved by 2015 and not merely aspirational.
I congratulate the Prime Minister on his leadership on
this important global issue, and I encourage all
Victorians, including business, to follow his lead
particularly in our region, the Asia-Pacific region.

Lake Purrumbete: boat ramp
Mr VOGELS (Western Victoria) — I again raise
the issue of the plight of people wishing to access Lake
Purrumbete in south-west Victoria for fishing and
recreational purposes. Following 10 years of
below-average rainfall the shallow water around the
lake’s edge has retreated, so it is no longer possible to
launch a boat. The main body of the lake, some
1000 acres in size, has an abundance of deep water
25 metres or more deep. However, it is not accessible.
The local angling club, reserve committee, friends and
the Shire of Corangamite — in fact anybody who has
ever visited the lake — want action from the Brumby
government for an outcome which will allow this
wonderful asset to be enjoyed.
It is not hard to fix the problem, and Parks Victoria has
a number of options available to it to do just that. The
problem seems to be, as quoted in the Warrnambool
Standard of 16 May under the headline ‘Lake
overflows with ministers’:
The local angling club’s efforts to secure improved boat
access to the lake, which is surrounded by a wide band of
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deep mud, prompted confusion on Spring Street, with at least
three ministers required to handle the issue.
A somewhat confused government spokeswoman said the
lake’s surrounding wetlands came under environment
minister Gavin Jennings’s portfolio; the trout-rich waters
were an issue for agriculture minister Joe Helper; but any
moves towards building a new boat ramp or channel would
fall to roads and ports minister Tim Pallas.
A ‘working group’ has now been formed, involving at least
six government agencies, to assess the lake’s climate patterns
and the viability of a new boat ramp.

In the immortal words of John Kennedy, a former
Hawthorn Football Club coach, I say to the Brumby
government, ‘Do something!’.

Australia Post: West Footscray delivery centre
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — On
10 May I spoke at a rally organised by the
Communication Workers Union of Australia Victorian
branch at the Footscray and Williamstown post offices.
The rally was called because Australia Post intends to
close the delivery centre at West Footscray and move it
to Sunshine.
The changes will mean that our local posties will no
longer sort their own mail. They will lose their local
knowledge and their personal connection with their
local run. Personal connection is very important. When
I was a home-care worker I encountered the situation at
least twice where it was the local postie who alerted the
council to the fact that they thought something was
wrong with an older person because their mail kept
banking up.
The move is being made so that new starters can be
employed for only 4 hours a day and then be paid
15 per cent less than other posties. The union and the
postal workers believe Australia Post intends to make
these new posties outworkers. This will lead to a rapid
turnover of staff and a reduction in the quality of our
postal service.
The rally was well attended by both postal workers and
members of the community. They raised continually
the fact that they thought that under Mr Rudd
WorkChoices would not have continued. I have asked
our Greens senators to look at this matter as well.

Toyota Australia: hybrid car
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to
congratulate Toyota, the Brumby Labor government
and the Rudd Labor government and welcome the
announcement by Toyota that the company will
produce hybrid Camrys at the beginning of 2010. This
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is a great announcement. It is good for the environment,
it is good for the workforce, it is good for the future of
Toyota and it is good for the industry in general.
When I was speaking with the Vehicle Builders Union
senior shop steward, Charlie Mamara, this morning, he
said, ‘It was a healthy shot in the arm — a timely one
for the car industry — and a real morale booster for
workers on the shop floor’.
This level of investment confidence needs to flow to
other manufacturers, so that facilities at Ford’s Geelong
engine plant and Holden’s Family II engine plant at
Fishermans Bend can and will be used for
manufacturing. I call on the industry to work with this
government to ensure that we continue to make things
in this state and grow jobs. Whilst the opposition
seemingly knows only one thing about the car
industry — and that is how one gets to an FCAI
(Federal Chamber of Automotive Industries) dinner at
the Hyatt — it is this government and the Rudd
government working together and working and
negotiating with the industry that will provide real
manufacturing and real job outcomes.

Water: north–south pipeline
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — I rise to
speak today in defence of my country constituents, who
last week were labelled liars by the Premier of this
state.
Mrs Peulich — Disgraceful!
Mrs PETROVICH — Absolutely disgraceful,
Mrs Peulich. You could have knocked me down with a
pipe when the Premier stooped to this extraordinary
new level. Let me assure the members of this
government in this house that bullying and name
calling will not deter the people of country Victoria,
who have been misled and abandoned by this
government. By calling country people liars this
Premier has shown that he has lost touch with the
people north of the Divide.
The facts about the north–south pipeline speak for
themselves. All the talk of Melbourne getting this
so-called ‘new’ water is absolute rubbish. Even if you
accept the government’s rationale, which is highly
questionable, the logic just does not stack up. This
north–south pipeline is due to come on stream in
2010 — and when is the modernisation of this
irrigation system due to be completed? Not until 2015
at least — and more than likely 2016, given the way
this government works — five or six years after the
pipe is turned on!
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What amazes me most about this tag ‘liar’ is that if
anyone has told porkies it is this government. Did this
government tell the people of country Victoria that it
was planning to take water from the country before the
last election? Of course not! What about the member
for Seymour? A number of my constituents have
reminded me that only days before this government
announced its ill-thought-out plan to pipe this sparse
commodity to the bathrooms of Melbourne, he was
saying it would not happen. Either he did not know or
he was not being entirely honest himself.
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annual awards event for outstanding students of the
year. The first of the two major awards was the Alan
Broadhead Rotary Club of Box Hill first-year and
second-year apprentice category. Congratulations go to
the best second-year apprentice award winner, Matthew
Tunks, from the automotive, transport and engineering
centre. Box Hill Rotary is to be applauded for its
ongoing support of students undertaking
apprenticeships at Box Hill Institute whilst also
perpetuating the memory of Alan Broadhead, who gave
years of service to Rotary. Presentations were made by
the president of Box Hill Rotary, Mr Robert Leach.

Seniors Speak Up!
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I
congratulate the many senior Victorians who
participated in the community forums that I attended in
Wonthaggi and Rosebud arranged by the Ministerial
Advisory Council of Senior Victorians. The forums
were convened by Merle Mitchell, chair of the
ministerial council, and heard a wide range of views on
issues affecting senior Victorians. Ms Mitchell will
prepare a report for the Minister for Senior Victorians
in another place, Lisa Neville.
At the forums I attended, there was huge interest in
public transport. Participants said a lack of accessible
transport could leave them isolated from their local
community. But participants also recognised the
increase in services in recent years and the work the
government is doing. This is an area where clearly there
is more to be done. Participants also raised matters
relating to access to information about service
availability and the needs of seniors from culturally and
linguistically diverse communities. People said there
needs to be both a variety of information outlets and
also a central, easily accessible information gateway.
Isolation was a major theme. Participants spoke about
the loneliness caused by physical impairment such as
deafness or immobility and the need for seniors living
on their own to be given support to maintain their social
engagement. Employment was another concern. People
felt their skills were not recognised and that Centrelink
requirements act against seniors who want to do some
work. People suggested there should be a tax incentive
to encourage seniors.
The forums were rich in observations and suggestions
for improvement. I commend the work of Merle
Mitchell and her team and the great contribution of
those who participated in Seniors Speak Up! activities.

Box Hill Institute: annual awards
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — Last
Monday evening the Box Hill Institute conducted its

Congratulations to the winner of the Box Hill Institute
Apprentice of the Year — Pursuit of Excellence
Award, Andrew Colverson, also from the automotive,
transport and engineering centre. It is clear that there is
a new breed of young and ambitious apprentices, who
are well equipped technically and also have
commitment, dedication and interpersonal skills. These
students will undoubtedly proudly augment Australia’s
skills base and make a real and positive impact in their
fields of endeavour. Well done to Box Hill Institute for
yet another successful event and another splendid group
of students.

North East Multicultural Association:
conference
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I want to
take this opportunity to congratulate the North East
Multicultural Association (NEMA) on its success in
hosting the cultural diversity and harmony 2008
regional conference in the beautiful town of
Wangaratta. The conference provided an opportunity
for regional ethnic community councils, ethnic
community groups, local councils, businesses,
stakeholders and service providers to network and to
promote regional initiatives and exchange ideas around
community harmony. It also built on the success of the
2007 Bendigo regional conference, where the regional
ethnic councils unanimously agreed to continue to host
similar conferences across Victoria.
On Saturday, 31 May, along with the member for
Murray Valley in the other place, I attended the
conference dinner, representing the Minister for
Regional and Rural Development, Minister Allan, and
announced a $9683 grant to NEMA to go towards the
cost of holding the conference.
I really want to take this opportunity to congratulate
NEMA, particularly Ms Rozi Parisotto and Mr Nino
Mautone, and the Rural City Council of Wangaratta,
who put on a great event. It was a fantastic dinner, and

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
2132

COUNCIL

it was wonderful to see how the Wangaratta community
joined in the event. I congratulate all involved.
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Sandringham College, and Laureen Walton, with
whom I have already had many dealings, the principal
of Sandringham East Primary School.

Tjaegan Wilson
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The death of any young person is always a tragedy, but
especially so when the tragedy occurs innocently and
unexpectedly and cuts short a positive life focused on
making a contribution to the community, and it is even
more true when that person has done so against all the
odds. This was the case with a young man called
Tjaegan Wilson, a local Aboriginal youth worker,
musician and sportsman who was very active in the
communities of the city of Casey and the city of
Greater Dandenong. He was a Hampton Park resident
who passed away recently. Sadly, his funeral will be
held tomorrow.
Tjaegan was only 21 years of age when he passed away
peacefully in his sleep on Saturday night, 31 May, only
24 hours after he played the didgeridoo at the Drum
Theatre for a reconciliation concert. He was
academically tutored by a staff member of mine, Gary
Anderton, who himself has a brother and sister who are
half-Aboriginal and who had a long-term involvement
with Tjaegan and had the pleasure of watching him
grow from a young boy, passionate about his
Aboriginal heritage, to a strong leader for the local
Aboriginal community, especially for our youth.
Mr Wilson was also a talented Australian Rules
footballer who won a Sportsman of the Year award in
the Mornington Peninsula region and managed to play
for the Casey Scorpions senior side in 2005. Tjaegan
was a person of substance and hope. His most
passionate efforts were made as a youth worker for the
local Aboriginal community, and he provided a lot of
support and guidance. In that role he will be sadly
missed by the community to which he could have made
a great contribution. Hopefully he has already made a
difference by inspiring many. Our condolences to his
family.

Schools: Southern Metropolitan Region
Mr THORNLEY (Southern Metropolitan) — I
want to recognise the outstanding service of a range of
educators in my electorate, particularly those reflected
in the recent Education Week awards. Awards for
40 years of service went to Neridah Peirce from
Canterbury Girls Secondary College, Denise Lang from
Kew East Primary School, Janice O’Connor from
Black Rock Primary School — about which I will say
more shortly — Rachela Salomon from Mentone Girls
Secondary College, Linda Lane and George Greig from

I also want to recognise the awards to Mandy Dunn of
Kew East Primary School as a finalist in the
outstanding school leadership category and to Natalie
Harvey-Nelson from Kew Primary School for winning
the Elizabeth Gray award for excellence in school
leadership. Although this is not in my electorate, I think
it is an exciting and important sign that the first award
for outstanding early childhood teacher went to Maree
Sheehan from the Audrey Brooks Memorial Preschool.
I think that is an exciting event as we focus more and
more effort on early childhood development.
On a related but separate matter I also want to recognise
the $500 000 from the Better Schools Today program
that has been awarded to Black Rock Primary School
and note that the principal, Julie Luiten, recently said:
The architects have delivered the draft plans for the new
upgrade. I can’t believe how far $500 000 will go.

It is an exciting project.

Stewart McArthur
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — I was delighted
recently to attend a dinner at Geelong’s Skilled Stadium
to honour Stewart McArthur for his federal
parliamentary contribution and service to the people of
the federal seat of Corangamite. Over 320 guests joined
Stewart and his family in celebrating 23 years as
member for Corangamite. His election to the House of
Representatives in 1984 was due to the resignation of
the Honourable Tony Street. Generous, hardworking
and above all a willing listener, Stewart was always
available to his constituents.
Stewart held numerous parliamentary party positions
and was Government Whip from March 1996 until the
end of the Howard government. He also served on
many parliamentary committees. Stewart’s family has
had a long association with the Victorian Parliament.
His father, Sir Gordon, was a member of this house
from 1931 to 1965 and was elected President of the
Legislative Council in 1958. He was still President at
the time of his passing in 1965.
Among Stewart’s recent accomplishments were the
successful funding of both Geelong’s bypass and the
rural medical school at Deakin University. He lobbied
incredibly hard for these regional projects, and they
would not have happened without his contribution.
Both these projects will bring tremendous benefits to
Geelong, and more importantly western Victoria. I
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congratulate Stewart on his magnificent service to the
people of Corangamite and wish him well in his future
endeavours.

POLICE INTEGRITY BILL
Committal postponed
Order of the day read for committal.
Mr KAVANAGH (Western Victoria) — President,
I move:
That the consideration of order of the day, government
business, no. 1, be postponed for one week.

The committee’s report on this bill, which includes the
Hansard transcript, was only published on Friday,
which does not give adequate time for consideration of
the bill. It is my opinion that further time is warranted
for a bill of this significance. That is particularly so
given the irregularities in the committee process that
have been referred to today by several members and
also because passage of the bill would seem to do
injury to the government’s charter of human rights and
responsibilities. Even apart from the black letter of the
law in the charter, the bill could be seen to be unfair to
members of the police force, and on that basis I urge
that more time be provided for consideration of the bill.
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I oppose the
postponement of the consideration of this bill. This is
an incredibly important bill; I agree with that. It is about
detecting, investigating and preventing police
corruption and serious misconduct. It goes to the heart
of ensuring that we have an open and transparent police
system and it provides a number of additional powers to
ensure that our police system continues to be open and
accountable. The sorts of matters that are being held up
in this bill are such that it is critical that we proceed.
The bill provides legal assistance to witnesses so we
can get proper functioning of any investigations being
conducted.
The bill provides the ability to apply to a magistrate for
a search warrant and, where necessary, to use force in
the execution of such a warrant. Importantly, we are
protecting the Office of Police Integrity (OPI) from the
need to produce documents in legal proceedings where
that may prejudice the investigations. We are ensuring
that people who are required to attend to answer
questions or produce documents pursuant to a
summons do attend, and where this does not occur the
bill imposes penalties. We are also limiting the powers
under a search warrant when a claim of privilege is
made, and we are enabling OPI officers to seek the
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support of Victorian police officers when executing
warrants. We are also providing for searches of
premises of public authorities and requiring people on
those premises to facilitate the execution of the search
warrant. These matters go to the very heart of ensuring
that the OPI has the powers that it needs to effectively
regulate our police force. These measures are needed
today. We know that even today as we speak the OPI is
conducting public hearings. As we speak today we are
at risk from not having these powers.
The OPI has been effective, and it has been busy. In
addition to the annual report we have received over
12 reports to the Parliament since 2004. The OPI is
working hard, and it needs these powers and it needs
them now. There has been very little, if any, argument
put forward to suggest why we should not proceed.
This bill is not new. The report the bill is based on
comes from the report of the special investigations
monitor (SIM) that was released last year. This bill
passed the Assembly in April, some two months ago.
There is nothing new in this bill, and there is nothing
that the third Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee report adds to the debate that would in any
way warrant a further delay. There is no further process
that needs to be gone through for there to be a different
outcome. For the sake of our police I urge the house to
get on with this bill so we can ensure that our police
have the support and confidence they need to do their
work effectively.
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise
on behalf of the opposition to indicate our support for
Mr Kavanagh. Honourable members would be aware
that the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
report on the Police Integrity Bill 2008 was tabled
today. It is an extensive document examining a range of
issues. Evidence and transcripts have been provided by
certain individuals who have expertise in this area, and
it would be remiss of us as a chamber in this Parliament
to rush legislation through without giving it due
consideration. On that basis we agree with
Mr Kavanagh that a deferral of debate for one week is
appropriate in the circumstances.
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — Along with
Mr Tee I rise to indicate that the government will
oppose the motion to defer debate on this legislation.
This legislation is important for Victoria. It is
legislation that has been well discussed and well
considered. It has been through three processes of the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee (SARC),
and it has been through extensive debate in the
Legislative Assembly. We have completed the
second-reading debate in this chamber. As I understand
the evidence that came before SARC, the legislation is
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supported by the Ombudsman, by the Office of Police
Integrity, by the Chief Commissioner of Police and by
Liberty Victoria. The only group that is expressing
concerns about this legislation is the Police
Association; I suspect it is probably one of the groups
within the Police Association rather than all members.
Clearly this legislation has had a great deal of scrutiny.
Why do we want to get on with it? Because essentially
the operations and work of the Office of Police
Integrity need to proceed as quickly as possible so we
can set up the new arrangements and structures and get
on with the job of ensuring that we have the best police
force we can have in this state. The decision by the
opposition in particular to support Mr Kavanagh’s
motion to defer debate on the bill is base politics. It is
base politics to try and score some political mileage out
of what is a serious issue of police integrity in this state.
We are putting in place the best possible structure to
ensure and maintain the integrity of our police force.
The opposition does not have a great record on issues
of public safety in this state. We know what it did when
it was last in government. What it did was gut the
police force. What this government has been doing has
been putting in the resources to ensure the police force
in this state is well supported and well resourced and
that there is an oversight that guarantees that we have a
police force of the highest integrity for all Victorians.
That is why we need to get on with this. That is why
this house should not be delaying this legislation any
longer.

Tuesday, 10 June 2008

of the expert witnesses regarding the amendment to the
bill that the Greens will move. For those reasons we
will be supporting the motion moved by Mr Kavanagh.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr
Hartland, Ms

Kavanagh, Mr (Teller)
Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Noes, 19
Broad, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms (Teller)
Pakula, Mr

Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tee, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thornley, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Motion agreed to.
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Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
to say the Greens will also support Mr Kavanagh’s
motion. As he mentioned, the report by the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee was only tabled this
morning, less than 2 hours ago. I certainly have not had
an opportunity to read that report, consider the
submissions that were made to the SARC inquiry in
detail, look at the extracts of the hearings, or consult on
any of the issues raised there, which I would need to do
before I would feel confident that I could contribute to
further debate on the bill. The people of Victoria would
expect no less of us in the Parliament, given that this is
a very complex bill. The bill engages the charter of
human rights to a great degree, probably to a greater
degree than any other bill I have seen in the time I have
been in this house.
While I agree with Mr Viney that it is important that we
have an Office of Police Integrity and anticorruption
bodies operating to the best of their ability in this state,
it is also incumbent on us to take the extra time
available to consider the report of SARC and the issues
raised in it, including any recommendations or opinions

Debate resumed from 29 May; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change).
Mr HALL (Eastern Victoria) — It makes sense to
have matters associated with the transmission and
distribution of energy commodities regulated under a
national scheme, particularly so when we now have the
infrastructure in place, at least along the eastern
seaboard of Australia, to interconnect all the states for
electricity transmission and most of those states for gas
transmission as well. The Liberal and National parties
have always supported the establishment of a national
electricity market and a national gas market, and we
will be doing so again today with our support of the
National Gas (Victoria) Bill 2008.
While the Liberal and National parties have been
consistent in their support of the establishment of a
national scheme, that has not been quite so for the
Australian Labor Party. I know that when some of the
distribution functions for electricity and gas were to be
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privatised the Labor Party was a bit vague about the
trends and developments in the industry, although I
note that since it has been in government the Labor
Party has been a strong supporter of national schemes
for electricity and gas, and indeed it endorsed the
changes affecting those energy commodities that were
initiated by a previous coalition government.
As part of the establishment of a nationally regulated
framework, each state has agreed to enact common
legislation in regard to both electricity and gas
economic and access regimes. This Parliament has
already debated legislation to bring into effect a
common and consistent regime for access to and the
economic management of the electricity market. With
this bill before us this afternoon, we are moving in the
same direction with gas.
If you look at the bill we have been asked to debate this
afternoon, the National Gas (Victoria) Bill 2008, you
see that it is a fairly formidable document to behold. I
must say that when I picked it up and was told I was
required to report on it on behalf of the coalition in this
chamber, I looked at it with some trepidation in terms
of needing to peruse such a document. The substantial
content of this weighty document is an adoption by
Victoria of a National Gas Law and National Gas
Regulations that were enacted by the South Australian
Parliament. What we are doing here is adopting
legislation which has already been passed by the South
Australian Parliament. We did the same when we
considered this issue in relation to electricity, and that
seems to be working, so we accept that this bill will —
hopefully — work in the same way as the electricity
bill did, which also adopted legislation first passed in
South Australia.
This bill adopts the National Gas (South Australian)
Bill and the National Gas Law and regulations and
transfers from the Essential Services Commission to the
Australian Energy Regulator economic regulation of
Victorian gas distribution. I have referred to the
complex nature of this bill; I will now try to summarise
exactly what this bill does in five main components.
First of all, the bill adopts for Victoria the National Gas
Law passed by the South Australian Parliament, and it
does so under clause 7 of the bill. It also transfers the
economic regulation of gas distribution from the
Essential Services Commission to the Australian
Energy Regulator, which means that the Australian
Energy Regulator will undertake the next distribution
pricing determination, due to take effect in 2013.
I must make a comment on the work done by the
Essential Services Commission in respect of the pricing
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determinations. The methods it has employed in
undertaking those pricing determinations has been a
good process. The chairperson has made himself
available and has gone out and spoken to people in
various parts of Victoria, not only in the metropolitan
area but in the country as well. He has enabled people
other than those living in Melbourne to have some
direct input into the pricing determinations he has
undertaken in electricity and gas, and most recently
with respect to water as well. I hope that the Australian
Energy Regulator follows a similar process to that
followed by the Essential Services Commission and
allows for that wide input.
The bill also preserves the existing state-based
regulatory regime for distributors until a nominated
date, when administration is going to be transferred to
the Australian Energy Regulator. We are told it is
intended that that administration will be transferred
when the distribution price determination currently in
progress is finalised. Those transition measures are
contained in part 5 of this bill.
The bill also requires all states to take part in a national
bulletin board in which information about gas supply,
including information about emergency situations, will
be shared among industry participants and users. Again,
we see that as an important function of this bill. In the
past Victoria has had times of crisis where there have
been disruptions to gas and electricity supplies and
shortages. Now that we have a national market it is
hoped that at times in the future when there are
interruptions to supply, the demands of such
interruptions can be better accommodated by the
increased access of one state to another.
I should finally also mention that there is a section 85
clause in this bill limiting the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court in cases where the National Gas Law
gives jurisdiction over cross-border pipeline disputes to
the courts of the jurisdiction which is determined to be
the jurisdiction to which the pipeline is most closely
connected. There will be some interesting decisions to
be taken by various ministers and also the judiciary
with respect to deciding which jurisdiction those
disputes will be heard in. That will be interesting to see
played out if any of those particular provisions come
into play.
The components I have mentioned are essentially the
main functions of this bill. I just want to make some
comments on the concept we are talking about here —
that is, the transmission and distribution of gas and
electricity. We are talking about gas in particular in
relation to this bill, but in the context of this debate we
are talking about the transmission and distribution of
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both electricity and gas. I might add that in terms of the
energy market in Europe, for example, parliaments
there take an even broader concept of energy. They
look at coal, fossil fuels, gas and electricity, and they
also include oil as part of the energy sector.
I guess the reason for that is partly that European
countries still have a lot of oil-fuelled electricity
generators. However, it also makes sense in relation to
the concept of energy as a whole or more broadly that
because of the interconnectedness we should be talking
that way and including transport in the debate as well.
We in Australia tend to think about the energy debate
as confined to just electricity and gas, but in the future
we will need to include oil in that as well, as people do
in Europe.
It is also important to note the need to put in place
structures to ensure that we have a sufficient supply of
both electricity and gas to meet future needs. I suspect
that natural gas, at least, is a finite product, although we
do not know the extent of natural gas. It is going to be
readily available to Australian consumers, and I am
sure there are lots of discoveries of natural gas yet to be
made. However, we are drawing heavily on our natural
gas supplies in Australia, and if, as result of the climate
change debate, it is seen to be better to generate more
electricity using natural gas, then that will become a
large draw upon the known natural gas reserves and
potentially the future national gas reserves of Australia
as a whole.
We need to look at this in a balanced way. It is
important to ensure that Australia as a nation, and
Victoria in particular, for our interests, has enough
electricity and gas to meet our future and projected
needs. The interstate connection of both electricity and
gas is going to be helpful, but at least in Victoria we are
close to the point where we should be and will need to
be looking at more generators in the future. Given the
fact that brown coal is the fuel used for 85 per cent of
the generation of electricity in this state — and I know
there is another 500 years of brown coal supply left
readily available in part of my electorate — it is so
critical for us as a nation to look towards using brown
coal in a wiser, more efficient and more
environmentally friendly way.
I acknowledge the contributions that both the state and
federal governments have made towards clean coal
technology in their most recent budgets. It was
$130 million or thereabouts from the state government
and substantially more from the federal government,
but we are still a long way from the development of that
technology. Given the current rate of investment by
both industry and by governments, many in the industry

Tuesday, 10 June 2008

tell me that we are at least 10 years away from finding
the right technology to commercially produce more
electricity using that clean coal technology.
There needs to be an acceleration of that research and
development, and while the contributions in the recent
government budgets will help, they will not completely
meet all the costs of that research and development, and
particularly the demonstration of clean coal technology
on a commercial scale. There may be a need to assist
industry in the development of that technology at a
more accelerated pace.
I also put on the record this afternoon that with respect
to natural gas, not all areas of Victoria have natural gas
available to them, and I am sure some of my colleagues
will highlight those areas. It would probably surprise
some people who live in this great city of Melbourne
that lots of people in country Victoria do not share that
same benefit of cheap fuel for heating and cooking.
Even though Gippsland is home to the largest known
reserves of natural gas in Victoria, many people in my
electorate still do not get access to distributed natural
gas to their homes and to their industries. People in
Lakes Entrance and Orbost, where natural gas plants
are almost sitting at the back door just 10 kilometres out
of Orbost at Marlowe, still do not have access to natural
gas reticulation into their townships.
One of the main connectors from Longford to Sydney
runs right through that area, through Orbost and Cann
River and past Mallacoota and similar places. They are
still not reticulated to the natural gas system. That is
only a small part. In South Gippsland, another part of
my electorate, Leongatha is about to come on line in the
next year or two, but places like Foster and Yarram, —
substantial towns along the South Gippsland coast —
do not have access to natural gas. Those people have
significantly additional costs in terms of their heating
and cooking needs. Bottled gas is an option for some,
but it is significantly more expensive than natural gas.
Electricity is the other form of heating and cooking
being used, and of course firewood.
I remember a comment made by a lady who lived in the
Dandenong Ranges who was so grateful to the current
government. She had just been hooked up to natural
gas, and she claimed that the fuel bills in her home were
three or four times less than they were under the
previous bottled gas option she had. While it was great
for that person, there are still others in Victoria who are
paying substantially more for the commodities required
for their basic heating and cooking at a home level. It is
beholden upon us all to try to encourage the rollout of
those natural gas distribution networks to assist people
from all parts of Victoria.
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I also want to comment on some of the issues raised by
my colleague the member for Box Hill in the other
place, Robert Clark, who is the coalition shadow
Minister for Energy and Resources. Questions raised by
members speaking on legislation are not always
responded to by the government because of the way the
Legislative Assembly works in this Parliament. There is
no opportunity for the minister to sum up and address
those issues when debate on a bill is guillotined in the
Assembly at 4 o’clock or 4.30 p.m. on Thursday.
Consequently some of the relevant, important and
sincere issues that have been raised by speakers in the
debate are not attended to.
I am not going to take the house through all the issues
that were raised by the member for Box Hill in his
contribution to the debate in the Assembly, but there
were substantial matters which have not yet been
responded to. My call today is for the minister
responsible, the Minister for Energy and Resources in
the other place, to take on board those issues raised by
Mr Clark and perhaps the appropriate way to respond to
those issues would be to provide them in writing. As I
said, I could go through them one by one, but I do not
think it is an efficient use of the time of the chamber to
do that this afternoon.
As I said at the outset, and I say now in conclusion, the
Liberal Party and The Nationals have always supported
the establishment of a national system to allow for the
regulation of energy needs from one state to another.
That makes a lot of sense to us. We have traditionally
supported it and we do so again today with this
National Gas (Victoria) Bill 2008.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — As we
now know, following the privatisation of various parts
of the electricity supply industry — and just about all of
it in Victoria, which of course Labor furiously opposed
at the time — Labor has now become an enthusiastic
supporter of this particular model of electricity
regulation, and that is that regulation is to occur through
a limited set of market considerations. Now that Labor
is in control at both state and federal levels, it is
enthusiastic about passing those state responsibilities up
to the federal level, and increasingly — and it will
happen again when this bill passes today — locking in
the level at which these sorts of important decisions are
to be made.
That is all happening at a time when there are some
fairly significant challenges, and these are not the sorts
of challenges that are addressed by the NEM — the
national electricity market — or the framework under
which electricity and now gas is to be governed. That
framework has limited social objectives and it has no
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environmental objectives on the issues that really
matter.
The challenges — and we have just recently seen
them — include the huge cost rises of energy and the
squeeze that has been putting on household budgets at a
time when many other forms of household spending are
also being squeezed. There are also the obvious clear
and fundamental changes that are going to be required
to the production structure for energy — energy in
total — across Australia. Just to give members an
illustration of how important that is right here in
Victoria, the government notes that the trajectory for
greenhouse gas emissions has flattened slightly in the
period in which this government has been in charge
vis-a-vis the period in which the Kennett government
was in charge. The Kennett government, of course,
privatised everything and made everything incredibly
efficient. The quantity of electricity surged after that, so
a new model was brought in, but it did not lock in
environmental demands.
In the case of Victoria’s recent emissions profile,
though, from 1999 onwards, what you notice is that the
vast majority of that flattening in the trajectory has
occurred as a result of a reduction in fugitive
emissions — that is, emissions in association with gas
field development. The government got a free kick out
of the fact that those gas resources that were being
developed happened to be fairly low in fugitive
emissions. That, however, is about to change, and we
discovered that from the decision by the government
over whether an environment effects statement (EES)
would be required for the Longford gas expansion. That
expansion occurred because new fields are to be opened
up offshore. These new fields will contain a large
quantum of carbon dioxide mixed in with the natural
gas. It is essential to strip that carbon dioxide out before
the gas is put into the grid, the reason being that CO2
would come out in our kitchens and possibly kill us, the
way it did the Apollo 13 astronauts.
The proposal is to strip out that CO2, at a million tonnes
a year, and vent it into the atmosphere. It is not a
question of whether it is technically impossible to do
so; in fact they will be doing it as a requirement of this
project. Nor is it that it is economically impossible to do
so; in fact it has to be done in order to be able to sell
this gas into the grid. It is simply that the proponent and
the government recognise that there is no economic
feasibility around capturing that CO2 and putting it
underground. They admit that will not be the case at the
time of development of this project or on an ongoing
basis — so much for carbon capture and storage as a
solution, and so much for the ability of this framework
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of legislation to drive an obvious, clear and essential
mechanism to reduce emissions.
This exercise is going to require good, old-fashioned
planning, yet that is not what the model being put
forward by the government will achieve. Most
politicians are frankly terrified of the idea of climate
change. They are terrified of what it means for their
pre-existing constituencies and the way their parties
have developed. Even when the government ticks off a
guy like Ross Garnaut to find it a way forward, like any
intelligent person who gets engaged with the issue and
what is really involved in fixing it, he freaks out. He did
that last week, and suddenly his work, which was
meant to be showing the government the way through,
has been downgraded to the status of a useful reference
document, to use the words of various environment
ministers.
In the context of that the Rudd-Brumby axis has come
up with a very simple solution: clean coal and more
efficient cars. They say, ‘That will take care of it, guys.
You can all settle down again. Don’t worry about
which trade union or which business group is onto you,
asking you whether you are going to protect them.
We’ve got it all sorted out’. On this issue those two
leaders will continue to have their feet flat to the
accelerator, their eyes firmly fixed in the rear-view
mirror, and they will give little acknowledgement of
where we are going.
The Greens have had plenty of time to think about this
problem. We have been long-term proponents for the
solutions. It is quite simple: we need to regulate for
efficiency. This bill and the architecture to which it
contributes do the opposite. The bill deregulates, and it
never addresses the question of energy use efficiency.
Let us talk about that. It is not as though the Australian
Energy Market Commission has tried to completely
sweep this issue under the carpet. In fact it has always,
whenever it has met, agreed to address greenhouse
emissions from the energy sector in light of the
concerns about climate change and the need for a
stable, long-term framework for investment in energy
supplies. However, the rules that cover that ignore those
environmental and social objectives.
If you go back to the second-reading speech, you see
that that originally created the national electricity
market or, if you look at the objectives that exist today,
you will see that it is quite clearly an economic concept
with a narrow focus for the market and the regulators.
Yet, as I say, state and territory governments — or at
least those involved in a national grid, not including the
Northern Territory and Western Australia — continue
to hand up their powers to the Australian Energy
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Market Commission and the regulator, and this is
another step. They put at risk a myriad of state-based
regulatory mechanisms, but at the same time they signal
very clearly their lack of interest in being part of the
solution instead of being part of the problem.
What should they be doing? I will give an instance. I
got a gas bill the other day, and it had a congestion
charge on it. Back during last winter there was so much
demand for gas — and effectively what they are saying
is that the pipes were not big enough — the suppliers
decided to impose a congestion charge. I did not know
that as a consumer of gas I was subject to such a
charge, but I am sure it was in the fine print
somewhere. I did not know at the time it was occurring
that I was being billed for it, nor did I know that we had
a problem with gas congestion at that particular
moment. If I had known, as a small, medium or large
user of gas, I could have taken some action. I could
have said, ‘Jeez, there is an announcement over the
radio that we are currently suffering from a bit of gas
congestion. I am going to get pinged for it in my bill
three months from now. I could turn the heater down,
put a jumper on or pull the blinds down’. I am
prevented from carrying out energy efficiency measures
at that very simple but very fundamental level because
of the current set of frameworks that Labor and the
Liberals will be supporting, backing and putting their
thumbprints on.
Someone, probably Mr Thornley, is going to get up in a
minute and talk about all the things the government is
doing. He is going to talk about carbon trading, but at
the end of the day what is it banking on — it is banking
on clean coal, more efficient cars and carbon trading to
sort out the rest of it. While we all know that gas is an
important transition fuel that we need in this trajectory
to get to zero emissions, I am talking about the
mechanism by which we are going to get there. I am
talking about what Professor Garnaut is talking about:
how to get to a 90 per cent reduction and zero
emissions — and after that, who knows, some sort of
worldwide effort to sequester carbon dioxide and get us
back to a more stable and livable climate.
For carbon trading to work we should remember that
carbon trading is like a derivatives market. In the same
way that the beef futures market relies on somebody out
there growing cows for beef and selling them, so
carbon trading or trading of carbon credits or the right
to emit carbon are derivatives over and above the
physical thing, and the physical thing is the opportunity
to reduce your CO2 emissions, the opportunity to
mitigate. Let us just call them mitigation options.
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They come in a broad range of different types of
submarkets, if you like, such as the market for light
bulbs, the market for home gas or the market for roof
insulation. Carbon trading may help put a price on the
CO2 that is saved by those things, but it is not those
things themselves. If a large part of our energy system
is governed through the Australian Energy Market
Commission, then it is how well that market functions
that is going to determine the pool of mitigation options
from which we can pick and choose. For it to function
efficiently, like all markets, it needs a few things. It
needs access to capital, it needs good information and it
needs low transaction costs. Does this bill provide
anything additional? The main thing it seems to provide
is a bulletin board for gas information. The content of
the information that is put on that bulletin board is to be
sorted out further down the line, in line with the rules.
What we mainly know from this is who may be
required to provide information: service providers, gas
market operators, pipeline users, producers, storage
providers or other persons prescribed by the regulation.
From what I have been able to discern just from reading
this legislation, it is unlikely that it will be the sort of
repository of information that will allow me to take the
actions that I described earlier. Is anybody going to
bother informing me by text message that we are
currently suffering a gas congestion problem? Maybe
we ought to do something on the demand side.
There is no question that big players will be able to take
those sorts of actions, and that is a further point about
carbon trading. By the time this government — this
Labor state and federal agglomeration of a
government — is finished designing the carbon trading
regime, there will be so many carve-outs,
grandfatherings, restrictions, exemptions and carbon
holidays that it will be effectively just a big generators
club where they can trade amongst themselves their
own internal opportunities to mitigate.
Then all we really have behind that is a smattering of
programs that are meant to reduce demand: handing out
free light bulbs with a copy of the Herald Sun and
advertisements on TV urging you to do it, but not the
sorts of incentives that we need. In fact, we know there
are disincentives built into the system. Take a look at
the way distribution businesses operate. They have a
capital base to protect and so the more electricity they
can sell through their system up to a point the better it is
for their rate of return.
That is the opposite of the incentive I am talking about,
which is to reduce demand. In fact, you cannot even
find out from published information how much
electricity a particular suburb or a particular block
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might be using. Therefore you cannot target any sort of
program to help people to reduce their emissions or
their consumption based on a particular pattern of
consumption. However, if you are a retailer — let us go
to them next — you can certainly drive down the street
and see who has an air conditioner on their roof and
you can try to sell them another one. That information
is available to retailers. In debate on legislation that we
have discussed here previously we have talked about
the impossible situation for small generators trying to
hook up and the absolute pummelling they are given by
the distribution businesses.
From the point of view of simple economic regulation,
minimising price and making sure we do not get too
many blackouts, this particular set of national laws that
we are signing up to fits the bill. But if their up-front
objectives were environmental or social, let alone if
they were just given the simple objective of demand
management, they would have to be given a whole
range of different tools and different responsibilities
that, frankly, they are not. While members of the
Council of Australian Governments — if that is what
we call them these days; I just call them the overlords
now that Labor runs everything — are going to
continue down this path, they will continue talking
about the sorts of things they would like to do but they
will not set up the architecture.
It is not just me or the Greens who believe this, by the
way. Check out the Power for the People Declaration
of May 2007, which was signed by the Total
Environment Centre, the Consumer Utilities Advocacy
Centre, the Australian Conservation Foundation, the
St Vincent de Paul Society, the Australian Business
Council for Sustainable Energy, ACOSS (Australian
Council of Social Service), and the World Wide Fund
for Nature. It says:
Signatory groups have strong misgivings about the current
structure of the national electricity market … and believe that
it does not —

and that includes the architecture we are talking about
here today —
address deep-seated environmental and social concerns held
by the Australian community. Under the new National
Electricity Law, market regulators cannot take social or
environmental issues into account. However, it is clear that
the market, left to its own devices, will not produce good
social and environmental outcomes.

It then lists five important issues that the signatories
want to see amended in the Australian Energy Market
Agreement, the National Electricity Law and the
National Gas Law — the subject of the bill. The
signatories want amendments that will:
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require regulators to consider the environment when making
decisions and to contribute to the achievement of ecologically
sustainable development;
require regulators to consider social impacts, with particular
reference to preventing negative impacts for low-income and
disadvantaged consumers;
require the industry to implement cost-effective demand
management and energy efficiency;
increase transparency through ensuring Parliament is
provided with an annual environmental and social
sustainability report; and
require policy-makers to work towards environmentally and
socially sustainable outcomes through reform of the energy
sector.

And you will not find one word of any of those in this
bill.
Mr THORNLEY (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
in support of the National Gas (Victoria) Bill 2008 and
I do so proudly. This is an important piece of legislation
and it is one of which Victoria can be particularly proud
as it forms one of the many parts of our national reform
agenda which is successfully making its way through
Australia’s governments throughout the country as part
of the Council of Australian Governments (COAG)
process.
Indeed, as previous speakers have indicated, that
process has already been gone through in electricity.
This is the second phase of the whole energy process.
The first phase had the establishment of the national
market bodies, the Australian Energy Market
Commission (AEMC) and the Australian Energy
Regulator (AER), and the new electricity laws. This
second phase then transfers jurisdiction from the
state-based bodies to the national body. The final phase,
which is due for legislation next year, will complete the
transfer of functions including those for
non-price-related retail measures and for other forms of
regulation of gas distribution and electricity
distribution.
This bill, as other speakers have indicated, is a mirror of
the South Australian bill. That is the way the COAG
process works to share the workload around the various
governments. Each government takes the lead drafting
role in various pieces of legislation so that the workload
is fairly shared and that legislation is then adopted by
the parliaments. That is why we are now adopting this
bill originally drafted for the South Australian
Parliament as the lead legislator.
There will be a lot of dry discussion in the debate on
this bill, but the net results of what we are doing here,
not in isolation but as part of the total process that we
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are going through, will deliver a range of pretty
fundamental and important benefits to Victorians and
indeed to other Australians. Firstly, they will lead to
lower costs for both gas and electricity. Secondly, they
will lead to lower emissions. Thirdly, they will lead to
greater security of energy supply. Fourthly, they will
lead to greater investment and jobs. Fifthly, they are
likely to therefore lead to greater export dollars and
additional jobs from the solid and liquid by-products of
gas-related processing. I think these are pretty
important objectives.
While the bill itself may seem dry and the content of
the bill and the debate may not seem particularly
inspiring to many, the consequences that flow from this
bill and the suite of bills that are part of this reform are
truly substantial. The scale of the energy markets we
are impacting is large, and the scale of the opportunity
for cost reductions, emissions reductions and growth in
exports, jobs and investment is very large indeed.
I want to take up a number of points other speakers
have raised but address them in a slightly different
fashion. Mr Hall quite rightly spoke of the importance
of our brown coal deposits in the Gippsland basin and
the basis they currently provide for our electricity
generation. Mr Barber spoke about the importance of
the reduction of emissions and taking serious and rapid
action to address those targets. The point, it seems to
me, about the opportunities afforded by this legislation
and the suite of legislation that surrounds it is that it
unlocks both of those opportunities at once. This is
where the old brown versus green debate falls on its
heels. The gas-fired power, particularly the gas that
comes from the Gippsland basin itself, provides
opportunities for both the continued economic
development of the Latrobe Valley and for a massive
reduction in Victoria’s greenhouse gas emissions.
We have more natural gas in Victoria than they have at
the North West Shelf — it is just that most of it is
cunningly disguised as brown coal. Brown coal is made
up of about 60 per cent water, 20 per cent natural gas
and 20 per cent solid carbon. In addition to that it is
probably likely — although it is very underexplored
and is only beginning to be explored but shows initial
positive trends — that there may be a substantial
amount of coal-seam methane within a range of those
coal deposits. I know I have been banging on about this
for a while but I think the recent British Gas takeover
bid for Origin Energy and the Petronas investment in
the Santos project in Queensland would indicate that
the rest of the world is well and truly on to the
opportunities afforded by gas-fired power and the value
of those gas resources, including the gas resources
intimately associated with coal deposits.
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We here in Victoria have a special opportunity, firstly,
because we have very high electricity emissions that
could be reduced substantially by a transition to
gas-fired power, and secondly, because we have
massive deposits of brown coal which could be
liberated to generate a large amount of that gas, or it
may come from the coal seam methane. This is in
addition to the offshore resources that have already
been discovered and no doubt will continue to be
discovered.
But what is necessary to capture that enormous
environmental opportunity, enormous investment
opportunity, is to ensure we have a free-flowing gas
market, that producers of gas can find the highest and
best price available, that users of gas can ensure
security of supply at the lowest price available, and that
common-use infrastructure exists so that the gas can get
from one place to another with a minimum of either
economic or physical hindrance. That is precisely what
this regime is here to deliver.
Mr Barber’s rhetoric is immune to any change of the
facts. He is going to continue to say we are doing
nothing about emissions when in fact this is the very
type of opportunity that facilitates the more rapid
development of gas-fired power. Every time gas-fired
power replaces power from existing sources it can
generate a 60-plus per cent reduction in emissions, and
yet that gas is likely to come from the very region and
the very resources we currently have, thus not only
protecting those jobs but potentially expanding them
significantly and generating massive new investment.
Further to that, the additional solid and liquid products
that come from either the gas itself or from the
by-products generated when you take the gas out of the
coal will create an opportunity for additional exports in
diesel, in activated charcoal for the water purification
market, in urea, as per a recent announcement, in the
fertiliser market, and will create a range of other
opportunities for investment, exports and jobs.
While this bill in itself would not claim to generate all
those benefits, it is one part of a movement to ensure
that our regulatory regime will facilitate the most rapid
deployment possible of gas resources to the highest and
best use. One of those highest and best uses will be
dramatically lower emissions from power generation. I
think this bill is important. I think the government is
pursuing precisely the right course with this, among
many other pieces of the puzzle, to ensure that we
capture those opportunities going forward.
That concludes my remarks, as a few colleagues will
add to the debate. As I said, I think this demonstrates
Victoria’s leadership through the national reform
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agenda. It demonstrates a positive program towards
realistic reductions in emissions and the creation and
protection of jobs and economic development in the
Latrobe Valley. While those who are more familiar
with fighting the old brown versus green wars would
rather we take one side or another, what we have here is
an opportunity to do both, to do them better and to do
them more quickly.
Mr VOGELS (Western Victoria) — I want to make
a few comments on the National Gas (Victoria) Bill
2008. This bill will adopt the National Gas Law and
transfer responsibility for economic regulation of
Victorian gas distribution from the Essential Services
Commission, or ESC, to the Australian Energy
Regulator, the AER. The Liberal Party supports the bill.
In my electorate of Western Victoria Region we are
very fortunate to have an abundance of natural gas. In
my teenage years I spent quite a few years working
with exploration companies looking for gas. That was
in the 1960s. Over nearly 40 years lots of exploration
happened in the western region of Victoria. Pockets of
gas were found in lots of places but obviously they
were not big enough or did not contain large enough
quantities to do much about them in those days. That
was until we had that terrible disaster with the gas
explosion at Longford. The governments of the day
realised then that having Melbourne hooked up to just
one gas supplier, which was basically Longford, would
not stand up in the fullness of time. In a very short
period of about 12 to 18 months the Iona gas field at
Waarre was commenced and a pipeline built to
Melbourne.
I often hear Labor Party ministers say that it was thanks
to the Labor Party being elected that these things all
happened. I know for a fact that it was former Premier
Jeff Kennett who turned on the tap to send gas down
the pipeline from Waarre, from the Iona fields, to
Melbourne. It was before the Labor Party was elected,
but who cares? It became a very important part of the
new gas supplies for Melbourne. From then on we
realised that we needed to be part of a national grid, and
a few years ago a pipeline was sent from that same area
to Adelaide. We now find most of the eastern seaboard
states are hooked up to a grid, which no doubt has led
to this legislation being brought forward so we have an
Australian regulator.
It is interesting. Before the 2002 election most of the
candidates standing for the Labor Party across country
Victoria went around with the now Premier, John
Brumby, who was then the Minister for Regional and
Rural Development, standing beside them, and
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promised natural gas connections to basically every
town in Victoria.
Mr Finn — I remember it well.
Mr VOGELS — We remember it well. In my area I
could name two very good examples. One is Avoca,
where the now Minister for Agriculture in the other
place, Joe Helper, promised natural gas would be
connected, and that has never happened. The other one
is Terang. Terang is an interesting scenario because we
are in the process of developing a new gas-fired power
station at Mortlake. This is a $1-billion project. This
pipeline will come from the Port Campbell region to
Mortlake, basically skirting the township of Terang.
At this stage we find that Terang is still not going to be
connected to the natural gas system, which I find
disappointing. I refer to an article in the Warrnambool
Standard of 4 June, which is only six days ago, in
which it is reported that the Corangamite Shire Council:
… plans to borrow $1.07 million so it can set aside
$200 000 for natural gas connection to Terang if the state
government approves the pipeline rollout.

The people of Terang are still hopeful that at some
future stage they will be connected to the national gas
grid. As I said, the pipeline is basically skirting the
town. When the pipeline is installed it would make
enormous sense to put in a connector to supply that
town. I know that costs money, because no doubt you
have to decompress the gas and do all sorts of other
costly things, but the shire council is prepared to put
$200 000 towards that project, which would be
appreciated by that town.
Many towns which were promised gas by the Labor
Party in 2002 have been connected to gas. Many local
towns, like Port Fairy, Cobden, Camperdown and even
Warrnambool, have had part of their towns connected.
Warrnambool is a fantastic city in the Western District
which has grown east of the Hopkins River. But
anything that is east of the Hopkins River is not being
connected to gas. In this day and age it would not be
too hard to put a pipeline through the Hopkins River,
which is about the width of this chamber, and connect
the area east of the river to natural gas. Members have
heard other speakers talk about the enormous difference
gas connection makes to the energy bills of families,
especially pensioners.
This bill raises other issues. However, as the opposition
said at the start of this debate it supports this legislation.
Now that we are all actually hooked up to a national
grid, it makes sense to have an Australian regulator
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rather than a regulator for each state. With those few
words, the Liberal Party supports the bill.
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — I am pleased to
speak in support of the National Gas (Victoria)
Bill 2008. I want to make some brief comments. Firstly,
I acknowledge the efforts of the Premier when as
Treasurer, along with the previous Premier, he
represented Victoria and pushed forward with new
national reform initiatives and programs of which the
national gas market — which is facilitated by this
legislation — is an important part.
This legislation puts in place some of the necessary
architecture of the second phase of the reform program.
The legislation is about the economic regulation of
distribution networks and how they will be monitored
and regulated in an industry where there are necessarily
monopoly components regarding the pipelines in which
gas travels and, in the case of electricity, the electricity
lines through which the power runs. In this context
there needs to be a national program that ensures there
is competitive access to those elements of the system.
This matter now leads me to some of Mr Barber’s
comments, particularly when he expressed concerns
about needing greater regulation in an environment of
greenhouse gas concerns and climate change. He saw
this as a deregulation of the system. He has concerns
that it will not help with the need to deal with climate
change. I disagree with Mr Barber’s approach. For a
start, I do not think that seriously dealing with
greenhouse gas involves an increase in regulation. The
solutions to greenhouse gas and climate change issues
rest in economics. Only financial incentives to deal
with greenhouse gas emissions will give us serious and
significant change not only in Victoria but across
Australia and internationally. Where there is a financial
incentive for people to change is where change will
occur. There is no evidence that an increase in
regulation is going to help in any area which has
significant problems.
I will share this amusing story with members of the
house. On Thursday of last week, during the public
hearings of the parliamentary Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee, Mr Barber accused the Victorian
Farmers Federation of being communists. I thought that
was a interesting accusation, but I have to say that there
may have been a day in the past when I was a stronger
supporter of increased regulation of the economy. John
Maynard Keynes said once that when faced with the
weight of evidence, he changed his mind; and then
asked, ‘What do you do?’. I would have to say that the
weight of evidence in economics is that that is where
the real generation of change can occur, where there is
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a financial incentive for there to be change in the
greenhouse gas emission problems that the world has.
Those financial incentives are going to be made easier
by having a national market where the whole of
Australia is operating under one system rather than
trying to regulate six states and one territory. I do not
disrespect in any way the Greens concerns about
greenhouse gas emissions, which are concerns that I
have expressed in this house for many years.
But what I think is that we are coming at it from a
different perspective in terms of the solution. This
legislation is about creating the architecture for a
national market, but is about that and is not about
dealing directly with climate change and greenhouse
gases. In fact it puts in place the architecture that will
enable improved responses to those things when
measures like emissions trading and so on come into
place. Where the right price signals are put on carbon,
through this process we will have a better response to
very serious matters in relation to greenhouse gas
emissions.
I also wanted to comment on some of the criticisms that
have been made by members of the opposition,
specifically Mr Vogels and Mr Hall, on the need for
more communities to be connected to natural gas. This
government actually got on that bandwagon a long time
ago. I note that Minister Theophanous is in the
chamber. He will recall the number of occasions in the
last parliamentary term when he talked about the towns
that were being connected to natural gas. I think some
37 towns were connected to natural gas through the
initiatives of this government. I think the program
might have been a bit thin when the previous
government was in power.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I cannot remember
one.
Mr VINEY — I cannot think of any towns that
were connected. What we know about natural gas is
that, because of a failure by previous governments to
invest in the pipelines and connections, when the
disaster occurred in Gippsland most Victorians did not
have gas. I think there was pretty much a garden hose
connecting Victoria and New South Wales. We have
gone down the path of connecting more communities to
natural gas. They are benefiting from that, and that is a
direct result of the initiatives this government has put in
place. I was very pleased to be in Gippsland when
Paynesville was connected to natural gas, so I have
seen some of the communities that have benefited
directly.
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I think this legislation should be hailed as a further
development in the national reform program that has
really been at the forefront of the Victorian
government’s concerns, and I commend the bill to the
house.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
just wish to make a few comments on the National Gas
(Victoria) Bill. As was made abundantly clear by
previous speakers from this side of the house, the
Liberal Party and The Nationals support this bill. The
move to national economic regulation of the energy
industry had been widely supported by this side of
politics long before Mr Viney became a member of this
chamber. His attempts at rewriting the history of
moving towards a national market are fairly shallow,
given that it was in fact Mr Kennett and the Kennett
government, of which I was part, that pushed for these
reforms. It is only now, when other jurisdictions have
caught up with these reforms, that the Labor Party,
10 years later, is getting on the bandwagon.
The bill has the general support of the industry for very
good reasons, including that hopefully we will have
lower energy costs and greater security of energy.
Certainly there is a need for greater investment so that
more of those communities can be connected to natural
gas. I know that a colleague will speak a little later
about why the area in which he lives does not have gas
connection. It is only by creating the opportunity to
grow and invest that we can look at growing export
markets and also — I will not enter the debate as to
how this can best be achieved — perhaps reducing
emissions into the future by developing some of those
new technologies.
The Labor Party fought the Kennett government
reforms tooth and nail. It predicted that Victoria would
suffer all sorts of dire consequences through the
reforms that were undertaken by Jeff Kennett and
former Treasurer and now federal Liberal Party
president, Alan Stockdale. Now it is all about singing
the praises of privatisation. The problem with the Labor
Party is that it does not have a forward-looking vision;
it does not have a vision to build Victoria to serve
future needs. We have seen that time and again in
various areas, not the least of which has been the
government’s appalling management of water. In this
case it has again taken the government 10 years to get
on the bandwagon.
This bill also builds on the work done by the Howard
federal government, which also sought to create a
national scheme. It is a reform that is much needed.
Under the watch of this government the level of supply
has been such that in 2004 the average household
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customer was without electricity for approximately
132.3 minutes; by 2006 that figure had increased to
165.4 minutes. It is a damning statistic. That is a 25 per
cent increase in the length of time that customers went
without supply — in that instance electricity, not gas.
Security of supply, whether electricity or gas, is vital,
and it is a very big challenge for the Brumby
government.
My concern in relation to this legislation, or any model
legislation, especially where the lead agency may be
another jurisdiction, in this case the South Australian
government, is that in the interests of implementing
new arrangements as directed by the COAG (Council
of Australian Governments) scheme there is no
adequate opportunity for the respective state
parliaments to scrutinise the legislation, that there are
no disallowance provisions — in many instances there
are very good reasons for that being the case; however,
it does diminish the sovereignty of this Parliament —
and that SARC (Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee) in reviewing this piece of legislation took
the view that model legislation such as this ought to be
managed through exposure drafts. That would mean
there was an opportunity for all jurisdictions to make
comment, provide feedback and subject the legislation
to sufficient scrutiny. In that way the sovereign interest
of our state would be defended.
As I said earlier, SARC noted that there may be good
reasons why, where national scheme regulations are
involved, they do not allow for parliamentary
disallowance. However, I am of the view that such
regulations should be subject to some sort of
parliamentary or independent oversight which is best
handled through the development of model legislation
and exposure drafts which allow that sort of comment.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I am also
pleased to make a brief contribution to the debate on the
National Gas (Victoria) Bill. Mr Hall has outlined
succinctly the main provisions of the bill and what it
means. As other speakers from this side of the house
have said, the coalition will support the bill. The
coalition supports a more efficient delivery system, and
if that is best done through a national gas scheme, then
we support that concept and process.
It is worth picking up on a couple of comments other
speakers have made. Mr Thornley said this is a mirror
of the South Australian bill. As Mrs Peulich correctly
identified, it is not a mirror of the South Australian bill:
this bill actually adopts the South Australian bill. That
presents a problem in relation to the scrutiny function of
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee of this
Parliament. The committee had little opportunity to
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comment on the bill as we are adopting the legislation
of another jurisdiction. This is not a new issue. It has
been identified by SARC over many years. In its Alert
Digest No. 6, in which it reports on this bill, SARC
quoted comments from a previous Alert Digest from
1998. This is not a new issue. As Mrs Peulich stated,
there may be very good reasons why the national
scheme is being adopted, but a mechanism to allow
sovereign parliaments to review bills that come before
them is very important. The current process does not
allow that to occur with these types of bills, and that is a
failing.
In response to Mr Barber, other speakers have
commented on his contribution but three words
succinctly sum up for me the difference between the
coalition and the Greens. Mr Barber said you need to
‘regulate for efficiency’. I put it to Mr Barber that it is
very difficult to regulate for efficiency. Increased
regulation actually has the opposite effect, and the way
to improve efficiency, the distribution of energy and the
efficient use of that energy is by encouraging
innovation, providing easy access to the market and
sending the correct market signals to encourage that
efficiency. That is a fundamental difference between
the coalition and the Greens and how we respectively
see the world.
Mr Viney spoke at length about the towns that have
been connected to natural gas by this government. Yes,
some towns have been connected to natural gas but, as
Mr Hall and Mr Drum say, there are many more that
are not connected. The ones that stand out to me in my
electorate are the towns of Warburton and Warburton
East. The natural gas pipeline has recently been
extended up to the Warburton Highway, but because of
cost constraints and a comparatively small pool of
funds, a decision was taken to not extend the pipeline
another 4 kilometres to Warburton and Warburton East.
This is a great tragedy because there are many people
on low incomes in Warburton and Warburton East. It
has a very cold climate, being at altitude and being at
the base of Mount Donna Buang, and those towns
which are trying to encourage additional employment
opportunities through tourism and other ventures need a
cheap and accessible power source. Not extending the
natural gas pipeline is a lost opportunity for those towns
and communities.
I might add there are many more communities in
eastern Victoria and throughout Victoria in general that
should have and need access to natural gas. It is an
efficient energy source. Victoria has an abundance of
gas, and the access to gas needs to be extended. With
those few short words, the coalition supports the bill.
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Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
support this bill this afternoon. Of course it is a very
important bill, as has been outlined by a number of
speakers, but I speak on behalf of those to whom this
bill does not mean a great deal at all, and they are those
people who do not have natural gas. Mr Vogels and
Mr O’Donohue have mentioned a number of townships
throughout country Victoria that are not connected to
natural gas. When one goes back, particularly to the
2002 election when Labor was going to bring natural
gas to every outhouse in every backblock in Victoria —
and I am sure we all remember the promises that were
made back then — it is surprising that that would still
be the case: that natural gas is not connected to these
places.
I just want to raise one area in my electorate that faces
this particular problem and I know it particularly well
because I live there. It is a little town called Bulla,
which, amazingly in 2008, is just 20 minutes from the
GPO on a good day, or perhaps for Mr O’Donohue the
middle of the night. There are no good days when one
has to travel down through the freeways of Melbourne.
There are no such things as a good day, but in the
middle of the night one can reach the GPO in
20 minutes, and we are just 2 minutes from Melbourne
International Airport. So here we have one of the
largest pieces of infrastructure in Victoria, and certainly
one of the most important pieces of infrastructure in
Victoria, but yet 2 minutes down the road we do not
have the natural gas pipeline. It just astounds me that
here we stand, as I say, in 2008 and we have this
particular situation to deal with.
It is not just Bulla. There are a number of towns on the
outskirts of Melbourne that have fallen through the
cracks, and it is just not good enough. I have to tell the
house, for the benefit of those who do not know, that
bottled gas costs a fortune. It costs an absolute arm and
a leg, and I know that at our place we have to keep the
heating at 20 degrees, even on the coldest days. If you
go any higher it just eats the gas, and that is the end of
that. But I have heard stories about pensioners having to
go to bed at 4 o’clock in the afternoon because they
cannot afford the bottled gas to keep them warm after
that. So they pack it in at 4 o’clock. They go to bed
because that is the only way that they can keep warm.
For that to be happening in Victoria in 2008 is
deplorable. It is a scandal and something that obviously
should be rectified posthaste.
This bill would mean a lot more to a good many more
people if those people had natural gas. I think it is
something that should be very high on the
government’s priority list although that does not
necessarily — —
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Mr Barber interjected.
Mr FINN — Well, they have not delivered it,
Mr Barber. Privatisation has little to do with this,
Mr Barber. Your particular perverse obsession with
privatisation has little to do with what I am talking
about because this is clearly an infrastructure issue and
this is a government role. This is a situation where
government should be involved; where government has
said it would be involved, but in so many cases the
government has failed to carry through its promises in
this particular area. So with those few words I will say
that the opposition, or the Liberal Party, supports the
bill but I would ask the government to have a good,
hard think about this — and more than have a good,
hard think — I would ask the government to get off its
tail and actually fix the problem.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing, I want to thank members for their
contributions to the debate.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am of the opinion
that this bill requires to be passed by an absolute
majority. I ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am of the opinion
that the third reading of this bill requires to be passed
by an absolute majority. In order that I may determine
whether the required majority has been obtained I ask
those members who are in favour of the question to
stand where they are.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
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DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES (VOLATILE SUBSTANCES)
(REPEAL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 29 May; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change).
Mr HALL (Eastern Victoria) — This is a small bill,
but it probably has a history longer than the principal
bill. The bill contains just four clauses: one of those is a
purpose clause, one is a commencement clause, one is a
repeal clause, and the final clause repeals the bill itself.
So there is not a great deal of substance in the bill, but,
as I said, the history and more importantly the issue this
bill addresses are important for the house to consider.
I want to quickly go through a bit of the history of this
bill. It started in 2003 with the introduction into the
Parliament of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Volatile Substances) Bill of 2003.
Secondly, following on from that was the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Volatile
Substances) (Extension of Provisions) Bill of 2006.
Then finally today we have the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances (Volatile Substances) (Repeal)
Bill of 2008. Let us look at what each of those three
bills did in turn.
What the first of those, the 2003 act, did was put into
the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act
provisions relating to the inhalation of what have been
described as ‘volatile substances’. Most of us would
know this practice as chroming. Essentially that act
gave the police powers of search and confiscation of
volatile substances, spray cans et cetera of the type that
people might reasonably be expected to have that could
be used for the inhalation of that particular product. It
also set out a whole range of conditions associated with
the search and seizure powers of Victoria Police.
It also dealt with the matter as a health issue. Although
a person in possession of such a volatile substance did
not incur a criminal record, there was a requirement for
the police to treat the possession as a health matter and
to place that young person in the care of somebody who
could safely look after them and ensure that they did
not suffer any ill effects after the inhalation of such a
substance. That act placed a two-year time limit on its
existence. So it was that the Parliament came back in
2006 to extend the two-year time limit provided in the
first of those acts. What we are doing here today with
this particular bill is ensuring that those provisions are
permanently inserted in the Drugs, Poisons and
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Controlled Substances Act. The bill also repeals the
stand-alone act of 2003 and entrenches those provisions
in the principal act. That is essentially what this bill
does.
I suppose we could say the debate on this issue has now
been held, first in 2003 and finally in 2008. But the
inhalation of volatile substances is still an issue of
concern in our communities, and it is appropriate that it
be dealt with as this bill does, and for that reason the
coalition will be supporting the bill.
I want to put on record the fact that the coalition has
been able to obtain only limited data on the prevalence
of this particular issue in our communities. From the
latest data available to us, from 2004–05, we are aware
that volatile substances were the primary drugs of
concern in 562 courses of treatment in alcohol and drug
agencies in that year. There were also
36 hospitalisations from volatile substance use in
2004–05, and that was a significant increase from
2002–03 when this legislation was first brought in. We
have the knowledge that in the nine months to March
2005 ambulances attended 236 incidents where there
was evidence of volatile substance use. So even the
limited data we were able to find outline the importance
of this problem. It is an issue of concern that we need to
have a look at.
I want to put on record also the opposition’s main
concern about this matter — that is, the lack of
available data and reporting that has been undertaken
under the operation of the 2003 act. Members should
look first at the minister’s second-reading speech on the
introduction of this bill we are debating here this
afternoon. I will quote from it:
In evaluating the success of the 2003 legislation, the
government used the protocols advisory committee, who
reviewed the data collected since 2004 from Metropolitan
Ambulance Service (MAS); public hospital accident and
emergency departments; Victoria Police; and alcohol and
drug treatment services.

It goes on to discuss that review. Disappointingly, the
government has not made that review publicly
available, and that is a dereliction of its duty. Its refusal
to make that report available certainly weakens its case
for the need to address this whole problem of the
inhalation of volatile substances. I would have thought
it would be fairly easy for the government to do so.
After all, this is a bipartisan-type issue. We are all
fighting the one cause on this. It will not be the case
that any other political party would make great political
capital from the report. In fact, more capital can be
made by the government’s failure to release that report
publicly than if it had released the report. We are
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bitterly disappointed that the report has not been made
available.
Secondly, in terms of the disclosure of information, we
are disappointed that there seems to be no follow-up on
provisions which are contained within the act — that is,
with respect to the reporting by Victoria Police on this
particular matter. I note the minister in the other place,
the Attorney-General, when he first introduced the
legislation in May 2003, is reported as saying in the
second-reading speech:
The bill will sunset two years after commencement. This will
allow the operation of the new police powers to be reviewed
after a reasonable period of operation.

Section 60S of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Volatile Substances) Act lists a whole
range of matters the Chief Commissioner of Police
must provide to the minister for inclusion in the annual
report of operations under part 7 of the Financial
Management Act 1994. The act then has a whole page
of things that need to be reported, including the number
of searches without warrant undertaken under
section 60E, the number of searches without warrant
under section 60F, and it goes on. The resources of the
coalition have been unable to locate any of the reported
information. The government is not fulfilling its
obligations under the provisions of the act. We say the
failure to disclose what the government promised to
disclose, as set out in the principal act, weakens its
position with respect to putting this forward. We
criticise the government for failing to do that. It would
have been helpful for all members had the information
been made available.
I also put on the record that the Liberal and National
parties have had a proud record of supporting and
addressing concerns about the inhalation of volatile
substances. We know when the 2003 act was first
debated it was the Liberal shadow spokesperson, the
member for Caulfield in the other place, Helen
Shardey, who attempted to insert an amendment in the
then bill that would ban the sale of spray paint cans to
children under 18 years. The government said it was
too difficult and unworkable to do that, and yet only
12 months later, in response to a graffiti problem in
Melbourne, the government imposed a prohibition on
the sale of spray paint cans to people under the age of
18 years. It could have been done, but the government
refused to do it when the bill was first debated in 2003.
That is an indication of the coalition’s record of support
and its preparedness to take action on this matter.
The final point I wish to make in my contribution to
this debate is to mention a report tabled by the
parliamentary Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee
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in 2002 on its inquiry into the inhalation of volatile
substances. That report had 16 recommendations, one
of which was to implement legislation along the lines of
the 2003 act. However, a significant number of
recommendations were ignored and have still been
ignored by the government. One of the strongest of
those recommendations was the need to take further
action regarding the education component of the bill.
Educating young people about the dangers of the
inhalation of volatile substances could have been far
more extensive than the government has embarked on
to date. The minister, in his second-reading speech, lists
some of the actions taken, but we are not convinced that
message is getting through to young people because the
incidence of young people who have inhaled volatile
substances is still increasing.
Although we strongly support the bill, and will do that
by standing in our places in support of the bill this
afternoon, we are concerned that the presentation of the
data promised by the government, and which is
required to be publicly presented under the act, is not
being done. We call on the government to lift its game
in respect of that. It would be helpful to all of us if that
information was available. With those few words I
again indicate that the Liberal and National parties will
support this legislation.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
indicate at the start of my contribution to the debate that
the Greens will be supporting this legislation. We too
are disappointed in the way the government has not
released information about this legislation. I have just
had emailed to me a report which I presume has all the
answers in it I wanted to know, but it is now 5.50 p.m.
and having received this at 5.30 p.m., I cannot possibly
review 80 pages of documents.
The Greens support this legislation because we believe
it goes to the whole issue of chroming not being made a
criminal offence. The police should be able to take
young people to a treatment centre, a hospital or to a
home where they could receive care. Obviously the
problem with young people chroming is that it causes
terrible neurological and physical damage. In the past
week I have spoken to a number of drug agencies, and
the concerns they have raised with me is that there are
simply not enough treatment beds. In fact the May
newsletter of the Victorian Drugs and Alcohol
Association refers to its grave concerns that the budget
has not kept up to pace and that there are not enough
treatment beds. If the police were to pick up a young
person who was chroming, where would they take him?
What if it was out of hours? I am not aware of any
out-of-hours treatment service where you could take a
young person.
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While the Greens support the bill, we have real
concerns about the lack of government transparency
and the fact that it was not prepared to release the data
that it promised when the bill was first initiated.
Clause 3 of the bill repeals the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances (Volatile Substances) Act 2003.
The explanatory memorandum states:
As the powers granted to the police under this division were
new and extensive, it was proposed that there be a trial period
of use during which the exercise of the powers would be
monitored and analysed.

We have not seen the monitoring or analysis. It may
possibly be in the 80 pages that has just been emailed to
me, but as I said, we asked for that last week and it
came to me at 5:27 p.m. I do not think that is an
adequate way to treat such a serious bill.
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I speak in
support of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Volatile Substances) (Repeal) Bill, the
purpose of which is to repeal the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances (Volatile Substances) Act 2003
and to enable its provisions to continue to have an
ongoing effect through the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act 1981.
By the repeal of the 2003 act, the volatile substances
provisions in division 2 of part IV of the principal 1981
act will remain permanently in force. The effect will be
that this bill will ensure that police can continue to take
action to protect young people under the age of 18 who
inhale volatile substances. The 2003 volatile substances
legislation granted police limited powers to apprehend
and detain young people whom they reasonably
suspected of abusing volatile substances or who were at
risk of doing so.
Under the 2003 Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Volatile Substances) Act police were
empowered to search these young suspects and seize
the volatile substances themselves and the items used to
inhale them. Importantly, under the legislation police
are required to link the young person with an
appropriate adult, who could be the young person’s
parent or a person working in a health service, for
example, so that the young person will be safe.
The legislation is remarkable, because it in no way
criminalises inhalant abuse, the focus being on the
welfare of the young person. Police officers are
prevented from interviewing or questioning young
people who are detained under the act in relation to any
alleged offence. Volatile substances or inhalants refer to
household products such as paint, glue, paint thinner,
deodorant and petrol, which when inhaled have an
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intoxicating effect. The problem is that these items can
be sold legally over the counter, and young people can
get them fairly easily. They are also inexpensive, which
makes it more of a problem. The inhalation of these
substances is commonly known as chroming.
The government introduced the 2003 legislation
following the Victorian Parliament’s Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee report on its inquiry into the
inhalation of volatile substances. The committee was
asked to review the adequacy of strategies available at
the time and to provide some strategy options that
would reduce the incidence of inhalation of volatile
substances and prevent people from inhaling in the first
place. The final report made it plain that at the time
there was a lack of reliable data and research and that
the committee’s recommendations were based on
observation of best practice facilities in other Australian
states and other countries.
The committee recommended against the
criminalisation of the inhalation of volatile substances,
as that course of action would, in the committee’s view,
have been ineffective and counterproductive. The
committee recommended that legislation should be
enacted so that authorities could apprehend and detain
people who had been inhaling volatile substances, and
that is what the consequent legislation brought into law.
The committee also made a wide range of
recommendations relating to the need for further
research in general, the benefits of point-of-sale
restrictions and the need for volatile substance abuse
emergency protocols. The committee recommended
that a variety of educational programs be considered,
including specific programs for young people who are
already chronic abusers of volatile substances.
Recommendations were made that relate to information
and training and responses targeted at specific groups,
including Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders, the
media and product developers in relation to the
manufacture of safer spray paints, for example.
The Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Volatile Substances) Act 2003 was introduced in 2004
and extended for a further two years in 2006 to allow a
more comprehensive review of the legislation in
relation to protecting young people at risk. The
government has determined that sufficient data has now
been collected to confirm the effectiveness of the
legislation in protecting young people at risk. It is now
time to make the legislation permanent. In the next part
of my contribution I am going to talk about the review,
and I note from the contributions made by Mr Hall and
Ms Hartland that that review was not made available to
them. It was indeed made available to me. I listened
very carefully to what those two members said, and I
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will undertake to take that matter up with the minister.
The members will bear with me as I inform them of
some things they may not have been aware of when
preparing for their contributions.
The Department of Human Services conducted the
review of the legislation and consulted with a number
of relevant agencies such as Victoria Police, child
protection out-of-home care services and the Victorian
Aboriginal Legal Service as well as hospitals and
ambulance services. The research and data collected
over the last three years indicates that the majority of
responses by police and ambulance officers have been
to young people under 18 years old, the target group of
the legislation. The review aimed to find out how
effective the legislation had been in protecting these
young people from risk.
The review examined data in relation to the way
Victoria Police have used the act and found, among
other things, that police officers needed further training
on the issues. The review also examined the Koori
community’s concerns regarding inhalants and the level
of assistance provided to the Koori community. In
addition the review looked at how well organisations
involved in related substance abuse issues were
engaged in the work of the inter-agency protocol that
had been developed by Victoria Police and some other
agencies. The review found that support staff in the
field viewed inhalant abuse as a serious issue and that,
at least from the 2006 data, the problem appeared to be
a metropolitan problem, with some pockets of activity
in rural areas. The review also indicated that inhalant
abuse is no longer predominantly an activity of early
adolescence, with most cases now involving individuals
in the 14–16 age range.
Just over half of the individuals that police detained
under the act in the 2004 to 2006 period were young
women, representing a significant increase over the past
few years. The review also found that paint is the most
used inhalant and that there were no incidents involving
petrol sniffing and almost none involving butane
sniffing.
The conclusion that is drawn from that is that it most
likely explains why there were no deaths, and low
morbidity rates. Volatile substance abuse is not
restricted to young people under the age of 18, and
while under-18s are, on the basis of the evidence, of
overwhelming concern, consideration is being given to
the possibility of police powers being extended so they
can apprehend and detain in a similar way young
people up to the age of 25, and apprehend any person,
no matter how old they are, who appears to be under
the influence of inhalants.
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Legislation that permits the police to apprehend and
detain young people who are inhaling volatile
substances will not in itself improve the health and
welfare of young people in risky or dangerous
circumstances. This is why the government, through the
Department of Human Services, is working to ensure
that a coordinated response is developed. The DHS
drugs policy and services group works through the
Volatile Substance Abuse Protocols Advisory
Committee, which has wide stakeholder representation
that includes child protection, Koori health, welfare and
legal services. The government itself funds a wide
range of alcohol and drug services as well as health and
welfare services that help address the issues that can
lead to substance abuse. That includes services in the
areas of school support, pre-employment, family
support and housing and homelessness.
The government has also, in conjunction with the Koori
community, given particular support to Koori youth
through, for instance, the development of an
information kit for Koori health and community
workers and also for parents. As well, the Victorian
government has allocated over $2 million for the
establishment of a Koori youth residential rehabilitation
service, and it is envisaged that this first service of its
type will be able to cater to the specific needs of Koori
youth in Victoria. The service will support Koori youth
who are affected by alcohol or drugs by addressing the
physical, emotional, cultural and spiritual aspects of
health.
The repeal of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Volatile Substances) Act 2003 will ensure
that the police can continue to take positive action to
protect young people under the age of 18 who inhale
these substances. This is important legislation that will
protect young people at risk, and I commend the bill to
the house.
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Whilst I plan to support this legislation, there are a
number of concerns that require amplification. The
purpose of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Volatile Substances) (Repeal) Bill of 2008
is to repeal the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Volatile Substances) Act of 2003. The
intentions of the 2003 bill were to introduce changes to
improve the police response to young people who use
and abuse volatile substances. This bill ensures that
those changes are permanent. Such measures include
that police are now empowered to stop and search
people under 18 years of age if they suspect they have
been using volatile substances. It also allows limited
civil powers for the police to detain people under
18 years of age whom they also suspect of using
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volatile substances. It is also worth highlighting that in
taking the initiative from the Liberal Party’s policy
platform on banning spray can access to
under-18-year-olds, this was picked up by this
government in its graffiti legislation of 2007, so the
Liberal Party continues to lead the way in policy
platforms to deal with these social problems that ravage
young people, and increasingly large numbers of young
people.
We note with concern, however, that public access to a
review conducted by the Volatile Substance Abuse
Protocol Advisory Committee has been denied, and
concern further deepens when this legislation is
scrutinised in terms of its response to the
16 recommendations made by the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee in its 2002 report, Inquiry into
the Inhalation of Volatile Substances. Further,
alarmingly, a number of recommendations made way
back in 2002 are still being ignored. Such
recommendations still not acted upon include education
programs for particular groups. We can see that the
government has missed the mark and these programs
have not yet been delivered and there is no sign of
when they will be, even though there is a lot of
emphasis on programs and resource kits for the Koori
community, which is also very important, but some of
the groups that have been left out of the training
programs include health workers, youth workers and
local government staff.
Why are the provisions so important? Basically a lot of
young people start off with a sense of invulnerability,
and this is very high in the mid-years of teenagers. By
drawing upon information set out by the brain injury
website, chroming is defined as the inhaling of volatile
substances, and it is described as being both an
emerging and a cheap form of drug abuse, and it is
focused primarily on young people. However, I have a
lasting image in my mind from a program I saw on the
ABC about six weeks ago that was addressing the
question of homelessness in and around the
Darlinghurst area in Sydney. It was quite amazing to
see a woman of an indeterminate age, but I would say
somewhere in her thirties, appearing with her entire
face covered with spray paint residue, so it is not just
something for the young and it certainly is something
that, if these people survive these inhalation episodes,
or start a little bit later, can go on into middle life.
We wonder what the state of their minds and body
organs and the condition of their blood chemistry
would be. Apparently the majority of people whom we
could describe as chromers, which is a generic term
applied to people who use inhalants, will experiment
with inhalants but soon apply self-restraint after one or
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two uses. For others the practice is used in social
settings with groups of friends, and some of these souls
grow out of the practice provided they develop other
interests. For others, normally individuals struggling
with deep personal issues, a range of health
implications, such as damage to the brain, the nervous
system, the liver and the lungs result in this being an
habitual and dominant activity for them.
We also need to recognise that some inhalants cause
cardiac arrest and a syndrome known as sudden sniffing
death syndrome. In the long term inhalants will damage
the kidneys, lungs, liver, heart, bone marrow and blood
chemistry and will provide a range of cognitive
disorders that will manifest themselves in illogical
thinking, forgetfulness and irritability. Withdrawal
symptoms also impact on the person who is addicted to
these inhalants and on long-term abuse. They will
experience tremors, agitation, tachycardia,
hallucinations and seizures.
At this point it is probably useful to draw on a very
comprehensive article by Dewi Cooke that appeared in
the Age of 23 May 2008. It is important for the
government, and I hope it has absorbed this. The article
states:
Child protection workers report that substance abuse,
particularly chroming, can be more prevalent among children
who have been in state care; they can also have problems with
aggression and a failure to trust others. Such complex issues
can take their toll on services, especially in a climate where
rental housing is scarce and where housing services are
already struggling to place people in suitable accommodation.

It has been a constant litany from this side of the house
in terms of urging this government to address issues
such as accommodation for people requiring not only
crisis accommodation but a safe place to keep people
out of these hideous squats where they are going to be
associating with a cohort of people who are going to
draw them further and further into these habits.
In closing it is worth referring to how getting this
wrong can have such serious ramifications for the
government. I draw upon an article in the Indigenous
Law Bulletin, accessed at www.austlii.edu.au, entitled
‘Chroming — Legislative change and practical
dilemmas’, which states:
… a story appeared in the Herald Sun newspaper that accused
Berry Street of operating a network of safe sniffing houses for
young chromers …

I recall that the current member for Pascoe Vale in the
other house, who was the responsible minister at the
time, lost her portfolio on the strength of that. I hope the
government has woken up to itself and realises that this
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is only the start of the process and that there is much
information to take on board.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — The Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Volatile
Substances) Act 2003 came into operation on 1 July
2004. It created powers for Victoria Police to
apprehend people under the age of 18 reasonably
suspected of abusing volatile substances or considered
to be at risk of doing so. The legislation was introduced
by this government to protect young people from a
disturbing emerging trend. Volatile substances or
inhalants can include household products such as paint,
glue, paint thinner, deodorant and petrol when inhaled
for an intoxicating effect. Inhaling such substances is
known as chroming. These items are obviously legally
and easily accessible by young people. Hence the need
for innovative legislation in this area. What is
innovative about this legislation is that it does not
criminalise inhalant abuse but enables police to provide
a brief intervention to protect the health and welfare of
young people.
The earlier legislation empowered police to search for
and seize volatile substances and items used to inhale
them. The legislation gave police limited powers of
detention over persons under the age of 18 who were
thought to have inhaled a volatile substance but did not
provide for police to question a young person about any
offence while detained in accordance with the act.
Police are, however, able to make a connection between
young people and a suitable care provider, including a
parent, hospital, other carer or drug treatment agency.
When this legislation was introduced in 2003 it had a
sunset clause which extended to this month. The sunset
clause was inserted to enable a period of monitoring of
this legislation to assess its effectiveness in reducing
harm to young people associated with volatile
substance abuse. The bill we are debating today seeks
to repeal the temporary legislation and remove the
sunset clause, making these provisions permanent. The
review has now been conducted. As part of the review,
interviews and surveys were carried out with police and
ambulance officers, Koori community workers, child
protection outreach workers, residential care workers,
and alcohol and drug youth consultants.
Data from the review indicates that officers of Victoria
Police are using the powers in a way that was hoped
with the original legislation and in the best interests of
young people. The data obtained in the review certainly
supported the need to continue the legislation. What
was initiated by the Bracks Labor government as a
response to a very concerning trend in the behaviour of
some young people, that of abusing in a most
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inappropriate way substances that have very
worthwhile uses in the home and putting their health
and welfare at risk, has demonstrated itself to be
working. This legislation is a great example of the
government’s ability to govern effectively for all
Victorians, to always place a premium on protecting the
safety of young people and to take whatever steps we
can to protect their future. I support the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank all members for their contributions to the
debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Grahamvale Primary School: funding
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter for the attention of the Minister for
Education in the other place is in regard to a Labor
election commitment to replace relocatable buildings at
the Grahamvale Primary School with permanent,
modern facilities to enhance educational outcomes for
students. This promise was listed in three of Labor’s
2006 policy documents. My request of the minister is
that she fulfil this election commitment to Grahamvale
primary by providing adequate funding to enable
Grahamvale to proceed with the master plan that has
been developed and to ensure construction of the new
buildings can be undertaken all in one go and not as a
staged project.
The school is comprised almost entirely of relocatable
buildings, and these desperately need to be replaced
with permanent structures. The one permanent building
at the school, which accommodates the administration
offices and three classrooms, no longer meets the needs
of the school. It was designed for a school population of
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75 to 100. It is undersized, damaged due to white ant
infestation, contains asbestos and has unlevel floors.
The other 10 classrooms, the library, music room and
computer laboratory are all portable buildings.
Grahamvale Primary School was allocated $2 million
in the 2008–09 state budget, which came as a surprise
to the people at the school because in February they
were told by the department to progress their plans and
that the school would be considered for funding in the
2009–10 budget. At that stage they were also told that
the school was in an exceptional circumstance because
of its rapid growth. The department had originally
asked that a school be designed for an enrolment of 201
to 226. Given that the school already had 315 enrolled,
they were told to go ahead and design a school for 301
to 326. The school engaged an architect, who drew up a
master plan. Neither the people at the school nor the
architect were made aware that construction may need
to be done in stages, so this was not taken into account
in the design.
A multistaged development would cause much
disruption to the school’s students and staff over a
number of years, and the limited land on which the
school is situated makes a staged process almost
impossible. The people at the school are gravely
concerned that a staged project could take several years
and during that time the school environment would
continuously be a construction site that would restrict
the already limited play space and create an extremely
unsafe environment for the students.
There has also been no promise of additional future
funding although the $2 million is not sufficient. The
complete redevelopment is expected to cost about
$6.5 million.
The school has an extremely good reputation and it has
an excellent principal. The land surrounding the school
is allocated for both short-term and long-term future
residential development, indicating that the school
population will continue to grow. This is not the first
time that the government has failed to provide adequate
funding for permanent classrooms at Grahamvale
primary. About six years ago a master plan was
developed and funding was sought. The funding did not
eventuate, and the school was allocated four mod 5
relocatables as compensation.
I call on the minister to fulfil Labor’s election
commitment to Grahamvale Primary School by
providing adequate funding to enable the school to
proceed with the master plan that has been developed
and to ensure that it will not need to be a staged project.
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Consumer affairs: children’s clothing
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Consumer
Affairs in the other place, Tony Robinson. Making my
way through the weekend papers I read with interest an
article at page 11 of the Sunday Herald Sun of 8 June. It
is headed ‘Kids’ boots cop a kick’, and next to it is
quite a large photograph, as members may have seen,
of a child model dressed in a pair of high-heeled boots.
A quote in large bold font reads:
They send a message that even very little girls are really sexy
little adults …

As the mother of a six-year-old daughter, this article
well and truly had my attention. The article goes on to
explain that in Victoria high-heeled, zip-up leather
boots with a 3-centimetre heel are being sold to
children, a mini version of the kind made famous by
fashionistas the world around.
In the article the Women’s Forum Australia director,
Melinda Tankard Reist, is reported as describing them
as ‘follow-me-home boots’, and she expresses her
concern that they are being sold to girls as young as
two. I leave it to members and parents to decide if they
think it is fashionable or appropriate to dress girls as
young as two in knee-length, high-heeled boots.
However, the health concerns are very real.
I have some boots like this, but as I am the ripe old age
of 34 my feet stopped growing a long time ago. In fact
boots like this are, for many adults, a bit of a wardrobe
staple. The article reports the Australian Medical
Association president, Dr Rosanna Capolingua, as
saying:
… wearing high-heeled shoes could distort muscular and
skeletal growth in infants.

I am sure we all know adults who suffer lifelong foot
pain as the result of poor footwear in childhood.
Dr Capolingua went on to say:
We do ban and put warnings on hazardous toys. Perhaps we
should put bans on hazardous clothing for kids and put
warnings on them as well.

While I understand that unlike dangerous toys the
wearing of boots like this is unlikely to be a matter of
life and death, my request is that the minister look into
this issue and decide if it is appropriate to ban or place
warnings on clothing or other items that may adversely
affect the health and wellbeing of our youngest
Victorians, and that he advise me of his consideration
of this issue.

ADJOURNMENT
Tuesday, 10 June 2008

COUNCIL

Rail: Maryborough service
Mr VOGELS (Western Victoria) — I raise a matter
for the Minister for Public Transport in the other place,
Lynne Kosky, and it concerns the reopening of the
passenger rail service to Maryborough. Last week,
along with the Leader of the Opposition, I met with
Central Goldfields Shire Council representatives and
members of the Maryborough community. One of the
issues raised with me was the failure of this Labor
government to deliver on the promise made to provide
a passenger rail service with the upgrade of the Mildura
railway line.
Currently the freight service uses the railway, but
passengers are required to catch a bus service to
connect with trains at Castlemaine or alternatively at
Ballarat. The bus services connecting with the rail
services often do not coincide, and that adds extra hours
to commuting. The action I seek from the minister is to
ensure Labor’s promise to restore a passenger rail
service to Maryborough is honoured. After all, it is
nearly 10 years since this promise was made.

Environment: Brooklyn industrial emissions
Mr PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — My
matter is for the attention of the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change, Gavin Jennings, and
it concerns industrial odours, particularly in Brooklyn
in my electorate. Last sitting week and again today, I,
along with the members for Footscray and
Williamstown from the other place, met with the
members of a residents association known as the On the
Nose group. On the Nose is the Brooklyn residents
action group which was set up as a reaction to
unacceptable odours that emanate periodically from a
number of sites in the Brooklyn estate, which includes
an oil processor, a landfill, an organic recycler and two
abattoirs.
I am on the record as not being a crusader against
industry in the west. In fact one of the companies that
has been the subject of complaints from residents
employs on its site at Brooklyn more than 1000 people,
many of them recently arrived African migrants. But
the fact is that the companies operate under an
Environment Protection Authority (EPA) licence that
requires them to control their odour emissions.
Technologies exist to assist those companies to do that,
but companies need to have a reason to use those
technologies.
One of the incentives is EPA enforcement. I am not
critical of the EPA in that regard because it has a very
difficult job. Often by the time one of its officers arrives
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at the site of the complaint, the odour has dissipated.
Often, even when the odour is still detectable, it is
difficult to trace its source. One of the concerns raised
by On the Nose though is that even when the EPA can
identify the source of the odour and fine the offending
company, the level of fine is insufficient to act either as
a deterrent or incentive to invest in odour-minimising
technology. I have some sympathy for that view.
My request to the minister is that he, or the EPA,
conduct a review of the fining regime in the act with a
view to implementing a penalty regime which is more
likely to act as an incentive to companies to control
their odour emissions.

Mallacoota: aged-care facility
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Environment and
Climate Change. The need for facilities for elderly
people at Mallacoota is becoming an increasing
challenge and I raise this matter with the minister for
reasons that will shortly be clear. The Mallacoota Inlet
Aged Care organisation has been working for 15 years
toward its goal of establishing an aged-care facility or
nursing home in the town to cater for between 10 and
15 people. In that time it has raised $140 000 within the
local community.
The organisation is now exploring funding for a
feasibility study for this project. The point has been
reached where some state government support is
required so that the community can take the next step.
Specifically it is seeking to obtain a Crown land site
within the Mallacoota township for the nursing home.
A suitable site opposite the Miva Miva Health Centre
has been identified. Mallacoota Inlet Aged Care has
discussed its availability with the regional office of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment at
Bairnsdale and submitted an application to acquire the
site.
The need for such a facility is well established,
although it is accepted that there is also a need to
develop a workable model and business case for a
nursing home to serve such a small community. The
East Gippsland shire’s Mallacoota urban design
framework forecasts that the town’s population will be
driven by retirement and the existing aged population
profile will continue to expand. The framework uses
statistics showing that in 2001, 23.2 per cent of the
population of Mallacoota was aged 65 and over — well
above the regional Victorian average of 14.3 per cent.
This is in line with the Mallacoota Medical Centre
database, which shows that 23 per cent of the
patients — 800 of them — are aged over 65. Given that
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the median age of Mallacoota residents is 45, that bears
out the forecast that the ageing trend of the population
will increase.
Currently nursing homes at Orbost, Lakes Entrance and
Bairnsdale are the only options for local people
requiring a high level of care. That of course takes them
a long way from their home environment and therefore
their families and surviving partners. That is
undesirable in terms of its impact on communities,
families and friends.
The allocation of a site is logically the next practical
step in the planning process for an aged-care facility at
Mallacoota. This would give a great deal of heart and
sense of direction to a committee that over an
extraordinarily long period of time has shown
exceptional dedication to achieving its mission to
improve the care of elderly people in the Mallacoota
district. It would also send a positive signal to the local
community, which has strongly supported the
committee. I therefore ask the minister to initiate action
through the regional office of his department to
facilitate the acquisition of the Crown land site opposite
the Miva Miva centre for the Croajingolong Lodge
Nursing Home, as it would be known, at no cost to the
local committee.

EastLink: guardrail posts
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
raise my adjournment matter for the attention of the
Minister for Roads and Ports in the other place. The
issue relates to the guardrail posts along the new
EastLink tollway. My understanding is that some
independent testing has been undertaken by PearlStreet,
a laboratory and tester approved by the National
Association of Testing Authorities.
Recent testing was primarily done along a section of the
Dandenong bypass near the Dandenong Creek
overpass. It was done because section 708 of the
VicRoads specification stipulates that the minimum
acceptable base material thickness for guardrail posts
along motor vehicle roadways is 5.71 millimetres.
Section 708 states guardrails must have a minimum
base material thickness of 6 millimetres plus or minus
0.29 millimetres, and the PearlStreet tests indicate that
that minimum VicRoads standard for guardrail posts
has not been met on what will soon become one of
Victoria’s most important roadways.
A failure to comply with VicRoads engineering
standards on such a major road is unacceptable.
VicRoads has established a series of these engineering
standards to protect the safety of the public, and any
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deviation from these standards is of grave concern. In
the interests of public safety I request that the minister
insist VicRoads undertake an independent review of
guardrail posts to ensure that they comply with its
specification under section 708.

Disability services: respite care
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — The
matter I raise on the adjournment is for the Minister for
Community Services in the other place, Lisa Neville.
Now that the federal government has dropped the baton
on providing respite care for communities around
Gisborne, I would like to ask the community services
minister what she plans to do to pick up the pieces of
the shattered lives left behind by Prime Minister Kevin
Rudd. Unless you experience firsthand the demands of
a disabled child who requires care into adulthood, you
cannot begin to understand the sacrifices parents make
to achieve even the smallest steps.
For a disabled child nothing is easy and no
developmental stage can be taken for granted. Walking,
talking, eating and toilet training just do not happen
easily. They take hours, days, weeks and months of
hard work and determination. The only relief for carers,
most often the parents, is when they get a rare
opportunity for respite. It is all very well for Prime
Minister Rudd to sit in the Lodge in Canberra with a
butler to choose his clothes and a nanny to look after his
children, but most people do not have that benefit.
My heart goes out to the families in Gisborne, led by
Kay Atlas and the Gisborne respite working group, who
after five hard years of fundraising and lobbying finally
thought they saw a light at the end of the tunnel with a
promise from the previous federal government to build
a six-bed respite house in Gisborne. That house would
have given the conservatively estimated 100 or so
families in the area a new lease of life and the ability to
leave their loved ones in the care of qualified people
and have some sense of normality for a day or two.
I spoke with Kay last week. She related to me the sad
case of one mum who, because she could not cope with
the strain and the workload, had to relinquish her child
into care. That is a most sad circumstance and a
decision that was not made lightly. Kay told me that it
was a kick in the guts. We have parents in crisis and a
need for assurances that the program will not drop off
the radar. The action I seek from the minister is that on
1 July, when this issue is handballed back to the state
government, this funding be put into immediate action
and the planned respite house in the Macedon Ranges
be given top priority.
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Police: numbers
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My issue
this evening is for the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services in the other place. It has to do with
an increased police presence on the streets. As
unbelievable as it may seem, daylight robbery is on the
increase. Three weeks ago, at 3 o’clock on a Friday
afternoon, I watched as a robber smashed a car window
in the Parliament House car park. I alerted the security
people and they did a great job in apprehending the
robber. This is not an isolated instance of something
like this happening in the middle of the day. People in
our suburbs are no longer safe.
Last weekend there was a tragic incident involving a
93-year-old woman whose name is Maria. At 3 o’clock
on 7 June she was standing on the corner of Kensington
and Toorak roads waiting for her son. A robber came
up behind her, belted her over the head, took her
handbag and her walking stick, and left her feeling very
uncertain. The robber then fled at high speed in a car.
Maria has lived independently and is a vibrant
personality within the community. She is now in
hospital suffering from both wounds and shock. It is
doubtful whether this woman will be able to live
independently in the future. The problem is that the
robber has not only taken away her handbag, he has
also taken away her independence.
If we had more police on the streets, the very fact that
people would be aware that there were additional police
on the streets during daylights hours would be a
deterrent. It is seen to be a deterrent in other
jurisdictions around the world, and I believe it would be
a deterrent here. In fact, if the robber had thought that
police could have been in the vicinity, he may not have
been quite so blatant.
I know the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
is regularly asked for help and support. I know he is
frequently appealed to, but my request this evening is
that the minister, as a matter of urgency, develop and
implement a policy of increasing the number of police
on suburban streets. I am certain I speak on behalf of
everyone in this chamber when I say that we wish
Maria a speedy recovery and a return to independent
living.

Police: Geelong
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — My adjournment
matter is for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services in the other place. It concerns ongoing calls for
more front-line police in the Geelong region. First let
me say that the police are doing a great job, under
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enormous pressure, in fighting rising crime in the
Geelong region. I congratulate the Geelong Advertiser
on launching its Just Think campaign to fight
alcohol-related violence and antisocial behaviour in the
city centre, which will improve public safety awareness
in the community. Despite the Brumby government’s
rhetoric about police numbers, the reality is that there
are simply not enough front-line police to provide a
visible presence and a timely response to community
safety issues.
Calls for extra police have fallen on deaf ears among
local Labor MPs, even though the Police Association
has continually identified a significant shortfall in
police in the Geelong region. While the coalition does
not always agree with the police union, on this issue we
are in agreement. We are totally committed to ensuring
that the shortage of police in Geelong, on the Bellarine
Peninsula and along the Surf Coast is addressed.
A greater visible police presence is needed to reinforce
measures aimed at improving community safety; this
has been a proven method of making the streets in
Geelong safer. The Brumby government should be
ashamed that the chronic shortage of police officers in
Geelong prevented a police kiosk being established in
the city just a few weeks after federal funding was
announced. There is still much support for this
initiative, and it is disappointing that a lack of police
officers to operate the police kiosk means that it will
not go ahead.
Geelong is in critical need of additional police.
Recently published figures relating to Geelong, the
Bellarine Peninsula, and the Surf Coast indicate that
there is a shortage of up to 200 police. Shortages in
Geelong are forcing officers to work on their days off
and are draining resources from the Bellarine Peninsula
and the Surf Coast. This means that other police
stations, like the ones at Torquay and Ocean Grove,
cannot be fully utilised because of a lack of police
numbers. More front-line police will allow these police
stations and others in the region to be properly
resourced. Those people living in the greater Geelong
region have every right to be outraged by the lack of
support they are getting from the Brumby government
in fighting crime and antisocial behaviour in the region.
The action I seek from the minister is to request the
Chief Commissioner of Police urgently to fix the
shortage of front-line police in the Geelong, Bellarine
and Surf Coast regions and to meet whatever demands
are made.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am not totally
convinced that Mr Koch’s matter is legitimately for the
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minister. However, I will pay due regard to the
member’s matter and think about it overnight. I will
give him a formal ruling tomorrow.

Solar energy: rebate
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Tonight
my adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Minister for Environment and Climate Change. It
concerns the issue of solar panels, which is a matter of
joint responsibility between state and federal
governments. Because greenhouse gases are rising in
Victoria and in other parts of Australia every step needs
to be taken by different levels of government to address
that issue. Both state and federal governments have put
in place programs to encourage the use of solar panels
by people on their various properties, both commercial
and residential. People will be familiar with the policies
of both the Labor Party and the Liberal Party to
encourage the use of solar energy, which were
announced during the last state election campaign. This
is an important area, which has a principle of
bipartisanship. However, the announcement by the
Rudd federal government of the cessation of full
support for solar panels — —
Mr Drum — Unbelievable!
Mr D. DAVIS — Yes, it was unbelievable;
‘shameful’ is another word for it. Reducing the rebates
by targeting them in a particular way will have an
impact on our state programs and the take-up of
solar arrangements here. It is in this context, as a part of
the joint federal-state effort that the community needs
to undertake to ensure that the uptake of solar cells is
maximised, that I seek some assistance from the
Minister for Environment and Climate Change. I ask
whether at the next environment council ministers
meeting the minister would be prepared to put on the
agenda for joint state-federal discussion the interplay
between state and federal solar cell encouragement
programs.
Clearly consumers who are able to access rebates and
other arrangements that are available from the federal
government and are also able to access rebates, other
arrangements and encouragement from the state
government, can assess the totality of the arrangements
that are available, whether they be feed-in tariffs or
straight rebates. The total level of encouragement is
clearly of significance to domestic or commercial
consumers. That is why the impact of these federal cuts
on programs has hit the solar industry so hard. It is
destroying the industry and leaving it less viable and
less able to fulfil what is desired in a bipartisan and
federal-state arrangement — —
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Davis knows the
rules about debating adjournment matters.
Mr D. DAVIS — I ask the minister to place the
proposed federal cuts on the agenda at the next meeting
of environment ministers in the context of designing the
best possible state and federal arrangements to
encourage the best uptake of solar technologies.

Belgrave: traffic congestion
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — This
evening my matter is for the Minister for Roads and
Ports in the other place. My matter concerns the
township of Belgrave and the provision of additional
road connections through that area.
People who live in towns like Emerald, Cockatoo,
Gembrook and other towns that are beyond Belgrave
have to travel through Belgrave if commuting to and
from Melbourne for work. This means that a significant
amount of traffic goes through Belgrave every day.
That traffic has to go through the main street of
Belgrave, which is the Burwood Highway. The local
businesses are affected more as traffic increases, and
traffic gridlocks are becoming more prevalent and are a
real concern for Belgrave residents. As the minister
would be aware, because of the recent announcements
about the changes to the Belgrave railway timetable, the
Belgrave line did not receive any additional services.
Travelling by rail is not a very good option for
commuters, which leaves them with only the choice of
driving their cars.
On 21 November 2006 the Ferntree Gully Belgrave
Mail stated on its front page that the state Labor
government would provide the Shire of Yarra Ranges
with $125 000 towards a feasibility study into traffic
issues in and around Belgrave. It would appear that that
promise from the state government has not been
honoured Those funds have not been forthcoming, and
therefore that feasibility study has not been undertaken
and answers and solutions to traffic issues in Belgrave
have not been examined. Consequently the action I
seek from the minister is to provide the promised
funding of $125 000 and to work with the Shire of
Yarra Ranges to come up with real and practical
solutions to traffic problems in Belgrave and surrounds.

Racing: Werribee track upgrade
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Racing in
another place. It concerns the future of Werribee
racecourse. Werribee racecourse is a picturesque place,
as are most racecourses. A new function centre there
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really makes it a delight to visit, as I do on a very
regular basis. It is an extraordinarily important part of
Werribee and indeed the entire city of Wyndham. As I
say, it is a wonderful racecourse, but there is one
problem: there is no racing at this racecourse. This is as
a result of Racing Victoria’s decision some six months
ago to suspend racing at Werribee racecourse because
of the quality of the track.
The club was first advised that a report on the state of
the track would be available by Christmas last year.
The report was finally completed in mid-February this
year. It then applied for jumpouts or barrier trials to be
conducted at the racecourse on 6 March. Approval for
the jumpouts was given on 30 May, which of course
makes it a little difficult to have such trials in March.
The club has submitted to the racing industry a
blueprint submission to obtain capital funding for the
racecourse. The submission highlights the urban growth
in the western suburbs, the ability to drought proof the
racecourse and the club’s ability to generate additional
revenue for the industry.
There is a very great concern in the Werribee area that
the state government is eyeing this racecourse for yet
another housing estate. This would be a tragedy and is
totally unacceptable to the Werribee community. I ask
the minister to look at the very good and very strong
argument that has been put forward by the Werribee
Racing Club for the future of racing at Werribee and to
do whatever is necessary to provide funding for the
track upgrade to ensure that racing will continue at
Werribee for many years to come. Werribee wants and
needs its racecourse, and I ask the minister to act to
keep this most important part of Melbourne’s west.

Newstead Primary School: funding
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My adjournment
issue is for the Minister for Education in the other
place. The Newstead Primary School parents and
friends group got together to organise a petition to go to
the principal of the school, the school council, the
regional director, the local member, Bob Cameron, who
is the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in
the other place, and also the Minister for Education in
the other place. They got together 100 signatures. These
people acknowledge that they are very inexperienced in
dealing with issues of state government education. That
petition was sent in around 19 March. Apart from a
very short note saying Minister Cameron’s office had
actually received the petition, they have had no other
contact from anyone else. It is quite disappointing for
them.
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They firmly believe they do not have the funding they
need to ensure their children are given every
opportunity to develop to their full potential. The
petition lists some of the beliefs of members of this
group:
That the school should be entitled to additional funding to be
able to meet the requirements of the state education standards.
That Newstead Primary School teaching staff would benefit
from training in the area of children with special needs and
disabilities …

That could be along the lines of behavioural strategies
and catering for students individual learning styles.
Members of the group believe also that the school:
… would benefit from appropriate and alternate programs
being offered to students with different needs e.g., accelerated
learners.
That children at Newstead Primary School could be better
supported by staff in the areas they struggle with.

Finally they say they believe:
That there would be significant benefits if more innovative
programs were introduced into our school culture such as the
THRASS (teaching, handwriting, reading and spelling skills)
program.

Newstead is not a big town. For the parents and friends
to have picked up more than 100 signatures I think
shows that the people in this group believe very
strongly in what they are doing. It is obvious that
Newstead Primary School is suffering a definite lack of
funding that it needs to be able to provide the children
with the special needs and learning programs they need.
I call on the minister to meet with a delegation of these
school parents to hear firsthand about the issues listed
in the petition and see if additional funding cannot be
granted so that those programs sought can be provided
to the school.

Responses
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — Thirteen members asked me
questions to be passed on to a variety of ministers, and I
intend to pass most of those on, except for the one that
you have pulled out, President, which was raised by
Mr Koch, which I understand you will come back to
tomorrow.
I do, however, make the point that I totally reject
Wendy Lovell’s accusation that this government does
not fulfil its election promises. Whilst I am prepared to
forward her request about the process of how that
particular promise will be delivered by the government,
I indicate to her that we reject her accusation about not
fulfilling our promises.
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The remainder of the opposition questions will be
passed on to the relevant ministers, and the questions
from government members as well.
I also add that I have a number of written responses to
the adjournment debate matters raised by:
Mr Kavanagh on 6 February 2008; Mr Guy on 10 April
2008; Mr Koch on 16 April 2008; Mr O’Donohue on
16 April 2008; and Philip Davis on 7 May 2008.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house now stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 6:52 p.m.
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Wednesday, 11 June 2008
The PRESIDENT (Hon. R. F. Smith) took the chair
at 9.35 a.m. and read the prayer.

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2008/2009) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Notification of a new inquiry into Victoria’s
public finance practices and legislation
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan)
presented report.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

Read first time on motion of Mr LENDERS
(Treasurer).

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:

PETITION
Auditor-General —

Following petition presented to house:

Water: north–south pipeline
To the Honourable the President and members of the
Legislative Council assembled in Parliament:
The petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council its opposition to the
proposed building of the north–south pipeline by the Brumby
Labor government which will steal water from country
Victorian farmers and communities and pipe this water to
Melbourne. We believe there are better alternatives to
increase Melbourne’s water supply such as recycled water
and stormwater capture for industry, parks and gardens, and
therefore call on the Legislative Council to oppose the
construction of the proposed pipeline.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria)
(385 signatures)
Laid on table.

Report on Implementation of the Criminal Justice
Enhancement Program (CJEP), June 2008.
Report on Performance Reporting in Local Government,
June 2008 together with best practice guide Local
Government Performance Reporting: Turning Principles
into Practice.
Report on Services to Young Offenders, June 2008.
National Parks Act 1975 — Advice of National Parks
Advisory Council to Minister on several proposed excisions
from existing parks.
Ombudsman — Report on Investigation into contraband
entering a prison and related issues, June 2008.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LAND
DEVELOPMENT
Reporting date and second interim report
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — By leave, I
move:

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LAND
DEVELOPMENT
Second interim report
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) presented
report, including appendices, extracts from
proceedings and a minority report.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be printed.

That this house authorises and requires the President to permit
the notice of motion standing in the name of Mr D. M. Davis
relating to a change to the reporting date for the Select
Committee on Public Land Development and debate on the
second interim report of the public land development select
committee to be moved and debated concurrently.

Motion agreed to.
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Sir Redmond Barry Room: government
functions
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I bring to
the attention of the house the Labor Party’s use of a
major resource for Victorians, the Sir Redmond Barry
Room, which is an important place for hosting
functions for dignitaries and for advancing Victoria’s
interests. The current use of this 46th floor room with a
massive view over not only Collins Street but out
across the bay is an abuse of it and of the processes of
government. This government is increasingly using
massive government resources to host soirees and
functions that are not in the community interest and
deliver little benefit to the community.
Between 2006 and 2007, $250 000 or more has been
spent. The 46th floor views across to the bay are
stunning, but the exclusive and increasingly restrictive
use of this prestigious room by this government, its
mates and others is an abuse of process. The key thing
is that this is about schmoozing by the Labor Party
rather than delivering for the community. There was a
function held there for the former Premier, Steve
Bracks, for example, the full details of which the
government would not release apart from the fact that
the expense was $185. There were 100 people there. I
do not know whether they had cups of tea — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Ballarat: baby feeding room
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I would like
to take this opportunity to congratulate the City of
Ballarat on receiving accreditation as a baby feeding
friendly workplace. The City of Ballarat established a
baby feeding room around 12 months ago. The room
provides mothers with a private place to sit in
comfortable chairs and feed their babies. The room is
also equipped with a fridge, change table, pump and
information relevant to parents. While the room has
been set up for some time, the council has just gained
breastfeeding-friendly workplace accreditation from the
Australian Breastfeeding Association. Council staff
members Ann Scott and Joanne Grainger initiated and
led this excellent project.
Ballarat City Council is the first municipality in
Victoria to receive this accreditation. Research has
proven the benefits of establishing such facilities, and
the City of Ballarat can look forward to the
optimisation of recruitment and retention strategies,
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building its reputation as a family-friendly employer,
enhanced cost savings associated with a healthier,
happier workforce, all the while demonstrating its
commitment to equal opportunity and workplace
diversity to staff, potential job applicants and the
community. It is great to see a local council implement
this initiative, and I urge other employers to follow suit,
as this provides great benefits to mother and baby alike.

Maffra Secondary College: funding
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — Yesterday I
tabled a petition related to the redevelopment of Maffra
Secondary College to bring its facilities up to modern
day standards. As it happens, the petition came after the
event — that is, after the government realised it had
made a monumental blunder in the budget on 6 May
where funding was allocated for the Maffra college
redevelopment. The government backtracked, claiming
a typing error, and said the money was meant for a
project to upgrade the Maffra Primary School and the
secondary college would have to miss out. Then it met
the full force of a country community’s spirit. By the
end of the month the Premier and the Minister for
Education in the other place had been humbled into a
visit to Maffra to announce that the secondary college
would receive its $5.3 million and the primary school
would keep its $4.1 million.
The outcome is a tribute to the Maffra community,
including teachers and students at the college, which
was activated instantly the blunder became known. The
petition circulated for only a little over a fortnight and
contained 646 signatures. The episode poses a salutary
lesson for the government: listen to our country
communities, or they will make themselves heard.

Transport: management
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — It
probably would not matter if cars ran on solar power
and cleaned the air as they went along. Mass transit via
mass car ownership is a concept that has had its day.
There are too many cars when you lay them up against
our objective of a more compact city, which is of
course central to Melbourne 2030.
Figures, which are now a little bit out of date, show that
Melbourne spends about 11.7 per cent of its GRP (gross
regional product) on transport and Brisbane spends
much more at 17.6 per cent, while cities like Vancouver
and Zurich have got that down to 10 per cent or lower.
This unlocking of wealth and taking it away from being
spent merely on moving ourselves around is a source of
wealth and competitiveness that this government has
not paid attention to.
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I suggest that this measure should become a budget
indicator. Clearly the government is not measuring the
rising cost of transport and the drain that is putting on
our regional economy. If they are not measuring it, they
are not managing it, and certainly it is obvious they are
not coping.

Whitten Oval, Footscray: elite learning centre
Mr PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — Last
Wednesday, along with the members for Footscray and
Derrimut and the Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Youth Affairs in the other place, I attended the
unveiling of the Western Bulldogs Football Club’s elite
learning centre at Whitten Oval.
Mr Finn — Why didn’t I get an invitation?
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn should talk to David
Smorgon. Whilst the facility will be of substantial
benefit to the players, it also serves as a reminder of the
enormous amount of work members of the Bulldogs
football club do in the community. Whitten Oval is
unquestionably on the way to being the principal
community hub in the west. Whether it is the work
done with recent arrivals or the plans for child care,
citizenship ceremonies and community sports facilities
at Whitten Oval, the Bulldogs have a lot to be proud of.

Western Bulldogs: convention centre
Mr PAKULA — Lately there has been some
regrettable disagreement between the club and a section
of the community over the Bulldogs’ proposed
convention centre, which is to include gaming, at
Edgewater. I accept the concerns of the Edgewater
residents and I am not an advocate for either the scale
or the location of the venue. But the Bulldogs have a
point when they say that other Australian Football
League clubs, with no connection to Melbourne’s west,
make a pretty penny from having venues in the west,
and I think we can all agree that the financial wellbeing
of the Bulldogs is essential to the western suburbs. This
matter has been poorly handled by the Bulldogs but, for
the sake of the west, I certainly hope council, residents
and the Bulldogs can work together to find an
acceptable compromise.

Automotive industry: employment
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — In
light of the announcement yesterday by Toyota, we
now find further information about what is going on
with this particular project. As members know,
yesterday I asked if there were going to be any
additional jobs as a result of this important initiative.
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We now find that $35 million will be provided by
federal Labor from its green car fund, and in the
comments that followed from Toyota president,
Mr Watanabe, he said that Toyota only recently learned
that there will be a $35 million commitment of
Australian taxpayer funds and that Toyota have yet to
decide how it is going to spend the money. I find that
remarkable given that we also had the federal Minister
for Innovation, Industry, Science and Research, Senator
Carr, on 19 March at the National Press Club advising
that the federal government would wait until the result
of the Bracks inquiry had been handed down before
deciding how to spend the money in the green car fund.
What we find here is that there is a pattern of the Rudd
Labor government ignoring or pre-empting reviews.
This was the case with the luxury car tax, the
innovation review on the Commercial Ready program,
the Productivity Commission review of the Green Car
Innovation Fund, and now this. What we are finding is
that there are no new jobs being allocated as a result of
this significant project. What will that $35 million of
taxpayers money be spent on? We do not know.
Despite all this, there are massive job losses occurring
at Ford and Holden. Perhaps they could have better
utilised the money, rather than it going elsewhere.

Princes Hill Primary School: upgrade
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak about my recent visit to the Princes Hill Primary
School in Carlton. The reason for the visit was the
opening of a new library and visual arts facility at the
school. The Minister for Education, Minister Pike,
hosted the event, and it was truly impressive. Princes
Hill primary is a marvellous example of a government
providing children with the environment to develop
their artistic talents. I congratulate the minister for
providing funding for the upgrade. Who knows; maybe
these children will become Victorian filmmakers of the
future.

Darebin: conservation initiatives
Mr ELASMAR — On another matter, I have been
advised by City of Darebin mayor, Peter Stephenson,
that Darebin council is to spend more than $3 million
on a new environmental project during the 2009
financial year. I understand that part of the $3 million
funding will be used to finish the Darebin resource
recovery centre and to plant drought-tolerant turf at
sportsgrounds. In addition, the council aims to reduce
its greenhouse emissions by 900 tonnes during the year
through energy-efficient measures. I support these
conservation measures wholeheartedly, and I praise
Darebin council for its initiatives.
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Water: desalination plant

Hansard: distribution

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — There are
ever-increasing questions relating to the proposed
desalination plant at Kilcunda on the Bass Coast. The
Auditor-General has identified serious questions about
the proposed costing for the desalination plant, noting
that the advertised cost is at the lower end of the scale
of likely cost outcomes. We were initially told the
desalination plant would be powered with renewable
energy; that later changed, and we were told that the
energy will come from the grid but will be offset with
carbon credits. There are serious issues about the
take-or-pay model that is being proposed — that is, if
the dams fill because of significant rain, desalinated
water will still have to be either paid for or taken and
put into the water system.

Mr LEANE — On another matter, I would like to
commend the President, even though he has left the
chamber, on his position relating to MPs being able to
opt out of receiving copies of Daily Hansard to save
some trees. I know a number of members have taken up
this suggestion, and I would urge other members to do
so, because once you know how, it is quite easy to
check your speeches from the day before electronically.

Now another issue arises. Yesterday a constituent of
mine from Yannathan entered my electorate office very
distressed. He had been contacted that day by an officer
of the Department of Sustainability and Environment
and told that the department was looking at putting in a
high-voltage electricity line across his property with
potentially a 500 metre-wide easement. No discussion
and no contact had happened with my constituent
before this, and my constituent believes that this
powerline is for the proposed desalination plant.
It is time for the ministers associated with this project to
come clean about their plans to provide energy to the
enormous desalination plant.

Pembroke Secondary College: achievements
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I would like
to commend today the principal, Aidan Ryan, the
school community and teachers of Pembroke
Secondary College on the school’s modern teaching
methods which last year resulted in their top VCE
(Victorian certificate of education) student, Elizabeth
Hicks, scoring 99.75 and receiving the Premier’s high
achiever award. She was one of only two government
non-select entry school students to do so.
The school has some great initiatives in its programs,
such as its award-winning music program. A number of
its year 12 students from last year are going over to
Beijing to play during the Olympic Games under the
directorship of their teacher, Richard O’Toole, who is
also the Australian Youth Band director. The school
also has a great animal studies program, which I had a
chance to look at, and it also administers the Woori
Yallock Farm School, which is an innovative early
intervention facility for students having difficulty
coping with school.

Australian Labor Party: Kororoit candidate
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — We in the
west of Melbourne are used to local Labor shenanigans.
Over the years we have seen death threats, we have
seen bullets in letterboxes and we have seen
membership subscriptions in jam tins. But all this pales
into insignificance when compared with the current cat
fight over the Kororoit preselection. We have the
extraordinary spectacle of a blow-in and a bozo doing
battle for the right to wear Labor colours.
Two-thirds of people in the Kororoit electorate are
members of the Labor Party — it is just that most of
them are not aware of it! — but that does not stop the
Labor Party from seeking to bring in somebody from
outside. As if Labor in the west does not have enough
problems; lined up against that person is a bozo, a
former mayor of Brimbank with more baggage than
Qantas. Yesterday one of my St Albans constituents
said to me, ‘Who is this woman from Northcote? We
know Natalie. We hate her, but we know her’. I think
he summed it up rather well. He was of course referring
to former Brimbank City Council mayor Natalie
Suleyman, who with her father, Hakki — and his is
another story al
together — brings a touch of the wild west to the
Kororoit electorate.
Those of us with an understanding of languages will be
only too aware that Suleyman is Turkish for shyster. I
hope the ALP will at last be able to sort out its
problems — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Acting President, we all enjoy the colourful language
the member uses; however, when he moves towards
denigration that borders on racism I think that you,
Acting President, should pull him into line. He should
be very careful about observing the standards the
President has insisted on in this house. It does not augur
well for those standards to be — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! I take the minister’s point of order.
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Mr FINN — I have only 5 seconds left. That only
gives me time to say that when Mr Theophanous is in
trouble he always brings out the Labor racism card, and
he is doing it again.

Northern Victoria Region: government grants
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I wanted
to let members of the chamber know how pleased I was
to make a number of announcements last Thursday.
One announcement made in Myrtleford was about a
$50 000 grant from the Victorian government for a
leadership program for former tobacco farmers. The
tobacco industry in north-eastern Victoria was closed
with the withdrawal of market partners in 2006. The
Alpine New Industry Leadership Development
program has been established to foster and develop
leadership potential and provide employment options
for former tobacco farmers and affiliated businesses. I
congratulate them on being successful in getting this
grant.
I was also in Wodonga to announce a $20 000 drought
relief grant to drought proof the Baranduda reserve. The
grant will go towards sinking a bore, a 120 000-litre
rainwater tank and the connection of the bore to the
irrigation system to provide an alternative water source
for playing surfaces. The reserve is well utilised both by
sporting clubs and for recreational pastimes. I
congratulate the Wodonga City Council and the reserve
committee.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
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excavated or dredged material in the port of Melbourne
waters or in the port waters of the Victorian Regional
Channels Authority.
Clauses 3(2) and 4(2) of the bill limit the powers of the Port
of Melbourne Corporation and the Victorian Regional
Channels Authority to place or dispose of excavated or
dredged material by providing that they are prohibited from
placing or disposing of material in port of Melbourne waters
or the port waters of VCRA that is:
noxious or poisonous; or
harmful or potentially harmful to the health, welfare,
safety or property of human beings; or
poisonous or harmful or potentially harmful to animals,
birds, wildlife, fish or other aquatic life; or
poisonous or harmful or potentially harmful to plants or
other vegetation; or
detrimental to any beneficial use made of the waters in
which it is placed or disposed of.
Clauses 3(3) and 4(3) require the Port of Melbourne
Corporation and the Victorian Regional Channels Authority
to carry out those tests that are reasonably necessary to
determine whether placement or disposal of the material in
the waters would contravene these prohibitions.
1.

Clause 6(1) of the charter provides that only persons have
human rights, and notes that corporations do not have rights.
This bill limits the powers of the Port of Melbourne
Corporation and the Victorian Regional Channels Authority,
which are established as corporations pursuant to s10 and s18
of the Port Services Act 1995. The bill does not limit the
rights of natural persons and therefore does not raise any
human rights issues.
2.

PORT SERVICES AMENDMENT
(DISPOSAL OF MATERIAL) BILL
Statement of compatibility
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities, I make this statement of compatibility
with respect to the Port Services Amendment (Disposal of
Material) Bill 2008.
In my opinion, the Port Services Amendment (Disposal of
Material) Bill 2008, as introduced to the Legislative Council,
is compatible with the human rights protected by the charter. I
base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The bill amends the Port Services Act 1995 to prohibit the
Port of Melbourne Corporation or the Victorian Regional
Channels Authority from placing or disposing of certain

Human rights protected by the charter that are
relevant to the bill

Consideration of reasonable limitations — section 7(2)

As the bill does not limit any human rights, it is not necessary
to consider section 7(2) of the charter.
3.

Conclusion

I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities because it does not raise
any human rights issues.
Sue Pennicuik, MLC,
Southern Metropolitan Region

Second reading
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

The Port Phillip Bay channel deepening project (CDP),
which commenced in February, has been the subject of
growing public controversy since it was first announced
in 2001.
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The CDP is a massive project — described by the
independent panel which inquired into the first
environment effects statement (EES) prepared by the
Port of Melbourne Corporation (PMC) as a mega
project — the likes of which have rarely been seen
anywhere in the world. The amount of material to be
dredged in the capital phase of the project is more than
the equivalent of digging a 2-metre deep by 15-metre
wide trench from Melbourne to Sydney.
The project will involve dredging an estimated
40 million cubic metres of material from the shipping
channels in Port Phillip Bay. More than 5.3 million
cubic metres of clay and silt (including approximately
2 million cubic metres of contaminated sediment) will
be dredged from the Williamstown and Yarra River
channels.
Because Port Phillip Bay is an enclosed bay, or a
shallow coastal lagoon as described by Dr Graham
Harris, who led the CSIRO’s seminal Port Phillip Bay
Environmental Study 1996, the scale of the CDP will
have significant environmental effects.
The 1996 environmental study recommended that
dredging in Port Phillip Bay be minimised. This is why
scallop dredging was stopped and the health of the bay
has improved over the last decade. The CDP
completely ignores that recommendation and will
involve a scale of dredging far above anything
previously seen in Port Phillip Bay.
The tragedy is that, just like Lake Pedder was flooded
to provide hydroelectricity that is now not even needed,
this project puts the health of Port Phillip Bay at risk for
a purpose that has not been established by the PMC, is
strongly challenged by many in the shipping industry
and others and I am confident will be shown to be
totally unnecessary.
The PMC and the state government maintain to this day
that the impacts of the CDP will be minor and
temporary. Critics of the project, including Dr Harris,
say that many of the impacts are unpredictable and
could have long-term and potentially irreversible effects
on the bay.
Dr Harris has criticised the supplementary environment
effects statement (SEES) for failing to integrate
environmental risks and treating impacts as distinct
events, with no consideration of flow-on effects. These
are very serious failings, and to this day they continue
to undermine the data and conclusions of the SEES, the
independent panel report into it and the environmental
management plan that relies on it.
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Critics also say that the PMC and state government
have:
overstated the number of ships that are currently, or
will be, draught restricted in Port Phillip Bay,
drawing into question the need for the CDP at all;
understated or ignored increased risks to shipping
safety;
exaggerated the benefits to port users and the people
of Victoria; and
either excluded or grossly understated the economic
costs of channel deepening to port users, business
that is dependent on Port Phillip Bay and the people
of Victoria.
Although the threats to the geology and ecology of the
bay are many and complex, the most serious impacts,
from which others follow include:
the real threat to the vital denitrification processes
that keep the bay relatively clean and free of algal
blooms that will arise from increased turbidity over a
two-year-plus dredging campaign;
smothering and scour damage to seagrass meadows,
kelp and rare sponge beds, which provide basic
habitat and food sources, arising from the removal of
4 to 5 metres of rock — that is, increasing the depth
from 14 to 19 metres at the entrance to Port Phillip
Bay;
ongoing rockfalls and erosion at the entrance —
scouring to as deep as 22 metres — PMC admits this
could last for 30 years or more;
potential changes to tidal movements, tide levels in
the bay and possibly the movement of the Great
Sands — also a result of the increased depth at the
entrance. With climate change upon us and
Melbourne listed as one of the four Australian cities
most subject to sea level rises, deepening the
entrance to Port Phillip Bay by 5 metres must be
seen as the greatest folly a government can allow;
and
dredging up to 2 million cubic metres of
contaminated sediments from the Yarra River and
placing them in a giant, sand-covered hole — called
a bund — effectively creating the largest toxic waste
site in Victorian history, in the middle of Port Phillip
Bay.
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The latter is the subject of this bill
Huge amounts of industrial waste were poured into the
Maribyrnong and Yarra rivers for decades up until the
1970s, and much of the toxic waste remains settled in
the sediments of the lower Yarra River bed and in
Hobsons Bay. The PMC plans to, and has commenced
to, dredge 2 million cubic metres of these sediments
and dispose of them under water in an extension to the
existing dredge material ground to the west of
Beaumaris and Mordialloc, by capping it with a thin
layer (50 centimetres) of clean sand.
The contaminated sediments have high levels of
contamination of toxic chemicals, including tributyltin,
lead, cadmium, mercury, arsenic, DDT, dieldrin,
cancer-causing PCBs and polyaromatic hydrocarbons.
Highly toxic substances — radionucleotides and
dioxins — were not tested for although they are
believed to be present.
Disturbance of the contaminated sediments is widely
regarded to be very unwise. At present the toxic
sediments are effectively immobilised on the riverbed
as long as they remain undisturbed.
Dredging the river sediments will mobilise some of the
contaminants into the water column. In addition, silt
will be carried by the currents down the river to
Hobsons Bay and further along the coast to Port
Melbourne, Albert Park and St Kilda.
Ultimately, the effect of spreading these contaminated
sediments around the north end of the bay will be to
contaminate fish that may be caught and eaten by
recreational fishermen and their families and friends.
It is not only contaminants that will affect fish in the
river and the bay. The conformance limit for fish in the
Yarra and Hobsons Bay has been set at the
extraordinary value of 70 nephelometric turbidity units
(NTUs) instead of the more normal turbidity limits of
about 5–20 NTUs.
At 70 NTUs fish would have their gills full of silt, in
this case contaminated silt. The benthic organisms that
performed the vital denitrification processes in Port
Phillip Bay would be even more seriously
compromised as they cannot withstand such high levels
of turbidity.
The PMC’s toxicity testing was inadequate, and
produced results which should be of concern to the
Victorian public.

2165

Many of its samples came from areas not part of the
CDP proposed works, and none were taken from the
Yarra River or Hobsons Bay where the bulk of the
contaminated sediment is.
Data relating to contaminant levels in fish was
presented in disaggregated form, using maximum
residue limit (MRL) values. When the data was
aggregated and the more conservative United States
Environmental Protection Authority standards applied,
unacceptable levels of contamination were found in
many species, particularly mussels.
The human health risk assessment (HHRA) did not
consider effects on sensitive subgroups, nor did it take
into account base levels of contamination as revealed
by a 2007 Environment Protection Authority (EPA)
study.
Categories of risk to human health used in the HHRA
did not match that of standard human health risk
assessment literature. As a result, impacts on human
health have been seriously underestimated.
The toxic legacy is not limited to the sediments in the
Yarra River. Toxic industrial sites in Yarraville remain,
and the release of contaminants in groundwater and
run-off from these sites will continue until they are
cleaned up.
The PMC should be required to comply with state
environmental laws and policies relating to dredging
and spoil disposal.
State Environmental Protection Policy (Waters of
Victoria) Schedule F6 section 13 states that dredging
and spoil disposal should be conducted in accordance
with best practice. Best practice states that the need for
dredging should be minimised.
It also says that ‘where feasible, sediments from the
lower reaches of the Yarra should be disposed to land’
and that ‘onshore disposal is preferable where soil is
seriously contaminated, and when fine sediments are
likely to impact sensitive marine environments such as
seagrass habitats’.
It goes on to say that protection agencies or bodies
undertaking dredging or spoil disposal must ensure that
dredge spoil is disposed to land in preference to water
wherever practicable and environmentally beneficial as
determined by the EPA.
The independent panel report into the first EES said
that the failure by the port to significantly evaluate land
disposal options was a breach of policy.
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It recommended the full exploration of land-based
options for disposal of contaminated material, including
historical research to disclose the location of ‘hot spots’
of contamination in the Yarra, and to explore separate
disposal methods for highly contaminated material.
The Port of Melbourne Corporation considered it
unnecessary to look at ‘hot spots’ because it had
defined all material as ‘unsafe for unconfined marine
disposal’.
The PMC failed even to provide the cost of disposing
of and treating contaminated dredge material separately
from uncontaminated material. It was criticised for this
by the independent panel.
These are significant omissions, as they would have
increased the feasibility of alternative disposal options.
Untreated sediment would not be acceptable to the EPA
for disposal on land, and yet the PMC and the state
government seem unconcerned about dumping it in the
bay.
At the SEES inquiry the EPA, even after specifically
pressed to do so by the panel, declined to offer an
opinion as to whether the PMC had met best practice in
relation to the CDP, and in particular the method of
disposal.
It is worth noting that the PMC has relied upon the
National Ocean Disposal Guidelines in respect to the
contaminated material, even though Port Phillip Bay is
clearly not an ocean, rather than referring to Victoria’s
own Environmental Protection Act 1985, part V, ‘Clean
water’, sections 38 and 39, ‘Pollution of waters’.
Section 38 states that ‘the discharge or deposit of
wastes into waters of the state of Victoria shall at all
times be in accordance with declared state environment
protection policy, or waste management policy,
specifying acceptable conditions for the discharge or
deposit of wastes into waters in the environment and
shall comply with any standards’ et cetera.
Section 39(1) states:
A person shall not pollute any waters so that the condition of
the waters is so changed as to make or be reasonably expected
to make those waters —
(a) noxious or poisonous;
(b) harmful or potentially harmful to the health, welfare,
safety or property of human beings;
(c) poisonous, harmful or potentially harmful to animals,
birds, wildlife, fish or other aquatic life;
(d) poisonous, harmful or potentially harmful to plants or
other vegetation; or
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(e) detrimental to any beneficial use made of those waters.

Subsection (2) states:
Without in any way limiting the generality of subsection (1) a
person shall be deemed to have polluted waters in
contravention of subsection (1) if:
(a) that person causes or permits to be placed in or on any
waters or in a place where it may gain access to any
waters any matter whether solid, liquid or gaseous
which —
(i)

is prohibited …; or

(ii) does not comply with any standard prescribed for
that matter …

And subsection (3) states:
A person shall not cause or permit waste to be placed or left
in any position whereby it could reasonably be expected to
gain access to any waters in circumstances where if access
was gained the waste would be likely to result in those waters
being polluted.

Subsection (3) is particularly applicable to the actions
of the PMC in proposing to place contaminated
material directly into the waters of Port Phillip Bay.
Members might rightly ask why the PMC is not
required to comply with part V of the Environment
Protection Act as any other corporation, organisation or
person would. This puzzled me too. I have been
advised that this is because the PMC has developed an
environmental management plan with its own
environmental limits which has been approved by the
state Minister for Environment and Climate Change
and the federal Minister for Environment, Heritage and
the Arts. It therefore has only to comply with its own
EMP.
Given the fundamental flaws of the EES and the SEES
process, and the potentially significant impacts of CDP
on Port Phillip Bay, this is disturbing.
It is ironic that the chairman of the EPA, who has been
appointed by the government as the independent
monitor, will bizarrely be monitoring the performance
of the PMC according to the PMC’s own EMP and not
according to Victoria’s environmental protection laws
under the Environmental Protection Act.
Critics say the EMP is weak and not designed to detect
potential problems because the collection of monthly
samples unrelated to dredging activities is not likely to
pick up problems. It does not require monitoring of
sediment that might spread to areas outside the dredge
material ground (DMG), even though there is already
evidence of contamination outside the existing DMG
area.
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There is only one planned sampling of contaminants in
fish — after the dredging of the Yarra is completed, not
while it is under way. The sampling will not include
many popular recreational fish including snapper or
flathead or include standard bioaccumulation surveys
using mussels.
These and other factors led to the Australian
Conservation Foundation (ACF) to assess the EMP as
inadequate or non-existent in its achievement of
world’s best practice in almost all categories.
The ACF is so concerned about the inadequacy of the
monitoring regime in terms of independence,
transparency and community engagement that it has
organised its own bay monitor — ORCA —
comprising scientists from ACF and Monash
University, including Dr Simon Roberts, senior
research fellow at the Water Studies Centre, Monash
University, who has followed the channel deepening
project for years and presented his concerns about the
CDP to the SEES inquiry.
An independent monitoring regime should have been
implemented by the government in the first place.
As mentioned, the PMC proposes to contain the dredge
material by capping it with 50 centimetres of clean
sand.
The SEES states that the uncontaminated sediment will
remain uncapped for at least 140 days and that:
… delays of 6 to 12 months in the capping process are often
necessary before the dredged material reaches sufficient
strength to place the initial capping layer.
Further delays … may be necessary until the final layer is
placed. Past experience with existing … dredge material
indicates that even after five years this may not have
occurred.

In other words, contaminated sediment may remain
uncapped within the bay for any time between 140 days
and five years, or even indefinitely. During this time the
material may disperse into the water column,
threatening the environment, marine life and human
health.
Even when the cap has consolidated, it will not totally
contain the toxins, but will at best slow down the rate of
leakage, because it is not quite solid. According to the
SEES, capping will at best only reduce the diffusion of
contaminated sediments by a factor of 17.
The SEES itself raised the further possibility of capping
failure, admitting that ‘there are possibilities of failure
in a variety of mechanisms’. The capping of lighter
contaminated materials with heavier materials, as
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members would appreciate, could stir up the
contaminants and cause them to be released upwards
into the water column.
Another concern is that the walls of the bund may be
more toxic than expected. The SEES advises that the
bund will be constructed of deeper consolidated
sediments taken from the Port Melbourne channel,
which as discussed have not been adequately sampled,
so may well be contaminated.
The bund is expected to have a design life of 30 years.
However, many of the toxins that will be contained in
the bund will last much longer than the life of the bund.
These and many other concerns about the safety and
reliability of the bund in the DMG have been expressed
by independent scientists both outside and at the SEES
inquiry.
This bill aims to prevent the disposal of
contaminated material dredged from the Yarra
River or from any other source into the waters of
Port Phillip Bay.
The disposal of contaminated material in such a way is
contrary to the spirit and the letter of the Environment
Protection Act.
It is contrary to the precautionary principle and to
principles of intergenerational equity.
It amounts to passing on to future generations the toxic
legacy left to us by previous generations.
The disposal of contaminated material in such a way by
a public authority with the full support of government is
unacceptable in 2008.
The introduction of this bill should not be seen in any
way as condoning the disturbance of contaminated
material in the Yarra River.
The Greens remain opposed to the CDP and agree with
scientists who advocate that the buried contaminated
sediments should not be disturbed and the CDP should
be abandoned before serious environmental damage is
caused and many more millions of dollars are wasted.
Clause 1 sets out the purpose of the bill, which is to
amend the Port Services Act 1995 to prohibit the
placement or disposal of certain excavated or dredged
material in port of Melbourne waters or in the port
waters of the Victorian Regional Channels Authority.
Clause 2 is the commencement provision, providing
that the act comes into operation on the day after the
bill receives royal assent.
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Clause 3 inserts a new section 14A(2) into the Port
Services Act 1995 limiting the statutory power of the
Port of Melbourne Corporation under section 14A(1)(d)
by providing that excavated or dredged material must
not be placed in port of Melbourne waters if by doing
so the condition of waters is made or could reasonably
be expected to be made noxious, poisonous, harmful or
potentially harmful to human health, wildlife or plants,
or detrimental to any beneficial use made of those
waters.
The amendment is based on section 39 of the
Environmental Protection Act 1970, which creates an
offence of pollution of waters in these circumstances.
Clause 3 also inserts a new section 14A(3) into the Port
Services Act 1995 requiring the Port of Melbourne
Corporation to carry out tests which are reasonably
necessary to determine whether the placement or
disposal of the material would contravene
subsection (2).
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In summary the major advantages of the provisions of
this bill include:
the prevention of the disposal or placement of
dredged or excavated material in Port Phillip Bay,
whether or not as a result of the CDP, if that material
is noxious, poisonous, harmful or potentially harmful
to human health, wildlife or plants, or detrimental to
any beneficial use made of those waters;
placing the onus on the Port of Melbourne
Corporation and the Victorian Regional Channels
Authority to establish whether any dredged material
is noxious, poisonous, harmful or potentially harmful
to human health, wildlife or plants, or detrimental to
any beneficial use made of those waters; and
consequently ensuring that the PMC and the VRCA
address the disposal of any such material in
accordance with state environment protection policy
and waste management policies.

The combined effect of these provisions is that the Port
of Melbourne Corporation is prohibited from placing or
disposing of excavated or dredged material if it cannot
demonstrate that the placement or disposal of the
material would not contravene subsection (2).

I move this bill because the channel deepening project
involves unacceptable risks to Port Phillip Bay. The
state government has not properly fulfilled its role as
custodian and protector of Port Phillip Bay on behalf of
present and future generations.

Clause 4 inserts a new section 22(2) into the Port
Services Act 1995 limiting the statutory power of the
Victorian Regional Channels Authority under
section 22(1)(d) by providing that excavated or dredged
material must not be placed in the port waters of the
VRCA if by doing so the condition of waters is made or
could be reasonably expected to be made noxious,
poisonous, harmful or potentially harmful to human
health, wildlife or plants, or detrimental to any
beneficial use made of those waters.

I move this bill because it is unconscionable in the
21st century for a government to allow a public
authority to dump millions of tonnes of contaminated
material into Port Phillip Bay.

The amendment is also based on section 39 of the
Environment Protection Act 1970, which creates an
offence of pollution of waters in those circumstances.
Clause 4 also inserts a new section 22(3) into the Port
Services Act 1995 to require the Victorian Regional
Channels Authority to carry out tests which are
reasonably necessary to determine whether the
placement or disposal of the material would contravene
subsection (2).
The combined effect of these provisions is that the
Victorian Regional Channels Authority is prohibited
from placing or disposing of excavated or dredged
material in the bay if it cannot demonstrate that the
placement or disposal of the material would not
contravene subsection (2).

I would like to thank the Parliamentary counsel staff for
their assistance in preparing this bill.
In conclusion, I would like to pay tribute to the Blue
Wedges Coalition, other community groups and
thousands of individuals from around Victoria who
have campaigned for years or have only recently joined
the campaign to stop channel deepening.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr PAKULA
(Western Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 18 June.

MEDICAL TREATMENT (PHYSICIAN
ASSISTED DYING) BILL
Statement of compatibility
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act:
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In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006, I make this statement of
compatibility with respect to the Medical Treatment
(Physician Assisted Dying) Bill 2008.
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(c) Section 14: freedom of thought, conscience, religion
and belief

In my opinion, the Medical Treatment (Physician Assisted
Dying) Bill 2008 is compatible with the human rights
protected by the charter.

Section 14 stipulates that ‘every person has the right to
freedom of thought, conscience, religion and belief’. This
section would be hollow indeed if it allowed thought but
denied action on the basis of that thought (given no harmful
effects of the action upon others).

The purpose of the bill is to allow a person who is suffering
intolerably from a terminal or advanced incurable illness from
which there is no reasonable prospect of recovery to seek and
obtain medical assistance to die peacefully on their own
terms. This is by provision of an oral drug, not by injection. A
rigorous qualification process ensures that only genuine cases
will have access to the provisions of the bill.

Independent professional polls show that 82 per cent of the
Victorian public are in favour of a doctor being permitted to
provide a lethal dose to a terminally or incurably ill patient
with intolerable suffering. However, providing such
medication with the intention to shorten life, in any
circumstances, is currently unlawful, interfering with the
expression of such freedoms.

There are a number of sections of the charter that are of
relevance to the bill —

In my opinion this bill strengthens Victoria’s compliance with
the charter.

(a) section 9: right to life; and

(d) Section 15: freedom of expression

(b) section 10: protection from torture and cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment; and

Section 15 stipulates that ‘every person has the right to hold
an opinion without interference; the freedom to seek, receive
and impart information and ideas of all kinds’.

(c) section 14: freedom of thought, conscience,
religion and belief; and
(d) section 15: freedom of expression.
(a) Section 9: right to life
Section 9 of the charter stipulates that ‘every person has the
right to life and has the right not to be arbitrarily deprived of
life’.
In my opinion, the bill is entirely consistent with the charter
on the right to life. The right to seek a peaceful death in no
way impedes anyone’s right to life; the rights are mutually
compatible and can coexist without conflict. The autonomous
nature of a patient’s request and action, with strict safeguards
and a rigorous process to prevent lawful abuse, means that life
is not ‘arbitrarily deprived’ (i.e. against the sufferer’s beliefs
or wishes).
(b) Section 10: protection from torture and cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment
Section 10 of the charter stipulates that ‘a person must not be
treated in a cruel, inhuman or degrading way’ nor be ‘subject
to medical treatment without his or her full, free and informed
consent’. While the Medical Treatment Act 1988 permits the
refusal of medical treatment, it leaves no lawful alternative for
those to whom medical treatment and palliative care are
unacceptable or unhelpful. As a result, sufferers in practice
often take their own lives in a violent and precipitate way
before they feel they will be trapped by their illness.

It is currently unlawful for anyone, including doctors, to
discuss providing the means for a terminally or incurably ill
person with intolerable suffering to specifically and
deliberately shorten their life, even when such a shortening
may be in the sufferer’s view the only rational way to end
their suffering.
This bill permits doctors to advise a sufferer and his or her
family about treatment options, palliative care and
physician-assisted dying — freedoms of expression that
permit the patient to make a fully informed decision that best
meets their own beliefs and values. The bill also makes lawful
the refusal by any person or facility to participate in such an
assisted death, allowing those who both agree and disagree
with such an act to act in accordance with their own beliefs
and values.
In my opinion this bill strengthens Victoria’s compliance with
the charter.
Colleen Hartland
Member for Western Metropolitan Region

Second reading
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

To force an ill person to suffer intolerably against their wishes
with no lawful way to end their suffering (with death as the
only realistic and rational option for relief, in the patient’s
opinion) amounts to cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment.

I would like to start by acknowledging the people in
Victoria who have terminal and incurable illnesses and
who are right now experiencing intolerable pain and
suffering which is not able to be relieved by even the
best available palliative care.

In my opinion this bill strengthens Victoria’s compliance with
the charter.

Those people are in my thoughts as I speak.
I would also like to acknowledge the assistance of the
community group Dying with Dignity Victoria, and
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particularly Neil Francis and his team, in the drafting of
this legislation.

I am sure I am not alone in this place in saying that I
have witnessed such a death.

Introduction and summary

The principle of double effect relies on the fact that you
cannot read a doctor’s mind. Kay Koetsier¸ in her paper
The Intent to Kill, discusses the fact that the same dose
of morphine, causing the same death, can be two
different things:

The Medical Treatment (Physician Assisted Dying) Bill
2008 provides for an adult who is suffering intolerably
from a terminal or advanced incurable illness to choose
whether to ask a doctor for assistance to die peacefully.
It provides for a doctor to choose whether or not to
discuss the request with the sufferer. If the sufferer
qualifies, after a thorough process of consultation with
two experienced doctors and after at least one
cooling-off period, the sufferer may then choose when
to take the drug or may choose not to take it.
Background
In order to understand the need for law reform, we need
to understand the present system.
Refusing medication and treatment
Since 1988, patients have had the right refuse medical
treatment under the Victorian Medical Treatment Act
1988. This means that patients may hasten their deaths
by refusing treatment. This even includes patients for
whom standard medical practice might bring about
successful treatment.
Refusing treatment is not a great option for people
wanting to reduce their suffering.
They might live on, enduring terrifying pain and
suffering, including shortness of breath, being unable to
swallow food or drink, with nothing to look forward to
but suffocation or starvation.
Patients may also refuse food and drink in order to
hasten their own deaths. This is acceptable to some
sufferers, but not others.
Double effect
The most problematic issue in our legal framework is
the principle of double effect.
The law accepts that doctors may administer drugs,
knowing they will hasten the death of a patient, so long
as the doctor intends only to relieve pain.
The principle of double effect includes the deliberate
sedation of patients to deep unconsciousness for the
purpose of relieving suffering. This is called terminal
sedation. Whilst they are sedated they receive no food
or fluid and it is anticipated that they will die.

If a doctor gives increasing doses of morphine, over a period
of time, to a cancer patient who is incurable and in great pain,
and the patient dies as a result of that medication, it is very
unlikely that the doctor’s treatment will be questioned. But if
that doctor gives the same patient one large dose of morphine
which ends the patient’s life, at the patient’s request, then the
doctor’s actions are very likely to be questioned and he or she
may even be prosecuted for murder.
Many of us have difficulty understanding why a doctor’s
intention when treating a terminally ill patient seems to be
legally more important than the outcome of that treatment.

She goes on to say that the uneasy law surrounding the
principle of double effect leads to a morbid game
between the doctor and the patient:
… whereby if the terminally ill person says: ‘My pain is
unbearable’, not ‘I want to die’, the dose of pain medication
can be gradually increased until death results.

In my view this is not acceptable. Communication
between doctor and patient should be clear, honest and
well documented.
In the view of many Victorians a dose of morphine is a
dose of morphine. The doctor’s mind is important. But
the patient’s wishes are more important.
If the patient wants to live as long as possible, then let
them look the doctor in the eye and say as much.
If the patient is ready to die of a terminal or incurable
illness, if the patient is suffering profoundly and has
given up the fight after considering every alternative,
then let them look their doctor in the eye and ask for
assistance to die in a way the sufferer believes is
dignified and consistent with their values.
Despite the excellent work and latest medical
techniques under palliative care, the medical literature
suggests that even the best modern palliative care is
simply unable to relieve the suffering of all those near
the end of life. Around 5 per cent of those suffering
late-stage cancer have symptoms that cannot be
relieved to the sufferer’s satisfaction, without placing
the sufferer in a medication-driven coma.
More severe cases where a coma is not induced result
in intolerable pain and suffering, and also have bad side
effects including profound constipation and such

MEDICAL TREATMENT (PHYSICIAN ASSISTED DYING) BILL
Wednesday, 11 June 2008

COUNCIL

mental dullness that sufferers report they cannot
communicate and interact with their family on any
satisfactory basis.
Later I will speak on the moral problems that we are
creating for our doctors with the present laws.
Community calling for change
But first I would like to speak about the will of the
people of Victoria, an overwhelming majority of whom
are now calling for law reform.
In the past three decades surveys have consistently
shown that a majority of Australians believe that
terminally ill individuals should have the right to seek
and obtain assistance to end their life with dignity. In
1962 it was close to a majority — 47 per cent. By 1978
it was up to 67 per cent, and in 2002 it was 73 per cent.
An independent poll conducted by Newspoll last year
found 80 per cent of Australians in favour and just
14 per cent opposed. The same poll determined that
three out of four Catholics and four out of five
Anglicans are in favour of reform. Nine out of
10 Australians who identify as having no religion are
also in favour of reform.
The law lags behind the will of the people.
On 16 April this year I was privileged to attend and
speak at a rally on the steps of Parliament House, which
called for this very bill to be introduced.
People sat in the bright Australian sunshine during the
speeches, cheerfully fanning their faces with colourful
signs that read, ‘I am one of the 80 per cent’. In a
matter-of-fact, Australian way they called out at
intervals, ‘Let’s get on with it!’, meaning, ‘We’ve been
talking about this for so long, it’s time to introduce the
legislation’. That is what I am doing today — asking
the Parliament to start the debate.
Safeguards
This bill provides safeguards that protect those
vulnerable people who are sick and in pain; it also
protects all Victorians.
The process is transparent, yet private. There are
independent checks at every stage, from the second
opinion of a doctor, right through to a coroner’s report
being presented to Parliament.
I will now describe the process for physician-assisted
dying, and its safeguards.
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Safeguards for the patient
The sufferer must be an adult, mentally competent and
a resident of Victoria.
The sufferer must be fully informed about the diagnosis
and prognosis, possible treatments and risks, and
palliative care options, by an experienced doctor.
Where necessary, a psychiatric assessment and
treatment is sought.
The doctor must be satisfied that the patient is
terminally ill or has an advanced incurable illness, with
no realistic prospect of recovery and is suffering
intolerably.
The doctor must be satisfied that the request for
assistance is the patient’s voluntary decision and is not
the result of coercion.
The second opinion must be sought from another
experienced doctor, confirming the diagnosis,
prognosis, patient’s request and mental competence. At
least one of these doctors must be experienced in the
patient’s illness.
Neither doctor may be related to the sufferer— or to
each other— by blood, marriage or close personal
relationship.
There is a cooling-off period of at least 48 hours for the
terminally ill, and two cooling-off periods of at least
14 days and 48 hours for those with an advanced
incurable illness.
At any stage the patient may revoke their decision.
The sufferer must ingest the drug themselves or with
the assistance of a person who has been registered as
their agent.
An injection is not permitted.
The treating doctor and the doctor providing the second
opinion will not be allowed to assist the terminally ill
adult to take the drug.
The state coroner is notified of a request for assistance,
the appointment of any agent, the fulfilment of a
prescription and of a death. The coroner provides an
annual report to Parliament.
The treating doctor, anyone who witnesses documents
or provides assistance in any way cannot benefit
financially or otherwise, whether directly or indirectly,
from an assisted death.
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There are penalties of up to 14 years in prison or a
$250 000 fine for attempting to unduly influence a
sufferer to make a request for physician-assisted dying.

I would like doctors such as Dr Rodney Syme, whom I
admire for having the courage to act and speak out, to
be able to assist in the open, under a regulated system.

Safeguards for health professionals

Each medical professional will decide whether or not
they will be party to an assisted death. This is how it
should be.

The process also provides safeguards and choices for
health professionals.
Unlike the current law, a doctor, nurse, pharmacist or
other individual is immune from criminal, civil or
disciplinary proceedings for providing information,
advice, prescription or drug to a sufferer, agent or
sufferer’s relatives in good faith concerning this act or
what can be done under it.
There are health professionals who do not want to
participate in physician-assisted dying. This bill also
provides protection for them.
Individual doctors, organisations or health care
providers may refuse to participate. Care providers may
not be penalised in any way for their decision to
participate or not participate. They cannot be censured
or reprimanded, except where a doctor provides
assistance in a facility which forbids assistance.
A doctor declining to provide assistance is not
compelled to provide any referral, but they must tell the
patient that another doctor may be willing to provide
assistance.
Better than the present system
These safeguards are far superior to those in the present
system.
Under the present system, if a patient comes to a doctor
to request assistance to die, the doctor should by law
turn the patient away, knowing that the patient who is
determined enough may end their lives in whatever
violent manner is available to them.
Four elderly Australians kill themselves each week by
violent and undignified means.

Under the current system, some health care workers are
unable to be assured that they work in a place where
assisted dying is not available under the counter or via
the double effect. Under this bill such assurances can be
given.
It is likely that the mere existence of physician-assisted
dying may give people the courage to continue with the
final stage of their illness. They would know that relief
would be available, should they need it. They do not
need to act hastily.
This is not a fanciful thought. It is backed up by the
experience in Oregon, USA, where one-third of the
people who received a drug to help them die did not in
fact use it. I will speak later about the Oregon
legislation.
One such person in Australia was the writer Pamela
Bone, who died in April this year. Pamela Bone’s
obituary in the Age fearlessly reported:
Bone, 68, was a passionate campaigner on the right to die,
and spoke often of the comfort she had found in securing
what she called ‘the knowledge’ — the capacity to end her
life if that was what she wished. ‘I’m not afraid of being
dead’, she said. ‘I’m just afraid of what you might have to go
through to get there’.
She saw ‘the knowledge’ as crucial to restoring her courage
after her diagnosis. But it is understood from friends that she
did not, in the end, need to employ it.

I have also had the opportunity to read Pamela Bone’s
book, Bad Hair Days, about her fight against cancer. I
recommend this moving book to all members of
Parliament.
The money issue

What a terrible decision to ask a doctor to make. We
know that the impossible nature of such decisions has
led to doctors offering assistance to patients to die,
against the law. They risk their jobs, their freedom and,
their reputations.

The bill provides that nobody who renders assistance to
the sufferer in obtaining physician-assisted dying, can
benefit financially from the death of the sufferer. In
making these provisions we are separating the issue of
money and inheritance from any assistance in dying.

Why should they have to do this work in the dark,
without support, but also without regulation? This
legislation will bring it out into the light — the bright,
clear, shadowless light of formal requests, witnesses,
independent advice and a coroner’s notification.

This means that people who assist a friend or relative to
die, by acting as their agent or witnessing their
signature are also making a decision to waive any
inheritance, either directly or indirectly. Medical

MEDICAL TREATMENT (PHYSICIAN ASSISTED DYING) BILL
Wednesday, 11 June 2008

COUNCIL

2173

professionals are also not able to benefit financially,
other than a reasonable fee for professional services.

advanced incurable illness which is not terminal — for
example, motor neurone disease.

It is natural for a sufferer to ask a close friend or
relative to assist them by witnessing their signature or
acting as their agent. It is natural for the sufferer to also
wish to leave a gift to this person, or to the health care
provider, in their will.

The suffering may be just as intense but much more
prolonged. But there is more time available and more
treatment options are possible for someone with an
incurable illness. The bill reflects this difference.

But this legislation forbids it.
There is good reason for this. There are bad people out
there who prey on the weak and vulnerable. By
removing completely the temptation of money or
inheritance, we are removing completely any possibility
that physician-assisted dying will assist criminals.
We are also removing any hint of stain upon the
character of the people who assist those who request
assistance to die.
The role of the agent
The bill provides that an agent may be appointed by the
sufferer if the sufferer is physically unable to carry out
certain physical tasks. Not every sufferer will need an
agent.
The agent acts as the arms and legs of the sufferer, on
their direct, immediate request. Relevantly, the agent
may sign forms and may assist the sufferer to ingest the
drug.
It is the clear intention of this legislation to enable the
sufferer to ingest the drug themselves. So when an
agent assists the sufferer in lifting the drug to their lips
or places the drug into the feeding tube, it must be at the
direct, current instruction of the patient.

People with an advanced incurable illness must see a
psychiatrist, who advises the treating doctor whether
the sufferer is mentally competent or suffering from a
treatable mental illness. This is not always required by
the treating doctor when the sufferer has a terminal
illness. In both cases, the doctor must be satisfied that
the sufferer is mentally competent and not suffering
from a treatable psychiatric illness.
The sufferer must receive the advice of a doctor
practising in palliative care concerning the availability
and likely effects of palliative care. People with an
advanced incurable illness must also be referred to a
palliative care practitioner for an additional consultation
to discuss the availability and benefits of palliative care.
The additional consultation is not always required when
the sufferer has a terminal illness.
People with an advanced incurable illness must
undertake a cooling-off period of at least 14 days after
the compulsory psychiatric and palliative care
consultations before signing their first written request
for assistance. They have a second cooling-off period of
at least 48 hours before signing their second request.
People with a terminal illness have one cooling-off
period of at least 48 hours, before signing their second
request.
Suicide

The patient must at all times be capable of giving the
instruction, whether by word or by sign, to ‘do this
now’. There is no provision for the patient to say,
‘When I pass a particular point in my decline, do it
then’.

We have deliberately selected the phrase
‘physician-assisted dying’ in the title of this bill. The
patient will be assisted by a physician only at the
patient’s request. The patient will take the drug
themselves, knowing that it will end their lives.

The agent has no power to make decisions on behalf of
the patient. The agent must act only on the present
instruction of the sufferer.

However, as the patient is only hastening a death that is
imminent and unavoidable, where an agonising medical
condition is otherwise untreatable, the bill provides that
such a death should not be treated as suicide.

The appointment of the agent, and the agreement of the
agent to act, is formalised. The coroner is notified. The
agent’s actions will be under scrutiny.
Terminal illness v. advanced incurable illness

The death certificate will be recorded with the patient’s
underlying illness being the cause of death. However,
the certificate will note that the person ended his or her
life with the treating doctor’s assistance under the act.

There is a difference between someone in the final
stages of a terminal illness and someone with an

Assisted death will not be interpreted as suicide for the
purposes of insurance, contracts or other legal
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arrangements, recognising the sufferer’s rational
decision and rigorous qualification process.
This is consistent with the cause of death recorded in
the case of patients who hasten death by refusing
treatment or refusing food and water.
Oregon, USA
This bill is modelled in part on the Oregon Death with
Dignity Act, which has been in place in the state of
Oregon in the USA for more than 10 years. Evidence
from Oregon shows modest and considered use.
Despite opponents of the Oregon act predicting a flood
of people using the act, fewer than 350 in total over
10 years have used the provisions of the Oregon act to
end their lives peacefully with medical assistance. A
third of those who passed the rigorous qualification
process and obtained medication did not actually take
the drug. The mere availability of assistance gives
people pause for reflection and means that they do not
feel that they have to act precipitately.
A significant factor reported in Oregon is that the
existence of the act permits physicians, patients and
families to have open and honest conversations about
all the available options — conversations that
previously had either to be avoided or held in covert
code-speak for fear of overstepping boundaries.
Despite the absence of abuse under the Oregon act, we
have structured this bill to provide even stronger
safeguards than those in the Oregon act, to ensure
confidence in the measures.
This bill has a stronger residency requirement than the
Oregon act, even though there has been no influx of
interstate people using Oregon’s act.
This bill requires two written, witnessed requests from
the sufferer, whereas the Oregon act requires only one
verbal request and one written request.
Under this bill intolerable suffering is a precondition for
qualification, whereas under the Oregon act suffering is
not required.
This bill forfeits any financial advantage to a sufferer’s
estate for anyone who provides assistance, which the
Oregon act does only in part.
Conclusion
My reason for bringing forth this bill is that I have had
the experience of a number of close friends and family
members who have suffered intolerably and against
their wishes at the end of their lives.
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In my mum’s case, I was grateful that she was receiving
morphine for pain control. But the level of morphine
necessary meant that she was in a coma for the last two
weeks of her life. During that time she had no control
over any of the decisions relating to her health care.
There was no way of knowing whether the morphine
hastened her death. There was no way of knowing
whether this is what she wanted.
During the preparation of this bill I have had the
privilege of meeting a number of people with terminal
and incurable illnesses. Some are already living with a
level of pain and discomfort that is beyond my
imagination.
What strikes me most about their request to end their
lives when they are ready is their dignity in making that
request.
Three weeks ago, following an article in a newspaper, I
was contacted by Kate, whose mother, Barbara, has
motor neurone disease. At the time Barbara could move
only her big toe, which she used to communicate via a
computer. Kate said that daily her mum begged for
assistance to die. There was no quality of life. With
nearly every muscle in her body now dead, Barbara
could not talk, move or eat. She was completely reliant
on carers for her every need. Barbara was in a
medically induced coma for eight days and she in fact
passed away on Saturday, but Kate asked me to
mention her mother again today and to say that this is
what she wanted: she wanted to be able to end her life
with dignity.
Since the first reading of this bill a fortnight ago, my
office has been inundated with supportive messages.
I was also visited by Aurelia Millo and her family.
Aurelia is 87 years old. She is a survivor of the Nazi
death camps, so she has confronted death. She came to
show her support for the bill, as she wants to have
assistance to die. She struggled to breathe as she spoke
to me, but was clear and lucid in her opinion. She asked
me to talk in Parliament about how she supported this
legislation.
I cannot look people in the eye and say, ‘You don’t
deserve the help that you request, because of some
moral problem that other people are having on your
behalf’.
I know that, if I had a terminal or incurable illness,
because I am an incredibly stubborn person, I may
decide to fight it until the very last minute.

TOBACCO (CONTROL OF TOBACCO EFFECTS ON MINORS) BILL
Wednesday, 11 June 2008

COUNCIL

2175

But even so, I would find the mere existence of
physician-assisted dying to be of comfort to myself and
others, whether or not we actually used it.

operated business retailing or wholesaling tobacco products
which employs no more than five people are exempt from this
provision.

I commend the bill to the house.

Clause 8 makes it an offence to smoke in a public place,
purchase a tobacco product, obtain tobacco product from a
vending machine or possess tobacco in a public place.

Debate adjourned on motion of Ms BROAD
(Northern Victoria).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 18 June.

TOBACCO (CONTROL OF TOBACCO
EFFECTS ON MINORS) BILL
Statement of compatibility
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) tabled following
statement in accordance with Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities (the charter), I make this statement of
compatibility with respect to the Tobacco (Control of
Tobacco Effects on Minors) Bill 2007.
In my opinion the Tobacco (Control of Tobacco Effects on
Minors) Bill 2007, as introduced into the Legislative Council,
is compatible with the human rights protected by the charter. I
base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The purpose of the bill is to enhance the health of persons
under the age of 18 years by:
prohibiting smoking in a vehicle while a person under
the age of 18 years is present
prohibiting the sale, purchase, possession and use of
tobacco products by a person under the age of 18
extending restrictions on tobacco controls at underage
music and dance events to persons under the age of
18 years
enabling the government to prohibit the sale of certain
tobacco products that have been flavoured or otherwise
modified in a way that may encourage young people to
smoke.
Human rights issues
1.

Human rights protected by the charter that are
relevant to the bill

Structure of the Tobacco (Control of Tobacco Effects on
Minors) Bill
The overall objective of the bill is consistent with section 17
of the charter relevant to the protection of children. However,
some clauses in the Tobacco (Control of Tobacco Effects on
Minors) Bill raise human rights concerns.
Clause 6 makes it an offence for a person under 18 to sell a
tobacco product. Persons working in a family-owned and

Clause 10 authorises an inspector to request a person to state
his or her age or date of birth.
Clause 11 specifies that an infringement notice served on a
person under the age of 18 may include additional steps
required to expiate the offence.
Clause 12 specifies that the additional steps may include
notification of the person’s parent or guardian.
Section 8 — recognition and equality before the law
Section 8(3) of the charter provides that every person is equal
before the law and is entitled to equal protection of the law
without discrimination. Discrimination in relation to a person
means discrimination within the meaning of the Equal
Opportunity Act 1995 on the basis of an attribute set out in
section 6 of that act.
Clauses 6 and 8 of the Tobacco (Control of Tobacco Effects
on Minors) Bill prima facie limit this right because they draw
distinctions between people based on age, which is an
attribute in the Equal Opportunity Act 1995.
Section 13 — privacy and reputation
Section 13 of the charter provides that a person has the right
not to have his or her privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with.
Clause 10 authorising inspectors to request a person to state
his or her age or date of birth raises the right to privacy, as do
clauses 11 and 12, which provide for notification of a parent
or guardian where an infringement notice has been served on
a person under the age of 18.
An interference with privacy will not be unlawful provided it
is permitted by law, is certain and is appropriately
circumscribed. Arbitrariness will not arise provided that the
restrictions on privacy are in accordance with the objectives
of the charter and are reasonable given the circumstances.
In clause 10 the circumstances where an inspector may
request a person to state his or her age are limited to
circumstances when an inspector believes on reasonable
grounds that the person has committed or is about to commit
an offence against the bill.
The provisions in clauses 11 and 12 for notification of a
parent or guardian where an infringement notice has been
served on a person under the age of 18 years are reasonable
and are entirely consistent with section 17 of the charter
concerning the protection of families and children. Therefore
in neither case is the right to privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with and there is no limitation of the right provided
for in section 13 of the charter.
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Consideration of reasonable limitations —
section 7(2)

Section 8 of the charter — recognition and equality before
the law — and clauses 6 and 8 of the Tobacco (Control of
Tobacco Effects on Minors) Bill 2007
(a) The nature of the right being limited
The prohibition of discrimination is one of the cornerstones of
human rights instruments and this is reflected in the preamble
to the charter. However, the right is not absolute and is
subject to reasonable limitations pursuant to section 7 of the
charter.
(b) The importance of the proposed limitation
The purpose of the limitation is the protection of children
consistent with the rights of families and children specified in
section 17 of the charter.
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youth smoking rates are not falling fast enough and further
legislative measures are therefore required.
(f)

Are there any other relevant factors?

It should be noted that article 16 section 7 of the World
Health Organisation’s Framework Convention on Tobacco
Control obligates signatories to the convention to ‘prohibit the
sales of tobacco products by persons under the age set by
domestic law, national law or eighteen’. Australia has ratified
this WHO convention. The bill gives effect to this obligation
in Victoria.
(g) Conclusion
In conclusion the limitation is compatible with human rights
because there is a rational connection between the restriction
and the purpose of reducing the harmful effects of smoking
on persons under the age of 18.
Conclusion

Children in vehicles where adults smoke are exposed to high
levels of tobacco smoke, higher than the levels normally
experienced in homes or other enclosed spaces. Research
reported in the Medical Journal of Australia in 2007 shows
children exposed to second-hand tobacco smoke were almost
twice as likely to suffer from asthma. The federal Department
of Health and Ageing has published data linking passive
smoking to a range of childhood illnesses including
bronchitis, pneumonia, middle-ear infections, obesity and
sudden infant death syndrome.
Smoking is a major public health issue for the community.
Evidence suggests that up to 90 per cent of smokers began
smoking when they were teenagers. The bill will operate,
with other measures, to discourage smoking by persons of
less than 18 years.
(c) What is the nature and extent of the limitation?
The bill restricts persons under the age of 18 selling or
purchasing a tobacco product. It also restricts persons under
the age of 18 from smoking or possessing a tobacco product
in a public place. The bill requires that persons who carry on
or manage a tobacco retailing business not permit persons
under the age of 18 to sell a tobacco product. This section will
not apply to tobacco retail and/or wholesale businesses which
are family owned and operated and which have no more than
five employees. These restrictions will operate so as to
discriminate against persons on the ground of age.
(d) What is the relationship between the limitation and its
purpose?
The discrimination is directly and rationally connected with
the purpose of the provisions which is to limit access and
discourage persons under the age of 18 from smoking.
Similar legislation operates in some USA states and there is
evidence to suggest they are effective in supplementing
education and public awareness programs to reduce the
incidence of under-age smoking.
(e) Are there any less restrictive means reasonably
available to achieve the purpose?
Any less restrictive means would not achieve the purposes of
the provisions. Current public education and awareness
programs aimed at discouraging smoking in the community
have been generally effective, but despite these programs

I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities because to the extent that
some provisions may limit human rights those limitations are
reasonable and demonstrably justified.
Damian Drum, MLC
Member, Northern Victoria Region

Second reading
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

It is an honour to introduce this bill into the house. It is,
I believe, one of the most important issues to be
discussed in state Parliament as it impacts upon the
health and wellbeing of our children and their capacity
to lead full and productive lives.
The bill contains a range of important provisions, all of
them intended to protect children from the harmful
effects of tobacco and to develop a more consistent and
sensible approach to tobacco and health in Victoria.
Firstly, it seeks to prohibit the potentially harmful
practice of smoking in vehicles while minors are
present. This proposal has widespread support. It is
clear that a majority of Victorians are now aware of the
links between exposing children to passive smoking
and ongoing health problems later in life, some of
which are life threatening.
The bill also seeks to strengthen our legislative
framework on youth smoking and health by making it
unlawful for those under 18 years of age to purchase,
use or possess tobacco, making it even harder for young
Victorians to make that fateful decision to begin
smoking.
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It also includes provisions banning the sale in Victoria
of certain flavoured cigarettes which are being
marketed particularly at young smokers. Some of the
cigarettes have flavours such as strawberry, chocolate,
vanilla and liquorice added to increase their appeal to
young people. They are also packaged in
youth-orientated designs to lure the young and
first-time smokers and are sold under names such as DJ
Mix, Black Devil and Pink Elephant.
The Australian adviser to the World Health
Organisation, Nigel Gray, said this youth-marketing
exercise made cigarettes even more dangerous by
adding chemicals known to be linked to cancers.
Two state governments have already moved to ban
smoking in cars carrying children and other states are
considering similar measures.
The evidence that smoking in cars is dangerous to
children is well known and beyond dispute. Research
reported last year in the Medical Journal of Australia
showed children exposed to second-hand tobacco
smoke were almost twice as likely to suffer from
asthma. The federal Department of Health and Ageing
has published data linking passive smoking to a range
of childhood illnesses including bronchitis, pneumonia,
middle-ear infections, obesity and sudden infant death
syndrome.
The US Surgeon General has declared that there is no
risk-free level of second-hand smoke.
Children in vehicles have no choice when exposed to
second-hand tobacco smoke. Research has found that
levels of tobacco smoke in cars can reach
concentrations much higher than levels possible in
homes or other enclosed rooms.
Community support for an end to smoking in cars with
children is very, very strong. A 2004 independent
survey of more than 1300 Australians in
800 households reported that 90 per cent of people
wanted it stopped. Seventy-three per cent of smokers
wanted it stopped.
A beneficial side effect of a ban on smoking in cars
while children are present is that it will improve road
safety. Monash University Accident Research Centre
found smoking drivers had an increased risk of being
involved in a crash. One study says smoking while
driving could contribute to as many as 2000 crashes a
year in Australia.
I wish to now move to some broader matters on
under-age smoking and what it really means for our
society.
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There can be a lag of 30 or 40 years between the time
when teenagers begin smoking and when they become
middle-aged victims of one of its many diseases. The
lag could be responsible for a lack of urgency
legislators have shown about this issue until now.
Tobacco is the leading cause of preventable death in
Victoria. It kills almost 4000 Victorians a year,
according to the Victorian Cancer Council, and costs
the state an estimated $5 billion to $6 billion in health
care, lost productivity and other costs.
Smoking claims more lives than all other causes of
preventable premature death put together. Each year
1.5 billion hospital bed days are taken up with patients
suffering from smoking-related diseases. The cost to
the hospital system alone is $700 million a year.
According to state government data, smoking is killing
about 90 Victorians every week, or about 13 per day,
which is equal to 18 times the number dying of illicit
drugs, 11 times the number claimed each week in road
trauma and 4 times the number dying each week of
alcohol-related causes.
Many health authorities consider these deaths and
illnesses as a paediatric issue. Up to 90 per cent of all
smokers began smoking when they were teenagers.
Today there are an estimated 35 000 Victorian children
who smoke regularly.
Parliamentarians are used to making decisions on
matters of public health.
Some might argue that under-age smoking is a matter
of health, not one of justice and laws. Yet we make
laws regularly to help protect young Victorians from
making unwise or dangerous decisions such as
chroming, petrol sniffing, alcohol consumption or even
driving a motor vehicle. The principle is well
established.
Yet when it comes to tobacco, our messages are not so
clear, even to us.
The Victorian government prohibits tobacco use,
purchase or possession at designated state-sponsored,
youth events such as FReeZA concerts. The state
understands the use of a justice approach to a health
issue when it comes to its own events, but seemingly
not in the broader community.
Most schools have developed and enforce anti-tobacco
regimes inside the school boundaries but cannot do
anything when a teenager steps out onto the streets.
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In some age groups, notably the older 16 and
17-year-olds, in recent years the levels have been
recorded at above 20 per cent, some around 25 per cent
or one in four.
The entire anti-tobacco community reports frustration
and despair at the obstinately high levels of older
teenage smoking.
Every day in Victoria approximately 50 children start
smoking. About half will become committed smokers.
This frightening situation is against a backdrop of years
of blunt messages, education, health programs,
shocking TV ads, cigarette pack warnings, reduced
retail displays, high tobacco taxes and a storm of
information in the media.
Until now, Victoria’s legislative direction in tackling
under-age smoking has been confined mainly to
restricting retail sales of tobacco to minors. But the
evidence, confirmed in Quit’s most recent surveys and
in overseas work, is that teenagers are still finding it
fairly easy to obtain tobacco. In its most recent survey
Quit recorded that children as young as 12 can still
obtain tobacco.
In the USA similar retail sales controls are in all states
but most US states have adopted complementary laws
on under-age possession, use and/or purchase of
tobacco. This bill has been drafted in the awareness of
the success similar measures have had in the US.
In consulting widely for this bill I have spoken to many
hundreds of teenagers from one end of the state to the
other, and a common reaction from those most likely to
be affected by this proposed bill is amazement at the
contradictions now faced in Victoria. When the US
experience was explained to them, the great majority of
the young people I spoke to said they found common
sense and consistency in the approach.
This package of reforms includes a prohibition on
people under 18 from selling cigarettes. We have a
responsibility to meet article 16, section 7, of the World
Health Organisation’s Framework Convention on
Tobacco Control.
The convention was ratified by Australia on 27 October
2004 and was deemed to be in force in Australia from
27 February 2005.
It states that all parties to the convention shall adopt
whatever measures possible to prohibit the sales of
tobacco products by persons under the age set by
domestic law or national law or 18.
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We have consulted with tobacco retail outlets,
including the peak body representing convenience
stores and service stations. And we therefore introduce
this legislation with the knowledge that most retailers
currently do not allow children under 18 to sell tobacco.
While noting that the vast majority of those retailing
tobacco already have in place codes of conduct against
children selling tobacco, we acknowledge the needs of
those operating small, family-owned and operated
businesses. We have exempted those from this
provision.
PUP laws, as they are known, are common in the
United States where they supplement existing education
and public awareness programs. The success of these
measures has been documented after a seven-year study
by a research team made up of staff from DePaul
University, the University of Chicago, Loyola
University, the University of Illinois and the University
of Florida.
We have spent several months consulting across
Victoria on these proposed reforms, including an
extensive tour of Victorian secondary colleges.
A great majority of those we spoke with supported the
use of potential fines as a deterrent, arguing that a law
without penalties would not be seriously regarded.
Students were clear in their opinion as to what would
impact future smoking rates and what would not. The
message we were left with was that children start
smoking younger than we think and that parental
involvement and awareness would be a significant
deterrent. Young people support reforms involving a
range of strategies including intervention programs and
financial penalties.
Youth smoking rates are not dropping fast enough.
The smoking rates reported in my latest consultations
with teenagers confirm the results of a survey I did four
years earlier.
In 2004 my office did a survey of 4233 secondary
school students in Bendigo, and it showed those same
smoking rates of around one in five. Older students
reported a rate of just over one in four.
This bill will help protect our children from the harmful
effects of tobacco. It will help them be exposed to less
second-hand tobacco inhalation and it will encourage
them to make wiser, safer choices.
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But the chief impact will be to send a stronger, more
consistent message that tobacco will harm them and
could kill them and that it has no known benefits.

access to public open space and to sell, develop or
alienate public land in a way that is not in the
community interest.

Ultimately, the intent of this bill is to try to improve the
lives of future generations, to help them achieve longer,
healthier, happier lives.

I will come back and reference specific examples of
that in a moment, but it seems to me that where you
have more intense development, high-rise development
or development that is pushing density in a particular
area, one of the important pieces of infrastructure that
you want to see is sufficient open space for people to
undertake recreation, for children to play and so forth.

I end my remarks today with another interesting piece
of research: 90 per cent of all smokers regret the
decision they made as teenagers. We cannot help them,
but we can help future generations.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms DARVENIZA
(Northern Victoria).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 18 June.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LAND
DEVELOPMENT
Reporting date and second interim report
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
That the resolution of the Council on 2 May 2007 requiring
the Select Committee on Public Land Development to present
its final report to the Council no later than 30 June 2008 be
amended so as to now require the committee to present its
final report by 11 September 2008.

I also seek concurrently to move:
That the Council take note of the second interim report of the
Select Committee on Public Land Development.

The select committee’s report tabled earlier today is an
important report. It seeks to extend the time in which
the committee is able to report by moving the date for
tabling the report from 30 June to 11 September. This is
an important committee, and I want to reiterate my
comments about the work of the committee and the
significance of that work. Then I want to make some
reflections on seeking, in effect, an extension by the
chamber of the time to report, and I want to put on
record some issues that the committee has encountered.
The committee’s important work relates in part to the
growth of the city. Over the recent period we have seen
Melbourne growing significantly, regional cities
growing and the state facing the challenges that come
from that growth. One of those challenges has been
land and, in particular, the need for recreational land,
open space and related matters. The committee has
heard an enormous amount of evidence that indicates
the government is not managing public open space
properly, and that it has sought on a number of
occasions, which I will outline in a moment, to limit

I will move to some examples now. We have seen the
government stripping away planning powers or
announcing that it will strip away planning powers for a
number of key centres around the city, with 5 initially
and presumably the other 22 activity districts to follow,
but in the first instance 5 activity districts, including
Camberwell, which is the one that I know best. What
will occur there is more intense development that will
not take account of the need to have proper public open
space and will not have a proper focus on the sort of
infrastructure that is required.
The committee’s terms of reference are specific about
public land development, and a key aspect of the
provision of public open space is often public land. I
make the point that this public land development by the
government, or the alienation of public land which
occurs through long-term leases and so forth, is
something that needs to be thoughtfully undertaken by
governments in a way that involves the community and
brings the community in as stakeholders. There are, of
course, opportunities where development of public land
can occur in a sensible and practical way for the
community benefit, but at the same time an
unsophisticated approach that simply sells off or flogs
off public land for the purposes of wrenching out of the
community or the purchaser the highest possible return
to the government without regard for the surrounding
community interests is not an approach that is
supported by most members of the committee.
A number of the key sites that the committee has
looked at include the Camberwell railway station. The
committee in this short interim report has not said a
great deal about the Camberwell railway station. We
have examined and we will continue to examine some
of those issues, and we will say more about that later,
but it is clear from the evidence that I heard that
VicTrack is pushing forward with its development
there. It will push forward with a development that is in
my view too intense and too large — six to seven
storeys, with massive floor space that will compromise
the integrity of that particular heritage railway station.
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At the Kew Cottages site — and that is the one that I
think this inquiry will in the end be most known for
looking at closely — there is no doubt that the process
has gone astray. The committee said that the perception
is that the government has been less than transparent by
claiming that consideration of the Kew Residential
Services development falls outside the committee’s
terms of reference, and I want to make a point here. The
government has sought to frustrate the committee’s
activities at every turn by preventing the release of
documents. Even basic documents like the list of public
land sales under this government over the last few
years, since the beginning of Melbourne 2030, would
seem to me to be a base level of documentation that the
committee should have been provided with.
The government, through the Attorney-General, has
sought to frustrate the committee by seeking to impose
a narrow definition of public land — a definition that it
drew from some obscure administrative order in 1988,
which to my knowledge no-one in this chamber was
even aware of. At the time of the debate on establishing
the committee many people on the Labor side, on the
Liberal side and on the side of the other
non-government parties referred to pieces of land, in
particular the Kew Cottages site and other key pieces of
land, that have been sold or alienated by the
government over the recent period. It was clear that the
establishing motion at that time sought to look at those
pieces of land. In our first interim report we attached a
list from that establishing debate to make it clear that
those issues had been directly canvassed in the
establishing debate and that that was what this chamber
intended, amongst other things, for the committee to
look at directly.
The concerns of people at Kew Residential Services
have grown significantly as evidence has been
presented to the committee. I want to make the point
that at a recent hearing at which the Minister for
Planning was present as the witness and where
questions were asked of him, I believe his responses to
a number of them left more concerns than they
answered. It was put to him by me as the chair that on
4 September 2006 the Walker Corporation, the
successful tenderer for Kew Cottages, made a donation
of $100 000 to the Victorian branch of the Australian
Labor Party. On 27 October 2006 the planning
arrangements were signed off by the then planning
minister, now the Attorney-General and Deputy
Premier in the other place, Rob Hulls. This is the same
Rob Hulls who has sought to prevent us from getting
access to documents to examine properly the processes
by which the Kew Cottages contract for tender has been
managed and implemented. This is the same Rob
Hulls — the same Deputy Premier — who in my view
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has crossed the line in trying to prevent the house’s
Select Committee on Public Land Development getting
to the documents that would establish the veracity of
some of these key issues. He should not have blocked
access to — —
Mrs Peulich — It is called hypocrisy.
Mr D. DAVIS — It is worse than hypocrisy, I have
to say, Mrs Peulich. In my view it is a deliberate
attempt to frustrate the chamber’s activities to get to the
bottom of what is a matter of legitimate public concern.
In its report the committee looked at the issues around
the probity audit, and at that hearing there was
discussion of the probity audit. Government members
have said that there was an independent probity audit,
but when asked to release the so-called independent
probity report the government refused. We believe that
report should be in the public domain. If there is
nothing to hide, it would go a long way to allaying
community concerns. If there is something to hide, I
can understand why the Attorney-General might not
want to release the probity report. It is up to the current
Minister for Planning; he could release that probity
report — he could actually step forward and do that. At
the hearing he actively countenanced a discussion about
that and would not rule out releasing the report. I call
on the Minister for Planning to release that probity
report on the Kew Cottages tender process because I
believe that it is a critical base for us to assess the
satisfactoriness or otherwise of the processes which
have been undertaken at the Kew Residential Services
site.
The concerns that people have about the taking of
planning powers from the Kew council and the exercise
of those powers by the Minister for Planning continue.
Even now there is an issue about the planning approvals
relating to the stage 2 development. A short time ago, a
week or so ago, in this chamber I asked the minister
about the planning approvals for the removal of 73 trees
as a part of the stage 2 development. All the relevant
information I have indicates that the minister has signed
off on the stage 2 planning approvals. He did that
before Heritage Victoria provided its final report and
before it was able to make decisions on which of the
valuable heritage trees on that site need to be preserved.
There is a massive area of 27 hectares adjacent to
parkland. I would have thought that, in the spirit of this
inquiry, public land like that should be protected. It is
land that should have been part of the additional stock
of public open space rather than a subtraction from that
stock. Because I am a long-term resident of nearly three
decades in that vicinity, I completely understand that
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there has been substantial public access to that area for
many decades. That access will be curtailed as the
development proceeds. There will be intense and
massive development which will include a five-storey
construction on the site. It is not in the community’s
interest. It will leave a scar, in a sense, on that area of
the city that will not be able to be remedied. The
Minister for Planning has gone no way towards
indicating that development of this proposal has
occurred in a way that is transparent or satisfactory.
The Minister for Planning in this situation has also
admitted to meetings with former Senator Graham
Richardson. The Minister for Major Projects,
Mr Theophanous, also admitted to meeting with him.
Members of the committee sought on two occasions to
take evidence from former Senator Graham
Richardson. The former senator is a figure and a
character in the right faction of the New South Wales
Labor Party. He is an individual of less than high
standing in the community who has had significant
influence in the process of the awarding of the contract.
Mr Hughes from the Walker Corporation indicated that
Mr Richardson had played a significant part in getting
the contract and moving it forward at certain sticking
points with the government.
The evidence that Mr Hughes provided is on the
transcript; he pointed directly to the importance of
Graham Richardson. We cannot get to Graham
Richardson; he is in receipt of two letters from the
committee which seek that he attend committee
hearings. Committee members will have to look closely
at what it does about Graham Richardson in this
context. It is difficult to subpoena him because he is in
New South Wales. Most members of the committee are
concerned that we have not been able to take evidence
from him. Committee members have said they will
consider taking further action in regard to this matter.
There are some other key sites, including Caulfield
Racecourse, which is reported on in this interim report.
It is in at least its first stage of development. Committee
members took evidence about this matter and have the
unanimous view — and members may reflect
on this — that in regard to Caulfield Racecourse things
could be done better. A trust, with a trust deed, has been
set up. There is a responsibility to discharge its
activities according to the trust deed, not only in the
interests of racing. I in no way diminish the importance
of racing; I support the industry strongly, but I believe
that the trust and the racing club could go much further
in ensuring that there is greater community access to
that enormous tract of land.

2181

At the same time, the racing club is seeking to
undertake an intensive development on one corner of
the land near the Caulfield railway station. In principle
the development may be in order; I am not speaking
against it. But I will say — and this, in a sense,
encapsulates many of the issues of the inquiry — the
people who would live near that development site
would need access to public open space and public land
of some kind to undertake recreation. There is an
enormous tract of land next to the development which
will effectively be closed to the community. I implore
the racing club, the trust and the Glen Eira City Council
to work with the community to find a solution that
protects the interests of racing on one hand and at the
same time — I believe it is possible to do this —
provides much greater community access to that
enormous resource of space which is available on the
Caulfield Racecourse site.
In many ways that issue encapsulates the essence of this
inquiry. It is about looking at public land. It is about
saying that some development may occur in certain
places in a managed or controlled way, and at the same
time it is about saying there has to be sufficient
available public land that enables proper recreation. In
my view access to open space needs to be looked at as
an infrastructure issue. Unless we look at this as part of
a development process, we will have a problem. This is
a concern I have about the government ripping powers
away from local councils: because of the new
development panels there will be very little focus on
subregional open space, regional open space and
appropriate support for the sorts of developments that
occur.
There is no doubt that this government is determined to
push forward on a number of fronts. The St Kilda
triangle site is reported on here. This is a site over
which there has been enormous public controversy and
discussion. The Select Committee on Public Land
Development took a lot of evidence. We heard from a
number of key people, both the council and the
developer and community groups, and I think it is
worth pointing out that the concerns raised are those
that are shared by most on the committee. I know the
Labor members might oppose what we said on the
St Kilda triangle, but I think there is a concern about the
public land that is being alienated for inappropriate
commercial development; there is a legitimate concern
about the size of that development on that location near
the foreshore. It is an important site. It is a site that is
important to Melbourne, not just to St Kilda, and it is a
site that is important to that community there. We need
to ensure there is a proper arrangement in place for that
site.
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There is a concern about the lack of third-party appeal
rights. There is a concern about the future, and any
impact on the architectural integrity of the Palais
Theatre. There are also legitimate concerns about the
scale of the development in terms of licensed venues. I
think these are legitimate and reasonable concerns that
people have raised.

done. The state government could begin a dialogue
with the developer and with the council to work
through the prospect of a better outcome for the
community. That needs to be done within the
framework of the contract, but in my view a better
outcome could be achieved for that iconic piece of
public land.

I do not think the Port Phillip Council has covered itself
in glory with this decision. I think the council has not
managed the process well. I want to be quite clear with
the chamber here: I think much more should have been
done to ensure there was a better outcome that was
consistent with the urban design framework that was
originally put out. The council has become increasingly
the butt of community anger, and I think some of that
anger is legitimate. I do not believe the council has had
the full interests of the community at heart as it has
made this decision.

The other issue I want to return to is the behaviour of
the Deputy Premier, the behaviour of government
ministers and the behaviour of some senior public
servants. I do not believe they have been open and
accountable. I do not believe they have been
transparent. I believe this is a cover-up; this is a
decision by the Deputy Premier to lead the charge to
prevent the committee getting information that would
embarrass the government. The government is seeking
to impose this narrow definition on the committee.

Evidence put to us by the developer, the Citta Property
Group in this case, was important. I might add that we
still do not know the final form and shape of the
development. That is not yet publicly exhibited. But
Citta and the representative from Citta made the point
that they are developers and they are working within
the legal framework that is available there. On the base
level I accept that: it is ultimately not the developer’s
fault; it is not the developer who is doing the wrong
thing. It is those who have the guardianship or the
custodianship of that public land who carry the
responsibility. In this case it is state government land,
but state government land where the council has legal
control of the land.
The state government should have taken a more active
role; it should have been involved more closely in the
making of some of these decisions, because this is a site
of broad significance. It could have done that in better
partnership with the council and in partnership with the
local community. The state government has not put
financial resources into this site. I believe the required
upgrade of the Palais will be a drain on the developer
that will have to be dealt with in an indirect way, by
maximising the yield on other aspects of the site. The
government’s decision to vacate the field, to not
support the upgrade of an historic theatre like the
Palais, has meant that the responsibility will fall to the
developer, who has to make up the funds in some
indirect way through maximising yield on the site.
In some senses none of this is complex, but it is
complex in its detail. The council will have a lot to
answer for in the longer term as this development
appears set to go forward. Contracts have been signed.
It is very difficult at this point to unpick what has been

I want to just reiterate something from the first interim
report of the committee: there is no question that under
the standing orders of this chamber the committee has
the right to interpret its definition as it sees fit. It is able
to do that within its establishing resolution, and the
definitions of words and so forth are not ultimately a
matter for witnesses. In this case and in this context, the
government, its ministers and its public servants are
witnesses. Witnesses do not have the right to
unilaterally make a decision about what they define
certain words to mean and thereby refuse to answer
questions, thereby refuse to provide information and
thereby refuse in some cases to appear.
I am very concerned about the government’s behaviour
here. I think this is being driven by Deputy Premier
Rob Hulls in an attempt to cover up things the
government does not want made public and to prevent
the release of information that the government finds
embarrassing. It is hard to see that this is not linked
with political donations to the Labor Party. It is very
difficult to establish causality in those cases, but equally
the perception in the community is a very bad one: that
this is a government that could be seen as acting
corruptly, that could be seen as acting way outside the
public interest, that could be seen as acting in a way
that is not in the broader long-term interests of the
community.
As I said at the start, the committee is seeking an
extension of time for reporting to September. In doing
that we will indicate that our new staff, who are referred
to in the report, will be working with the committee
members to write up much of the material we have
received — the enormous amount of evidence we have
received. In the context of talking about that evidence I
want to put on the public record my thanks particularly
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to the many groups that have provided evidence. I think
it is just worth putting into the Hansard that the
committee received over 300 separate pieces of
evidence, including 136 written submissions,
135 verbal submissions and numerous other
documents. The large number of submissions, as I say
in the foreword to the report, have been gratefully
accepted and form an integral part of ensuring the
inquiry is well informed on those issues within its terms
of reference.
One thing is very clear: community groups are very
passionate about protecting their local land. And they
should be, because once you lose access to a large
public open area, to an important tract of public land, to
key vegetation in an area, that is it: it is gone forever —
it is curtains. In my view the community has every right
to fight very hard and passionately to protect that land
and ensure that it is not taken from it by a government
that is wilful, focused on its own immediate financial
self-interest, and not thinking in the longer term about
the broader interests of the community.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
happy to speak to the motion moved by David Davis
requesting that the Legislative Council agree to an
extension of time for the reporting of the Select
Committee on Public Land Development, and also to
take note of the second interim report of the committee.
In regard to the motion it is fairly clear why the
committee is tabling a second interim report and
requesting that the Council agree to a short extension of
time from 30 June until 11 September. As Mr Davis has
outlined, there have been a large number of
submissions to the committee — 136 written
submissions — and that covers approximately 70 sites
and developments across Victoria and metropolitan
Melbourne. The committee has held 20 days of
hearings and heard from 135 witnesses, and it has held
those hearings around the state and in Parliament
House.
In addition, there has been correspondence and other
information supplied to the committee on many of the
sites on which it has already received submissions. The
other important aspect for the Council to note is that for
some time the committee has not had any support staff
to carry out the research and analysis which is needed
to provide the Council with a comprehensive report on
this important issue, and which it deserves to have. The
committee has heard a lot of evidence. It has received
submissions; it has heard additional evidence at
hearings; it has received additional information; but it
has not had the resources and staff necessary to be able
to pull all that information together until very recently.

2183

I have been a strong advocate on the committee for the
extension of time, basically because I feel this is an
important issue. A lot of good information has been
supplied to the committee, notwithstanding the
obfuscation and non-cooperation of some government
agencies. That has meant that we have a dearth of
information from some government agencies which we
could have done well to have, and for the life of me I
cannot understand why it was not supplied to the
committee to assist it in its work on behalf of the people
of Victoria. Nevertheless, very good information has
been supplied to the committee by people around the
state about public land issues in their area, so the
committee is able to provide a comprehensive report to
the Council.
We have only just recently acquired the services of a
new research officer to help us, and that is a part-time
position. As I said, I have advocated strongly for this
extension of time because I believe, apart from wanting
to get the best report possible, we need to observe good
industrial relations practices with regard to the
committee staff and not overload them and expect them
to work beyond their capacity, which would have been
the case if we had attempted to get this report to the
Council by 30 June. It would have been impossible
without the resources that have only just been supplied.
For two months — between March and May — there
was no research or support staff beyond the two
committee staff that also have the responsibility of
looking after other upper house committees, so they
already have a large workload.
It is important that we are given the extension to
11 September to enable the report to be pulled together
by the staff of the committee, with our help of course. I
advise the house that staff in my office have been doing
a lot of work going through the submissions and
summarising the main themes that we see coming out
of them. We will provide the committee staff with the
work that we have been doing about the themes that we
see coming out of the evidence and submissions put to
us.
The second interim report briefly provides information
on the progress made since the first report in December.
It outlines to the Council what the committee has been
doing. It has been holding public hearings around the
state and hearing from various community groups and
individuals about issues of concern in their local area.
Those are listed in particular in paragraph 10 of the
report, so members can have a look at that. The report
also refers in a little bit more detail to four of the sites.
I note a minority report — which I think is a bit
unfortunate and which is signed by Mr Tee and
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Mr Thornley — says the committee is acting in a
partisan way. I totally reject that. As far as I am
concerned this committee is looking at an important
issue, and members of the public from around the state
have written in good faith to the committee with their
concerns.
Particular sites are given some detailed treatment in the
report. That is because there has been more information
provided to the committee about those sites and there
have been requests by community groups involved that
we again draw to the attention of the Council the issues
involved with those sites and the urgency in doing
something about them. In terms of Kew, in particular,
there has been ongoing correspondence and extra
information supplied to us by the community groups
involved in that issue. Those groups have taken it upon
themselves to keep the committee informed, and we are
in turn are keeping the Council informed as to the very
real issues surrounding the development of the former
Kew Residential Services site. I draw members’
attention to chapter 4.1 of the interim report which goes
into some detail about that.
In terms of my particular interest, I have an ongoing
concern about the real or perceived — and perceived is
just as bad as real — issue that has been raised by the
community about the process and the outcomes of the
Kew Residential Services site, such as the influence of
political donations and the influence of political
lobbyists. These are dangerous issues, and they need to
be brought out into the open so that people can be
reassured — if they can be; if that is possible — that
everything is aboveboard with that particular
development. Of particular concern to me with that
development as well is the ongoing welfare of the
former Kew Residential Services residents, those who
no longer reside on the site, and the many people
waiting for disability services in this state. I am not sure
that the government has been active enough in making
sure that the welfare of these people is being followed
up and that the redevelopment of that site — and the
government said it was to be redeveloped in the
interests of those people — is looking after their
interests.
I turn to the Port Campbell site and the proposal to
develop what is called the Southern Ocean Beach
House immediately adjacent to public land, which
includes the headland of Port Campbell. The committee
has heard a lot of evidence that the headland is unstable.
It is not just an issue as to whether the beach house is
going to impact on the land — and we have heard
evidence that is going to be the case because of the
extent of the excavation required to build the
development, and that also goes to the appropriateness
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of the size of such a development, being right next to
public land, and its appropriateness in terms of the
planning scheme and the overlay on the town of Port
Campbell to maintain its village atmosphere — but also
as to whether there is wisdom in building such a
development adjacent to an unstable headland, whether
or not the development will have an effect on the
headland. I am disturbed by the evidence of the
secretary to the Department of Sustainability and
Environment, which is that it takes no interest in
whether that development will have any effect on the
public land immediately adjacent to it. That is definitely
a gaping hole that has been revealed by this committee,
and certainly something needs to be done about it by
the Parliament.
The other issues include the Caulfield Racecourse
development. We have heard evidence that even though
the whole of the land is set aside as public land for a
racecourse, public park and public recreation and is a
very sizeable amount of land in the middle of the city of
Glen Eira and the only substantial open space in that
area, it is run by the board of trustees in the interests of
horseracing and not much else. The public does not
have access for all intents and purposes — —
Mr Lenders interjected.
Ms PENNICUIK — People like Mr Lenders, who
may be privy to the information that they are able to
access the park, might walk their dogs there, but the
general public are kept out because the whole area is
fenced. On the Queens Avenue side it is fenced with
barbed wire. That is very inviting for the members of
the public who may want to enter their own park! The
committee has recommended that the government look
into the operation of the board of trustees to make sure
that that board is not only concerning itself with the
interests of the Melbourne Racing Club. These issues
are addressed somewhat extensively in the report
because of the ongoing interest of the community
groups and the fact that they have supplied us with
additional information since the first interim report.
In terms of the St Kilda triangle development, the report
outlines that the development has been somewhat
scaled down since it was first announced in May 2007
and that, subsequent to our first interim report, in
February 2008 another interim development plan was
approved by the City of Port Phillip. To my knowledge
the amended development plan has not been
resubmitted to the council as we speak. We held
hearings over two days in respect of this issue. There is
a huge public outcry and campaign. Mrs Coote and I
have presented petitions to the Parliament with close to
3000 signatures on each of them. On 7 February 2008
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about 2000 people marched to the council, and there
were close to 800 people at the council meeting. If
people in this house, particularly those on the
government side, think this is not an issue of concern to
the people of Port Phillip and beyond they should know
that the people understand it is not just an issue about
the completely inappropriate size and scale of the
development but is also an issue about public land
owned by the state of Victoria being handed over to a
private developer under a 99-year lease, so you might
as well say the developer will own it. The focus of the
development is commercial; much of it revolves around
licensed venues.
The committee also heard — and I agree — that there
is a conflict of interest in terms of the local council
being a proponent of the development, also being the
responsible planning authority and also being the
committee of management of the development. There
are obviously conflicting interests. On top of that,
third-party appeal rights have been taken away from the
community. That is a recipe for the disaster that we
have in front of us at the St Kilda triangle site. The
committee has recommended, as it should, that the state
government reassess its approach to this site and
consider a solution involving a much reduced
development footprint on this iconic piece of public
land. That is important, because several years were
spent by the previous Port Phillip council and the
citizens of Port Phillip, of whom I was one before I
came to this place, preparing a development overlay for
that site to make sure that we did not get precisely what
we have before us. Appeal rights were taken away. The
urban design framework has not been complied with,
and that is why we have drawn this to the attention of
the house: to urge the government to reassess the
situation and its approach to this issue before, as David
Davis said, we lose that land, which is much loved not
just by the people of Port Phillip but by the people from
around Melbourne and the rest of the state, and it is
gone forever.
There is a chance for the state government to reassess it.
The best thing it could do would be to protect the
heritage Palais Theatre and put some resources towards
its restoration so that the development as proposed will
not completely compromise the architectural and
heritage value of the theatre by enveloping it on two
sides with a hotel and other parts of the development
which are totally inappropriate in terms of an iconic
heritage building. Very few of these buildings exist in
Australia let alone in Victoria and let alone in
Melbourne. In my view this development is going to
vandalise that building. I cannot believe the state
government, which owns the land and has
responsibility for this building, would allow this to
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happen. It is obviously a local issue, but it is also a state
issue. As I said, it is an issue about what happens to
public land. If we are going to set these sorts of
precedents where land that is owned by the public and
should be used for community purposes together with
some integrated, very low-key, relevant commercial
operations can be turned over to a huge commercial
development worth millions of dollars, then nobody’s
little piece of public land in their area will be safe from
this. That is the problem with this development.
The report also refers the committee to some other
important issues that have been brought to our
attention. I know the committee intends to report on
them in more detail. They go to concerns by the
community and the Moreland City Council in particular
over the proposed sale of VicRoads public land within
the Merri and Edgars Creek parkland, which is
well-established parkland, full of established trees. It
could be one of the iconic regional parks in Melbourne
if it were left alone and not sold off for housing. There
is already the Pentridge development and I think the
Kodak development to the north, so with all these
people moving into the area we should be retaining this
public land for the use of those new residents and
because they have significant environmental and
ecological values.
The Select Committee on Public Land Development
went to Geelong and heard evidence about the impact
of development on an environmentally sensitive
corridor and wetlands around Lake Victoria and Swan
Bay and how the oversize developments will impact on
these sites, as well as state public land nearby. The
committee also heard on that day about an extensive
plan to overdevelop the pier area of Portarlington. Of
course, David Davis referred to the Camberwell railway
station development and the fact that is a very large
development which will overshadow and swamp the
surrounding buildings and the historic Camberwell
railway station.
The committee heard extensive evidence about what
has happened in Royal Park and the development of the
former Royal Park psychiatric hospital site. Members
of the committee would be very aware of that site,
which was redeveloped for the Commonwealth Games.
The site has some historic scientific laboratories, which
the government had indicated and undertaken to retain
as public buildings with public access. The buildings
would not be used as scientific laboratories but for
some other community purpose, but the public would
have access to them. They would remain as an historic
reminder of the important work that was done in the
psychiatric field. However, the committee has learnt
that these buildings have been sold off for private
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development and apartments, despite the government
undertaking otherwise. Once they are gone, they are
gone. It is a bit like Stonnington mansion, which was
sold off by the university. The government could have
done something about that, but did not do anything.
Parliament had met in that mansion, but still the
government did nothing.

That interference by the Attorney-General and the
government was most unwelcome and most
inappropriate.

Lastly, I want to raise an issue raised by many local
councils that have made submissions and come to
hearings of the committee — regarding the transfer of
state public land to local government at market value.
When the land in question is to be used for community
purposes and, in many cases, has been used and will
continue to be used for community purposes and is
maintained by the community and the local council, the
government policy regarding the sale and acquisition of
public land requires the least wealthy level of
government to pay market value for the land. I ask the
question: how does the market value compare with the
ongoing community value? The public believes the
land is owned by it. I note the committee that audited
Melbourne 2030 has also raised the issue with the
government. It is an important issue for the Parliament
and the people of Victoria to take note of: the transfer
of land between different levels of government, but in
particular from the more wealthy level of government
to the least wealthy level of government, and the
expectation that it will pay market rates, which is
ridiculous.

Mr THORNLEY (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
as a member of the Select Committee on Public Land
Development to speak to the report and to speak
concurrently to the motion of David Davis in seeking
an extension of time.

I must say that I remain disappointed at the interference
of the Attorney-General by inappropriately imposing
his own definition of public land and his own
interpretation of the terms of reference of the
committee. The committee was established by the
Legislative Council and it has every right to determine
its terms of reference as it wishes. The community that
sent 136 submissions to the committee understood
public land to be public land — that is, land not
privately owned — which is the way the committee has
interpreted it, as set out in its terms of reference. The
interference of the Attorney-General in imposing his
definition, which I add came about six months after the
committee had been in operation, is completely
inappropriate. It is not up to the executive government
to tell a committee of the upper house what its terms of
reference should be.
Secretaries of government departments were put in an
unenviable and difficult position by the government
because many of them might have been prepared to
cooperate and supply documents and information that
the committee wished to see and should have been able
to see — none of the documents were state secrets —
which could have assisted the work of the committee.

With those few remarks I urge the house to take note of
the report, take it seriously and agree to the small
extension of time.

This report will be familiar reading for those who have
read the first interim report, because portions of this
report have been taken verbatim from the first interim
report. The committee has had several more months of
deliberation and in significant parts is reiterating
matters that were contained in the first interim report
and which, I dare say, will be repeated again in the final
report. We will get to repeat them three times. I do not
think repeating something three times will illuminate
the public debate but I guess that was not the primary
purpose of this committee.
This committee has been desperately trying to uncover
scandal and has discovered none. The best committee
members could do, which was related to the purported
reason for starting the committee, was to mention the
phrase ‘former Senator Graham Richardson’ as often as
they possibly could — and to keep mentioning it. I
have to say that did get one headline, but it is not
getting headlines any more, because nothing has
changed. The reason nothing has changed is that
whatever involvement that gentleman may have had in
the process, it was not influential on the outcome; he
was lobbying for something that did not happen. That
was determined a long time ago — in fact really before
this committee started and certainly before the first and
second interim reports. No doubt that will continue to
be the case by the time the final report is delivered.
I think it is a shame that we have taken that approach.
Since joining the committee I have advocated — and I
think some members of the committee have shared this
view — that there is a range of extremely important
issues surrounding public land and that if this
committee took a real mandate of exploring those
issues and recommending specific and achievable
policy changes, it could have a significant and positive
effect on policy in this state. However, unfortunately
we have not pursued those opportunities, despite their
having been raised several times.
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That does not mean that the committee’s time has been
completely wasted. A number of issues have come up,
essentially peripheral to the committee’s terms of
reference. As we have diligently listened to
submissions from a range of terrific community
activists and helpful local councils and tried to
interrogate these issues a number of matters have come
up. They really had very little to do with the
committee’s terms of reference, but since they came up
and were important issues we certainly wanted to act on
them — and I will reflect on a couple of those now.
The Caulfield racecourse reserve is a good example.
This is an issue that has been bubbling away in the
community for some time. The purported relevance of
that to this committee was proposed developments at
the northern end of that site. Whilst this committee
reviewed in some depth the material relevant to those, it
did not find anything particularly specific that it thought
the government should be doing differently in relation
to that. However, since we were at the site, we listened
attentively to the community activists and the local
council and their concerns about a range of related
matters to do with the use of the land in the middle of
that racecourse reserve.
That land was decreed under a public trust about
150 years ago, so I think it is fair to say it was not a
recent alienation of public land! Nevertheless, since we
were there and this genuinely important issue was
raised, committee members certainly took action on it.
We raised the matter with the minister, raised it in this
house, have met with several of the members of the
board of trustees — and I will be back out there
meeting with the racing club and observing the track
training and the public use in a couple of weeks. I will
also be taking that issue up with the local media and the
local council and elsewhere.
I therefore do not want to convey a sense that just
because this committee has chosen to waste a huge
amount of time and resources and bolster the hopes of
community activists and others that it could deliver
some solutions and action on the issues of genuine
concern to them — while then delivering nothing — we
were not nevertheless trying to find useful things we
could do. The action we are trying to take and the
changes we are seeking from the Melbourne Racing
Club to get greater public access to the use of the
Caulfield racecourse reserve, particularly the
57 hectares in its centre, are a good example of our
attempts to take positive action to attend to those
matters.
The second example of that is the matter at Port
Campbell. Again, that really was fairly peripheral to the
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committee’s terms of reference, but it is an important
issue. Having had it raised by local activists and
technical experts, we certainly took up the issue —
again in this house and with the minister. I made a
request of the relevant minister and know that the
minister and the minister’s office will be meeting with
those activists and technical experts to ensure that the
very important issue of public safety around the
possible and continuing erosion of the cliffs at Port
Campbell and access to that site is addressed to ensure
there are no public safety risks. That is an important
issue; I am glad it came to our attention, and we are
certainly taking action to address it. However, that
being the sort of issue that comes up through this
committee — an issue very peripheral to the
committee’s terms of reference — demonstrates how
few issues the committee came up with in relation to
public land. In this case we were talking about the
possible sale of four car park spaces in a development.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Rail: St Albans level crossing
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My question
is directed to the Treasurer. I refer to the abysmal lack
of decent public transportation and related
infrastructure in the electorate of Kororoit, particularly
the St Albans level crossing at Main Road, which is the
fourth worst level crossing in the state, according to the
level crossing steering committee. Will the Treasurer’s
government now commit the capital required to
properly upgrade the St Albans level crossing after
nearly nine years of inaction?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I thank Mr Finn for
his new-found interest in these matters. I note for the
record, firstly, that matters in the public transport
portfolio are answered in this house by my colleague
the Minister for Industry and Trade, Mr Theophanous.
Nevertheless, in the spirit of responding to Mr Finn’s
question, I will in general terms reflect, to assist him, on
the needs of the western suburbs. If my recollection is
correct, in the period 1992–99, the state of Victoria
closed railway lines, privatised the railway system,
slashed funding to roads and totally abandoned the
western suburbs of Melbourne. This was the Kennett
government of which Mr Finn was a member. Since
1999 this Labor government has invested in services
across the state as no government of Victoria has
before, whether they be in safe seats; whether they be in
marginal seats, whether it be investment in hospital
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services through the west of Melbourne, or whether it
be investment in education services.
This government has put 8000 more teachers into
schools and has invested in rail infrastructure. We have
1400 more services on the railway system in the life of
this government — as opposed to the government
Mr Finn was part of, which voted to close railway lines,
voted to privatise railway lines and, for good measure,
voted to set up a toxic dump in the western suburbs.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LENDERS — I am happy to take questions on
Mr Theophanous’s behalf on matters of public transport
in the western suburbs. What I say to anybody in the
Kororoit electorate who is reading this Hansard today
is to judge us by what we do. What we do on this side is
restore services. We say we will do it and we do it.
Whether it be the health system, the education system
or the public transport system, we deliver! Those on the
other side delivered a toxic dump, and that was the lot.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I did not want to
interrupt the Leader of the Government during the
process of his giving his answer to Mr Finn, who
interjected with what, while maybe not
unparliamentary, was an unsatisfactory interjection that
that was an outrageous lie, and by inference that the
Leader of the Government is a liar. Mr Finn knows my
previous rulings on this matter. I ask him to take that
into account and withdraw.
Mr Finn — I will withdraw and take it into account
later, President.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If Mr Finn wants to
play games with me, he will find that there is only one
person in here who is going to kick goals, and that is
me.
Supplementary question
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — Given that the
state Labor government has eliminated level crossings
at Narre Warren and at Middleborough Road, both in
marginal seats, why has it failed over the last nearly
nine years to provide funding to remove the worst level
crossing black spot in Melbourne’s west?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — Mr Finn in a
by-election may play games with figures. What I say to
Mr Finn is that this government has invested more in
the last year alone in level crossing upgrades than the
Kennett government, of which he was a member, did in
its entire seven and a half years. This government will
continue to invest and upgrade infrastructure in the
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state. This government has invested in the western
suburbs. For the entire life of this government, we have
invested, we have cared, and we have not suddenly
discovered the western suburbs because there is a
by-election. We have delivered year after year after
year, and we will continue to do so. Whether there is a
by-election or no by-election, we govern for the entire
state of Victoria, no matter how Victorians vote, and I
happy to have that debate in this house at any time.

Obesity: diabetes research
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — My question is to
the Minister for Innovation. Could the minister outline
to the house how the Brumby Labor government is
supporting the return of top expatriate Victorian
scientists to the state to bolster our local expertise in
science and, in particular, the fight against obesity?
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Innovation) — I
thank Mr Viney for the question and the opportunity to
talk about the fantastic capability that we have in
research and development in Victoria. Not only do we
have world-renowned teaching research institutions,
such as Melbourne, Monash and other institutions
throughout Victoria, we also have great capability in
terms of the research capability.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS — I cannot quite hear the twinkling
from the other side. I cannot quite detect the
interjections.
Mr Guy interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Guy!
Mr JENNINGS — There needs to be a better
method of intervention so I can respond to it. I would
be pretty keen to, but I will not, subject to the Chair’s
guidance.
The importance of this research capability in Victoria is
that we want to not only develop our home-based
initiatives and capabilities but we also want Victoria to
be seen as a desirable location so that some of our best
scientific minds will return to our shores. The
government embarked upon a program known as the
VESKI scheme, which is the Victorian Endowment for
Science, Knowledge and Innovation. The government
provided $10 million for a trust to be established to
return scientific expertise to our shores.
Since 2004 we have seen a number of research fellows
return to Victoria from international collaborations.
Andrew Holmes, Marcus Pandy, Gareth Forde and
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Alyssa Barry have been encouraged to bring their
expertise, research and scientific endeavour back to
Victoria. Last week at Monash University those fellows
were joined by the latest incumbent, Professor Michael
Cowley, who for the last decade has been undertaking
important work on diabetes and obesity at the Oregon
Health Sciences University in the US. His work has
been so successful that he has developed a number of
not only world-leading scientific papers, which is
something in its own right, but beyond that, dealing
with the world of therapeutics, he has established his
own therapeutics company as a spin-off from his work.
He has established Orexigen Therapeutics, which
provides therapeutic and clinical support for people
with obesity and diabetes to deal with their conditions.
The importance of this work should not be
underestimated because there are about 1.5 million
Australians who have type 2 diabetes at this time. It is a
prevalent illness and condition that requires not only a
high degree of medical support and intervention but
bedevils the quality of life for many citizens.
Approximately 6 children out of every 1000 in the
Australian community are diagnosed with type 1
diabetes. The importance of this work to their quality of
life should not be underestimated, nor what it might
mean for the health care system in general.
Professor Cowley’s work has established a connection
between neurons in the brain and the activity and
generation of glucose in the liver and the subsequent
transmission of glucose to other tissues in the human
body. Once the system of critical neurons breaks
down — and there are only a few in terms of the
number of neurons in the brain — if they are not
functioning — —
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and medicine. This work, which could have been
undertaken in any part of the globe but will now be
taking place in Victoria, is consistent with the drive of
our government to support innovation and research
capability taking place here. This will be leading work
on diabetes and obesity for those affected around the
globe.

Port Phillip Bay: monitoring project
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change and relates to the recently released research on
mercury levels in dolphins by Dr Ross Thompson from
the school of biological sciences at Monash University.
His research on 20 live dolphins and 8 dolphins that
died after becoming stranded found mercury levels
averaged 3.45 milligrams per kilogram of tissue,
compared to 1.32 milligrams per kilogram in living
dolphins. He said it was critical that further studies
were done throughout the bay dredging process to
ensure that any further decline in dolphin health could
be identified and managed if mercury and sediment
from historic goldmining is released. My question is:
will the minister be carrying out that research?
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — I thank Mr Barber for the question
and the opportunity to talk about this piece of research.
As he well knows, the research he relies on involves
evidence that was taken and established before the
channel deepening process commenced, so in a sense it
creates a benchmark going forward. Any construction
of the research that tries to imply the consequences of
channel deepening I know Mr Barber is resisting, and I
would encourage other people in the community to
resist as well.

Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — I appreciate that there should be
no interjection here so I will not piggyback off that,
Mr Madden.
If those neurons break down the management of the
glucose cycle in the brain ceases, and there is a high
correlation between the breakdown of the capability of
those neurons and obesity. It becomes a vicious cycle in
that obesity leads to increasing problems in managing
diabetes, and so the cycle is repeated.
Professor Cowley’s work will enable us to start
developing clinical practice and therapeutic
interventions to deal with this condition. This will be
world-leading research. It is taking place in Victoria
thanks to VESKI bringing Professor Cowley back to
Victoria to work out of the Monash faculty of health

Monitoring the level of mercury or other contamination
that may occur in species that live in the bay is
something we are particularly mindful of. There is a
range of monitoring activities already commissioned in
the environment management plan under the
responsibilities of the environmental monitor in relation
to this issue. I am very happy to talk with the
environmental monitor about the way in which we can
account for measurement going forward to make sure
that what may in effect become the benchmark study in
relation to this may be followed through in terms of our
ongoing monitoring of the viability of all the species
that continue to exist, and hopefully to flourish, within
the bay.
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Supplementary question

Solar energy: Coburg solar city

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — It would
be excellent if that research was carried out. From the
point of view of both the benchmark and any future
effects I note that the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act
currently lists as threatening processes the release of
toxic substances into rivers and streams, the release of
petroleum into marine and estuarine waters and the
release of human-generated debris — plastic bags —
into marine and estuarine waters. Will the minister call
forth advice from his department as to whether mercury
contamination in the bay should also be listed as a
potentially threatening process under the FFG act?

Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — My question
is also for the Minister for Environment and Climate
Change. Could the minister inform the house of how
the Brumby government is assisting local communities
to become solar cities?

Mrs Peulich — That would be a very brave and
sensible thing to do.
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — President, Mr Barber knows how
the mechanisms work under the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee act, so the question is nowhere near as
daunting as Mrs Peulich thought it was — nowhere
near as daunting for me to respond to, because it does
not necessarily require me to instigate such a thing.
Mr Barber — No, but you could.
Mr JENNINGS — I could. It does not necessarily
demand that I do, because these can be generated from
a whole variety of interests within the Victorian
community, which may include me.
Mr Barber — The Greens could.
Mr JENNINGS — Or may include you. From our
vantage point I think we should be mindful of the way
in which this issue should be considered. As Mr Barber
well and truly understands, the existence of threatening
processes — including the ones he has described and
potentially the one he is wanting us to consider — is
subject in some shape or form to an environment
management plan to deal with the consequences of
those threatening processes to mitigate the adverse
impact. The nature of the construction of the Flora and
Fauna Guarantee Act is consistent with the framework
that has been applied in terms of environment
management plans. These are not inconsistent
frameworks. They may be augmented in the way that
Mr Barber is suggesting, and that is something I am
happy to take advice on, reflect on and consider, but in
terms of being daunted by the prospect, I am not
daunted at all.

Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — I thank Mr Scheffer for the
question. I am not saying I am disappointed that we did
not feature in the story that appeared in the press giving
credit to the commonwealth government for supporting
Coburg as a solar city; that is not the case at all. I
congratulate the commonwealth government on its
$4.9 million investment. I am very pleased that it, the
City of Moreland and the people involved in the
partnership to create that project got credit for that
program, which has a whole range of environmental
values. They all deserve credit.
I remind the house, in case there is concern in this
chamber about whether the Victorian government
supports the project, that we have done so in a variety
of ways. Through the auspices of the Brumby
government we have provided $1 million of financial
support directly or in kind. We are very keen to support
the solar cities initiative, and Coburg has recently
become one of six around this nation. What the project
does is try to drill down to the level of providing
support to households to undertake audits about their
own energy efficiency and the way in which those
households could be reconfigured to try to make sure
they are efficient, and install solar panels in those
households. It also looks at the way in which businesses
interact in the local community. Five hundred
businesses in the Coburg area will be involved in a
similar exercise to the households, looking at ways they
can reconfigure their commercial enterprises and
facilities to try to be more environmentally friendly.
The project also provides opportunities for community
organisations. About 50 community organisations will
be involved.
The great body of work in Coburg will provide some
sort of environmental foundation for the redevelopment
of the Coburg city centre. We will see significant
investment going forward in that municipality in the
years to come. It is very important for us to try as much
as possible to find ways to embed sustainable principles
within the planning and development process for cities
such as Coburg. There is a great repository of
knowledge going back decades in the City of Moreland
in relation to efficient energy use and sustainable
development issues. Our government is very pleased to
support that effort. We have done so, as I indicated to
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the chamber, with the best part of $1 million to provide
support through the auspices of Sustainability Victoria
and the Smart Energy Zones scheme. We are making
sure that we are well and truly fellow travellers and
partners in that project, even though that may not have
been evident at first blush today.

Rail: St Albans level crossing
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Treasurer. I refer again to the
abysmal lack of transportation and infrastructure in the
electorate of Kororoit. Will the government now match
the coalition’s $70 million commitment to fix the level
crossing at St Albans?
An honourable member — Kororoit!
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — One of the consistent
things about the Messrs Davis who lead the Liberal
Party when they talk of the western suburbs is that they
do not get the names of the suburbs correct. Philip
Davis talked of ‘Reservwah’, and David Davis thinks
he is out near Warrnambool. It is to the west of
Camberwell and Kew, I concede, and you do have to
drive down to places like Caroline Springs, St Albans
and Deer Park. You have to do some of those things to
get out to the western suburbs, but you do not have to
go all the way to Warrnambool, so let us get something
right from the start. If they are sincere about the western
suburbs of Melbourne, they should at least get their
names right. Perhaps the voters of the western suburbs
would pay a little bit more attention, a little bit more
respect, a little bit more heed, to their crocodile tears if
they actually got the names right.
On the issue of transport in the western suburbs of
Melbourne, for the record, over the last two budgets it
is worth letting David Davis know, because he is not
sure where the western suburbs are, of a few things that
have happened. Firstly, there are seven new bus routes
and 14 extended bus services throughout the western
suburbs. There is an investment of more than
$460 million in road improvements through the western
suburbs. For David Davis’s benefit, that includes the
Kings Road duplication in Sydenham in the western
suburbs of Melbourne — not Sydney, Sydenham. It
also includes the Boundary Road duplication in
Laverton North — not Lavers Hill, further west, but
Laverton North. There is the Derrimut Road duplication
at Hoppers Crossing, the Palmers Road extension at
Point Cook, the Mickleham Road duplication at
Greenvale, the Taylors Road grade separation at
Sydenham, in the western suburbs — not Sydney —
and there is the Fitzgerald Road duplication at Laverton
North.

2191

Works have also commenced on the Deer Park bypass.
If he goes out to Kororoit, he might find Deer Park.
There is also the Fitzgerald Road duplication, which I
mentioned, and extra train services on the Sydenham
line in the western suburbs — not Sydney, Sydenham.
What we have in these particular areas are actually
investments in transport that David Davis asked for.
But in addition to that, the largest single use of transport
out of the western suburbs is actually over the M1, and
this government is spending $1.4 billion on duplicating,
working on the M1 and getting greater capacity.
And, President, the steak knives, or the last bit, is that
this government, the first government in the history of
this state with a sincere interest in the west, has actually
got Sir Rod Eddington to do an east–west transport
needs study, on which we are now engaging the
community of the west.
Let me just explain, for David Davis’s benefit: we
engaged this a year or more ago. We do not suddenly
have an interest in transport in the west because there is
a by-election in Kororoit; we actually had an interest
because we realised this was an important part of
Melbourne that had been neglected through the 1990s
by the Kennett government.
This government will continue to govern for the entire
state. It is not just roads in the west. In education, we
have invested in schools. Again, if David Davis went to
the Kororoit electorate, to Caroline Springs, he would
actually find a massive government investment in new
schools in the Kororoit electorate. Mr Davis would also
find a massive investment in health services. I do not
recall David Davis in his budget speech, or any member
opposite in their budget speech, praising the
government for the extensions to the Sunshine Hospital.
In fact this government has boosted funding to or
investment in Western Health by 94 per cent.
We have also extended extraordinary community
safety. Of course the former member for Kororoit, in
his time as police minister in the other place, led the
way on investing in police services. Rather than slash
police services by 10 per cent as the previous
government did, we have actually put 1400 more police
on the beat. It is no coincidence that crime has dropped
by 23.5 per cent in the state of Victoria because of this
government’s investment in community safety.
We will continue to invest in the whole of Victoria, no
matter where a person lives. We are not interested in a
person’s postcode, we are not interested in the status of
an electorate, we will deliver for the whole state as we
have for the last eight and a half years. I thank David
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Davis for his question, I welcome his supplementary
question, and I hope that in his supplementary question
he has the courtesy to at least pronounce the suburbs of
the west by their correct terminology.
Supplementary question
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — That was
pathetic, Treasurer. Of course, this is not the only area
where the government has failed to provide proper
public transport to the people of the western suburbs.
Will the Treasurer’s government now follow the
coalition and find the funds to build a new railway
station in Caroline Springs, a station that is now badly
overdue in one of the biggest growth areas of the state?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — The cruellest hoax
ever played in politics is when an opposition that knows
it cannot do a single thing about funding because it does
not actually bring an appropriation message into the
Legislative Assembly to do it, knows absolutely and
cynically it cannot do a single thing about it, makes
promises as this opposition has across the state.
What I say to the people of Kororoit is: opposition
members have made $10 billion worth of promises in
the last election across the state to the people of
Victoria. They have no capacity to deliver, and they
know they do not. In a budget of $37 billion with an
$800 million surplus, it is interesting to promise
$10 billion in resources. The promise is insincere, the
promise is something opposition members have no
intention of delivering. What they are saying is
hypothetical.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I have been quite
lenient today, particularly with the Leader of the
Opposition, about the constant interjections, particularly
from Mrs Peulich and Mr Finn. Their incessant
interjections are now at the maximum. Those members
have reached the limit. Any more, there is the door.

Planning: Northbank development
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Planning. Melbourne is
proud of its reputation as one of the most livable cities
in the world in which to live, work and raise a family.
In light of the recent 2008 state budget, can the minister
advise the house of the benefits that the Northbank
promenade project will bring to the livability of
Melbourne over the next financial year and beyond?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
welcome the member’s question and his interest in this
matter. We have one of the great cities of the world.
There is no doubt about it. That is what is drawing
people into Victoria, into Melbourne, at the highest
population growth rate we have seen in 35 years. We
have to make sure that Melbourne remains, and
maintains the mantle of, one of the world’s most livable
cities.
Mrs Coote — Oh, it’s not; Sydney is better than us!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I take up the interjection
of the member opposite. No doubt the member opposite
is a bit confused about the city’s ranking based on
today’s media coverage, but the difference that the
member opposite does not appreciate is that — —

Mr D. Davis interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Davis!
Mr LENDERS — They have never delivered in the
western suburbs. I repeat my response to Mr Finn:
judge us not by what we say, but by what we do. We
have delivered in education, we have delivered in
health, we have delivered in community safety and we
have delivered in transport, including 1400 more
services on our public transport system. Judge us by
what we do. What the opposition did was flog off the
railway system, slash services, close schools, sack
police, sack nurses, sack teachers — that is what it did.
What it says is not important; what it did is what
matters.
I say to David Davis: judge us by what we do, not by
what we say, and we will judge you by what you do,
not by what you say.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mrs Coote — Sydney is better than us, Auckland is
better than us, Wellington is better than us!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — The survey that was
taken — that the member yells about — might be
specifically relevant to her — —
Mrs Coote interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mrs Coote!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — But it is not relevant to
others because what the ranking reported on today was
about quality of living, not necessarily quality of life.
Quality of living is an index used — —
Mr Guy interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I suggest to Mr Guy that
he go to the website and check this out. This is the
website — —
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Mr Guy interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I suggest that the
opposition’s answer to Bart Simpson should just listen
for a moment. We have to make sure that we continue
to build on the quality of life that is offered here in
Melbourne, and we will do that by continued
investment. We are doing that in terms of investment in
all sorts of services, not only in health, education and
those sorts of services but also in physical infrastructure
and, in particular, building on the natural attractors that
we have.
The Yarra River and the precincts around the Yarra
River are particularly important. We have some of the
world’s best sports facilities and the world’s best arts
facilities, and we need to continue to invest in that. We
have seen the growth around Southbank, but we also
need to invest comparably in Northbank so that we link
up parts of the city that will draw more people into the
city, more tourists, and also build on the economic
prosperity that we are seeing. As part of that, the 2008
budget committed $15.1 million over the next four
years — a generous amount — for promenade works
basically linking those key facilities on the north bank
of the Yarra. That will mean this promenade area will
link the Yarra River all the way up to Spencer Street
and through to Docklands. It will also build on the fact
that we are seeing developments around the World
Trade Centre, particularly the new ANZ offices, and
this will see enormous numbers of additional
commuters being able to access both sides of the Yarra
by cycling and walking, but it will also be a key
attractor to bring people into the city and celebrate what
is great about the central city of Melbourne.
These are significant investments needed to continue to
make the urban realm and the built form not only
particularly attractive and enjoyable to attract people to
the lifestyle that Melbourne offers, but also to ensure
that it is a shared asset for all people across Victoria.
When they come to those great facilities like the arts
facilities, the sports facilities, the convention facilities,
the exhibition facilities or whatever they might be, they
will also have the opportunity to experience Melbourne
in an even better way, given this investment that will
continue to make sure that we make Melbourne and
Victoria the best places to live, work and raise a family.

Stamp duty: rates
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Treasurer. Will
the Treasurer confirm that a person buying a home in
Caroline Springs for the median price of $307 000 is
liable for stamp duty of $11 745?
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Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I thank
Mr Rich-Phillips for his question, and in particular he
asks about stamp duty. If this government had not
reduced the stamp duty rates that the Liberal Party left
us when we were elected to government, every single
homeowner in Caroline Springs or any other part of the
Kororoit electorate would be paying higher stamp duty
than they do now. What I say to Mr Rich-Phillips is that
the residents of the western suburbs, out of all Victoria,
are paying less in stamp duty now than they would have
if this government had not reduced the rates and
increased the thresholds that it inherited from the
Liberal Party, which, incidentally, Mr Finn voted for.
He was one who voted to increase land tax from 3 to
5 per cent, the maximum rate, which affects every
house in new developments — and Caroline Springs,
for the benefit of David Davis, who clearly has not been
out west, is a new housing area.
What I say to Mr Rich-Phillips is that all Australians
pay stamp duty on homes, but what happens is that a
first home buyer in Victoria and a first home buyer in
Caroline Springs will be getting a $12 000 rebate from
the state government on a new home — a $12 000
offset. A new first home buyer in Caroline Springs who
is buying off the plan, as many of them are, will pay
stamp duty on the land but not on the construction costs
of the home, which is something that would not happen
in any other part of the state.
But the main point I make to Mr Rich-Phillips, whose
memory seems to be a bit selective on this, is that if this
government had not reduced the stamp duty rates it
inherited from the Kennett government — and again,
judge us by what we do, and I say that to
Mr Rich-Phillips through you, President — its legacy
would have been higher stamp duty rates. What I say to
Mr Rich-Phillips is that if he wants the people of
Caroline Springs to have what the Liberal Party gives,
they will have higher stamp duty, which they got from
the Kennett government. They will also pay higher
payroll tax and land tax; they will have their railways
privatised, their hospitals closed, their schools closed
and their police dismissed, and they will be totally
abandoned.
This government governs for the whole state. What we
want to see is every part of the state, whether it be
Kororoit or any other part of the state, as a good place
for people to live, work and raise a family. Our policies
are dealing with the whole state, regardless of a
person’s postcode.
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Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Given the Treasurer’s comparison of
taxes across different state jurisdictions, is the Treasurer
aware of any Australian state where the base stamp
duty payable on a $307 000 house is higher than in
Victoria?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — Mr Rich-Phillips’s
colleague Mr Finn has called for more expenditure in
Kororoit. His leader, whom he so devotedly follows,
has called for more expenditure in Kororoit.
Mr Rich-Phillips is now calling for less revenue. I am
disappointed in Mr Rich-Phillips because he knows
better than this. Either he supports his shadow
Treasurer, who does not want us to borrow for
investing in infrastructure, his colleague Mr Finn, who
wants us to spend more, and his colleague David Davis,
who wants us to spend more, or he stands by his own
words, which are that we should cut revenue. It just
goes to show that the opposition stands for nothing, is
all things to all people, is desperate in Kororoit and will
never set sight on the place again after 28 June.

Planning: regional and rural Victoria
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Planning. Can the minister please
inform the house as to how the Brumby Labor
government plans to address the strategic land use
planning challenges in regional Victoria to make these
communities more livable?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
welcome Ms Broad’s interest in this matter. I know that
her electorate covers a wide area across regional
Victoria, so she will have a specific interest in my
answer to her question today. One of the many great
things we are seeing under this government is the
enormous growth in regional Victoria. Between 2001
and 2006 regional Victoria’s population grew by
51 000, and that stands in stark contrast to the years
before that when people were leaving regional Victoria
in droves. Let us just put that stark contrast on the
record. But of course the great fact about that growth is
that it presents new challenges.
Mr Drum interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — One of the great
challenges is managing the growth but also maintaining
the livability, and making sure that the regions,
Mr Drum, continue to be prosperous, livable and
sustainable, particularly those centres in regional
Victoria. That is why we have invested in initiatives
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such as the rural land use program or the corridor
strategies.
I had the great fortune recently of announcing, with the
Premier and my colleague the Minister for Regional
and Rural Development in the other place, $68 million
for the Moving Forward plan across regional Victoria.
Just under $16 million of that will be allocated to
planning initiatives to support local government in
those rural communities where, because of the growth,
rural councils are under pressure to accelerate the
development of statutory and strategic planning needed
for major regional growth centres right across regional
Victoria. Local councils need this support, particularly
when we see challenges not only with growth but also
with changing land use patterns, the influx of sea and
tree changers into many of these areas, and global
trends like climate change and other trends emerging,
particularly around economic development. We have to
make sure that we continue to invest in that prosperity
and growth, and that we support local councils to
accelerate the work that they need to do.
We will see 15 additional planners appointed to those
regions to support local councils. We will also see
greater coordination of their activities across the state,
overseen by a newly established regional and rural
growth ministerial task force. That will be
complemented by a number of ministers ensuring that
the strategic investment announced around the Moving
Forward statement will be invested in, overseen and
coordinated in a manner by which we will see
improved prosperity, improved investment and
improved coordination in relationships with local
government. In stark contrast to what we saw in those
years before we came into government, we will make
sure that provincial and regional Victoria continue to
grow and be the best places to invest, live, work and
raise a family.

Australian Synchrotron: operations
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for
Innovation. Can the minister advise the house of the
names of all paying users of the current operating beam
lines of the synchrotron since it became operational in
2007?
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Innovation) — I think
the simple answer to the member’s question is: it is the
board in Coburg that operates the Australian
Synchrotron. I am trying to rack my brain thinking
about what could be the intrigue that underpins this
question because I think the answer is relatively simple.
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Supplementary question
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — If the
minister cannot provide the information I requested,
can the minister therefore tell the house if Victorian
taxpayers are paying $20 million a year to cover the
ongoing operational costs of the synchrotron?
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Innovation) —
Mr Dalla-Riva was awake when that question was
asked at the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
(PAEC) hearing at which I answered the question. In
fact, I volunteered the information to him and his
colleague Mr Wells, the member for Scoresby in the
other place. I indicated that a trust fund has been
established where contributions from the
commonwealth government and the Victorian
government are contributing to the ongoing expenses of
the synchrotron. So from that answer I gave to PAEC I
can actually say that the answer is yes.

Building industry: warranty insurance
Mr HALL (Eastern Victoria) — This afternoon my
question without notice is directed to the Treasurer. It
regards builders warranty insurance. Given the
widespread dissatisfaction ranging from the
Productivity Commission right through to consumers,
does the Victorian government now concede that
builders warranty insurance is ‘junk insurance’, as
described by Labor Senator Gavin Marshall, and is it
prepared to abolish the compulsory nature of this
insurance?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — Builders warranty
insurance is an issue which is partly the responsibility
of my colleague Mr Madden, as minister responsible
for the Building Commission, and partly the
responsibility of my colleague Mr Robinson in the
other place, as minister responsible for Consumer
Affairs Victoria. In a sense, traditionally the minister
for finance has had a coordinating role, so I will
endeavour to answer the question in general terms as
representing the minister for finance, for the benefit of
Mr Hall.
There is a premise in the question Mr Hall raised. The
question was: is business warranty insurance effective
or not? I say to Mr Hall that for any consumer who has
actually purchased a home and had a builder who has
gone bankrupt, died or fled the state, there is an
insurance product for that consumer. Does it have any
effect for those people in those categories?
Unequivocally! If all the governments across the
country had not intervened to preserve the product
some years ago, there would be many consumers who
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would have no remedy whatsoever where a builder
died, went bankrupt or fled the country if it were not for
that insurance product.
The second point that Mr Hall is clearly alluding to is
the question: can that product be improved? Clearly we
are aware that the state of Tasmania and the state of
Queensland have different views on this product from
those of the other six states and territories in the
country. That is an issue that is more appropriately one
for the future of that product, including its future
direction. It is a question that he should ask of my
colleague Mr Madden in this place, either in his
capacity as Minister for Planning or in his capacity as
representing the Minister for Consumer Affairs.
But I can say to Mr Hall that this has been an area that
has vexed governments since February 2002, when one
of the two providers of builders warranty insurance
evacuated the system altogether as a part of the fallout
of the HIH Insurance collapse. The other provider at the
time, Royal and Sun Alliance Insurance, tried to keep a
system going when there was nothing else for
consumers in those particular areas.
I look forward to Mr Hall’s supplementary. I will seek
to answer it, but I say to him that the more appropriate
person to ask this question of is actually the Minister
for Planning rather than myself.
Supplementary question
Mr HALL (Eastern Victoria) — I note that, because
of the issue of housing affordability, the Treasurer has
answered questions in relation to that in this chamber,
so I ask: does the Treasurer, having spoken frequently
about housing affordability, now concede that
compulsory builders warranty insurance impacts on
housing affordability and, if so, why will his
government not address this aspect of housing
affordability?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — To take Mr Hall’s
supplementary question to its logical conclusion, taking
out insurance on housing, whether a house burns down
or not, and requiring a vendor to insure a house until
settlement also impacts on the cost of housing
affordability. These are very complex matters.
I know that Phil Dwyer has been in Mr Hall’s ear and
Mr Dwyer does not see things as particularly complex;
he sees them as fairly simplistic. Builders warranty
insurance has been specifically designed to deal with a
consumer who deals with a builder who has died, gone
bankrupt or fled the country. It is a product designed to
deal with those particular areas: does it adequately
cover those issues for consumers?
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The issues Mr Hall raised are legitimate: can the
product be further improved and is the community
getting better value for this product? This state has
reviewed these issues. In New South Wales a
Legislative Council committee reviewed these
matters — and, I might say, came to no different
conclusions from those of the New South Wales and
Victorian governments. Also the Senate is having an
inquiry into these matters. I wish all these inquiries
well, because if they can find a more effective way of
dealing with protecting consumers in a very complex
regulatory environment involving builders, consumers
and homebuyers, all power to them. This government
will clearly look at any of these outcomes, if there is a
better way.
But since February 2002 every government in Australia
has tried to come to terms with the complex issue of
builders warranty insurance. This government, along
with five of six other governments, has gone down a
similar path, in collaboration with the Housing Industry
Association, the insurance industry and the Master
Builders Association. All major building bodies,
insurance bodies and consumer bodies have tried to
find a simple solution to a complex problem. I welcome
the Senate inquiry. This government would welcome
advice from the Senate inquiry if it finds a better way of
doing it than all other governments have. We will
always have our eyes open and look at it. I say to
Mr Hall that we will continue to look at this, but if he
has further questions, they are more appropriately
directed to the Minister for Planning.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I have answers to the
following questions on notice: 960, 1262–65, 2207,
2673, 2882, 2922.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LAND
DEVELOPMENT
Reporting date and second interim report
Debate resumed.
Mr THORNLEY (Southern Metropolitan) —
Thank you, President: I will resume the discussion. I
think before question time we were discussing the
matters at Port Campbell and I was making the point
that whilst there is a very important issue of public
safety surrounding the geological stability of the cliff
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face there, that very important public safety issue was at
best peripherally related to the inquiry into the sale of
public lands throughout the state of Victoria, connected
by the bare thread of four car park spaces that
potentially might be for sale. That was the second
example of important issues that we discovered in the
course of the committee, but which really were not
illuminating any major policy issues around the
important topic of the sale of public lands.
The final matter referred to in the second interim report
is that of the St Kilda triangle. I think this is a good
example of the committee’s vastly inflated sense of its
own importance. That is not to say the issue is not
important, quite the contrary: this is a very important
issue. It has been one of wide community concern in
that area, one of deep debate and one that has engaged
the local council in a set of difficult decisions and
vigorous community activity surrounding it. It is an
issue that obviously the other members from Southern
Metropolitan Region and I were well aware of and
engaged with, as of course were the members of the
Legislative Assembly representing the area, particularly
my colleague the honourable member for Albert Park.
But what I am not sure of is whether or not the
committee has added any value to that debate at all. We
had the opportunity. I know I had met with almost all of
the witnesses who gave testimony at that hearing some
time prior to the hearing, obviously as one would. I am
not sure that all the members from the Southern
Metropolitan Region did, but I know I did, and I am
sure Ms Pennicuik did — as any member would — to
try to understand the issues and try to help broker an
effective resolution to the conflicts about how that
development was being approached. But this committee
added absolutely no value to that process at all.
We were brought in months after the issue had blown
up. It had received extensive media coverage. Whilst
the committee rode in on its white horse, grandstanding
about the issue and trying to be all things to all people,
it did not actually do anything of substance other than
provide a forum where people could put forward views
which they had already very effectively been putting
forward through a range of other forums. I note that,
some months now after those hearings, the committee
is not making any recommendations about how that
issue may be resolved or about what might be a better
way to approach it. I think that is indicative of the work
of the committee as a whole, which is why I will be
opposing the extension of time for debate.
It is disappointing to me, as somebody who joined the
committee shortly prior to the presentation of the
previous interim report in December of last year, to
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read the interim report of June this year, some six
months later, and to see that two of the four issues
which are highlighted were the same issues that were
referred to in the interim report of six months prior. The
third issue that receives attention is the Caulfield
racecourse reserve. As I said, whilst it raised some very
important issues, they were issues that were really
peripheral to the terms of reference of this committee
and issues which we have taken up subsequently in
other forums, where they are more appropriately and
usefully dealt with.
Finally, the report deals with the St Kilda triangle issue,
which I think certainly does fall within the terms of
reference of this committee, but to which we added no
value, and some months later we have contributed
nothing by way of solution or public policy
recommendation.
I can only conclude that the reason that we are so
behind time is that this fishing expedition that was
launched many months ago now has failed to achieve
its purpose. The purpose that was set forward by the
mover of the motion that established this committee
was to try to find some scandal, some challenge, some
issue on which this government could be found to have
acted improperly. But of course no such issue has
arisen. Despite prolonging the time of the committee by
a number of months, still no issue has arisen. In fact, we
are back reheating the old issues which were there eight
or nine months ago; they received little attention then
and are receiving even less attention now.
I do not think the committee has merited an extension
of time. We should have been wrapping this up months
ago. We have extended it for too long. Of course we
will have to have an extension of time because we have
not given the staff an opportunity to prepare the final
report, and I certainly would not want to give them an
unfair request. But I think it is disappointing that after
six months we have achieved so little from the previous
interim report.
Sitting suspended 12.55 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Mr KAVANAGH (Western Victoria) — Having
spoken about the work of the Select Committee on
Public Land Development on the tabling of its first
interim report, I do not intend to speak at length on
today’s tabling of the committee’s second interim
report. There are two points, however, that seem to me
to deserve emphasis and are therefore worth repeating.
The first is that the government has maintained its
hostility and obstruction to the committee’s work. This
can be seen rather clearly from the speech given earlier
today by Mr Thornley and by the extravagant attacks
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on the committee by its deputy chairman, Mr Tee,
when the first interim report was tabled. One expects
possibly to hear similar remarks from Mr Tee a little
later today.
The extraordinary attacks included a greatly
exaggerated claim of hundreds of thousands of dollars
being spent on the committee. There has been some
spending, no doubt, on the committee’s work, including
photocopying, postage and so on, and there have been
two assistants employed for a total of a few months, not
throughout the entire length of the committee’s work. I
do not believe that the amount of money spent on the
committee amounts to anywhere near $100 000, let
alone the hundreds of thousands of dollars that has been
alleged by the government members of the committee.
This hostility and obstruction falls into a pattern that is
familiar to members and observers of the gaming
committee also. The government has continued to do its
best to prevent the committee doing its work. This
house specifically authorised the land committee to
investigate the alienation of public land. The
government relies on an obscure administrative order to
continue to insist that public land means land that
cannot be alienated. The government’s logically
untenable position has, as obviously intended, limited
the investigations of the committee.
Our adversarial parliamentary system is built on the
assumption that competition enhances performance or,
to put it another way, that scrutiny is conducive to good
government and indeed is good for the government
ultimately. The people of Victoria should be concerned
that the government has continued to express
determination to avoid scrutiny.
The second point I would like to emphasise is that the
way that the government deals with land is a matter of
keen interest to a very large number of people. Dealings
with public land is the point at which community
interest intersects with government policy for many
people. The committee has heard from large numbers
of passionate, interested people. It is important that
governments develop and implement the best policies
possible on the uses and sale or other alienation of
public land. The committee’s work could assist the
government to fulfil this obligation.
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — The second
interim report reflects a committee that has failed to
grasp the opportunities that have been provided to help
the Victorian community. We have in this report what
amounts to an attempt to justify an extension of time so
that the committee can continue to do its work. When
you have a look at those justifications and at how they
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have been broken up you find that the justification is
very much wanting. The report is structured in such a
way that it starts by considering the issue in relation to
the terms of reference. The committee has become very
much bogged down in this dispute, and there is no light
at the end of the tunnel in relation to the dispute about
the terms of reference.
What we find in relation to the terms of reference is that
the committee has acted very much in a petty political
way. The members of that committee have refused to
accept that they are answerable to the terms of
reference that have been set by the Legislative Council.
Instead of assuming and accepting that it is the
Legislative Council from which they derive the powers,
committee members seem to have adopted the terms of
reference as a starting point from which to roam at large
in terms of the types of matters that they want to
consider.
On the one hand you have the committee that barely
acts with regard to the terms of reference, and on the
other hand you have the government, which has a clear
definition based on the bipartisan practice that has been
in place since 1988 and whose witnesses have behaved
in a way which is consistent with those terms of
reference. The committee’s response to the
government’s approach is to say that the government is
being obstructionist. The issue that emerges, though, is
the failure of the committee and this interim report to
suggest any way forward to remove this impasse. If
members look at the interim report, they will see that
the committee has refused time and again to resolve this
impasse: members of the committee had another
opportunity to resolve the impasse on the terms of
reference, but again they failed. This has been a waste
of the time and resources not only of the committee but
of the community and the witnesses of the government
who have given their evidence. We know that coming
back to this chamber to amend and clarify the terms of
reference would make a difference. We have clear,
publicly available testimony that government witnesses
who are currently constrained by the terms of reference
would be in a position to respond to all matters if the
terms of reference were widened, but the committee has
steadfastly refused to do so.
This failure to address the impasse between the
government and the committee will not be resolved by
anything that occurs today. This impasse and this waste
of time and resources will continue. The claims that
more time is needed because of the delays that have
been caused by this impasse do not add up, because, as
I said, there has been a vehicle for removing or
resolving that impasse. It is abundantly clear that the
committee is not serious about moving forward. If it
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were, it would have amended the terms of reference.
The committee does not accept this chamber as the
ultimate authority on its terms of reference; it does not
accept that it is bound by the terms of reference
prescribed by this chamber. As I said, the impasse on
the terms of reference does not justify an extension of
time. An extension of time will not resolve that
impasse.
There is a problem in the way the committee has
operated, and there is a more fundamental reason why
an extension should not be granted. This committee has
failed the community. Victoria is booming: last year we
saw the highest birth rate since the 1970s, and people
are moving to Victoria in droves. Melbourne is growing
by 1200 new residents every week. This growth is a
huge challenge and an opportunity for the Victorian
community. This growth is from the investment and
policies that this government has put in place. The
community and indeed the government are looking at
how best to accommodate these new Victorians in an
environmentally and economically sustainable way.
The public land use issues that this committee should
have grappled with, such as Melbourne 2030 and the
green wedges, are critical to this debate about
accommodating growth in Melbourne. They are also
central to the terms of reference. Yet the committee’s
second interim report, like the first, is stunningly silent
on how to manage growth. In the context of a booming
population the report offers no recommendations or
insights into Melbourne 2030, public land or green
wedges.
The committee has not used the opportunity that has
been offered over the last 12 or so months to bring
together the views of government, the community and
experts on accommodating that growth. Instead, the
second interim report traverses the same ground. In fact
it often just plagiarises, covering the same ground as
was covered by the first interim report. There is nothing
new in the second interim report, and there will be
nothing new in the final report. The matters that have
been canvassed in the first interim report have been
repeated in the second interim report, and they will be
repeated in the third interim report. We know this
because the second interim report states that no new
evidence will be taken after 30 June 2008. We have
already seen in the first and second reports what will be
in the final report: it will simply repeat the same
material.
What members have been asked to accept today is an
opportunity for the committee to gain an extension of
time to traverse the same issues in its final report. No
progress has been made until now, and no progress will
be made in three months. My view is that the resources
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dedicated to this committee should be reallocated to
work that will help the people of Victoria to manage
growth.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Mr O’Donohue.
Mrs Peulich — This will be a far more illuminating
contribution.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — Let us
hope so, Mrs Peulich. Thank you. I am pleased to rise
and also make a contribution on the second interim
report of the Legislative Council’s Select Committee on
Public Land Development and the motion to extend the
date for the tabling of the final report until September.
Being a member of the Select Committee on Public
Land Development has been a great learning
experience for me. Receiving submissions from such a
vast array of different community groups and experts in
the area of public land, the alienation of public land, the
green wedges and 2030, has been most interesting. The
cumulative effect of the submissions we have received
and the evidence we have heard demonstrates to me
there are a number of significant issues associated with
Victoria’s public land, how the land is managed, how
the process comes about where that land is either
alienated or sold, and the great challenges facing
Melbourne as a result of the 2030 policy and the need
to protect and enhance our green wedges.
The committee has been ably assisted by Richard Willis
and Anthony Walsh in particular. I know they have an
enormous workload with other committees. Their help
and assistance has been greatly appreciated as we have
not only collected evidence, but travelled throughout
metropolitan Melbourne and country Victoria hearing
about the different issues relating to public land. The
report identifies a number of those sites and some of the
issues associated with those sites, as David Davis and
Ms Pennicuik among others have alluded to, such as the
Kew Residential Services development, the
Camberwell railway station development, the St Kilda
triangle development and many others.
As Mr Tee and others have said, the great challenge for
the committee has been to work in an environment
where there has been a conflict about the terms of
reference. Government members would have you
believe that the committee has been conducting a
political witch-hunt, seeking to score political points
against the government. It is disappointing that the
Attorney-General in particular, and the government
more generally, have taken such a belligerent attitude to
the work of the committee. As Mr Kavanagh said, by
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defining public land through an obscure 1988
administrative ordinance that, in effect, defines public
land as being unable to be alienated, has guaranteed that
it does not have to be accountable to the committee.
It is not just a simple matter of the Council clarifying its
reference in response to the Attorney-General. We are
members of the Parliament and the executive is
accountable to the Parliament. The Parliament is not
accountable to the executive. That is a fundamental
issue with the select committee and a fundamental issue
in the operation of the gaming inquiry. It is not up to the
Council or a committee of the Council to respond to the
whims of the executive.
The government members of this committee,
Mr Thornley and Mr Tee, may be willing to roll over
and do the bidding of the Attorney-General, but I for
one am not. It is outrageous the way the
Attorney-General has dictated to government
bureaucrats and employees, ministers and other
government staff who have presented material to the
committee and who have given evidence to the
committee. Their evidence has been truncated and
limited to this ridiculously narrow definition — a
definition that no-one had heard of before and no-one
understood before the Attorney-General presented it to
the committee. I reject wholeheartedly the notion that
we must respond to the Attorney-General. We are the
Parliament and the executive is accountable to the
Parliament. That has been a major stumbling block to
the work of this committee.
Having said that, the community attitude to public land
and the community’s understanding of what public land
is has been most illustrative and flies in the face of the
definition proffered by the government. The committee
has taken the dictionary definition of public land and
has submitted accordingly. We have received an
enormous number of submissions and, as I said earlier,
those submissions in and of themselves may not be
illustrative of policy but together they paint a picture,
and the common themes give meaning to policy flaws
and policy holes. The work we have done and the
submissions made by community groups, individuals,
local government and authorities will be most helpful
when it comes to making recommendations to
government and to our own understanding as legislators
of issues surrounding public land.
I refer to the minority report that was tabled by
government members.
Mrs Peulich — A very short minority report.
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Mr O’DONOHUE — Indeed, Mrs Peulich, a very
short minority report. If one refers back to the first
interim report, in that minority report the government
members’ state:
… we recommend that any matters of genuine policy
importance yet to be considered by the select committee be
referred to this new committee and that further public
resources not be wasted by the continued operation of this
committee.

Mr Thornley referred today in his contribution to the
problems associated with the Caulfield Racecourse
reserve, and there are significant issues associated with
that reserve. Mr Thornley commented on the issues at
Port Campbell, and again that is referred to in the
government’s minority report. On the one hand in the
first minority report government members say that the
committee is a waste of time and we should close down
the inquiry and use the resources where they can be
more productively used, and yet Mr Thornley comes in
here and says that there have been some issues of real
concern that have been identified by the work of this
committee, and that work is so important those
concerns have been referred to ministers for their action
and those ministers will action those issues. That to me
clearly demonstrates there has been some significant
benefit as a result of this report, not on my definition
but on the definition of the government members in
their minority report. There is a clear lack of
consistency.
Today in his contribution Mr Thornley made reference
to the fact that the Port Campbell matter had only a
tenuous connection to the terms of reference and related
only to four car parks. Even if you accept what
Mr Thornley said, that is in contradiction to the
definition as dictated by the Attorney-General. Thus we
have a situation where even the government members
do not respect the Attorney-General’s interpretation.
The reason for that is, as we all know, the
Attorney-General’s interpretation is merely a way to
obstruct, hinder and frustrate this committee’s work.
In summary, we have received a significant number of
submissions about a range of issues that have warranted
the investigation of the committee. Those submissions
and the evidence we have heard from witnesses,
notwithstanding the government’s obstruction, will be
important for us in drafting and tabling the final report
with significant recommendations to government. In
that context it is appropriate that the extension being
sought be granted by the Council.
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DEVELOPMENT
Reporting date
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Somyurek) —
Order! The question is:
That the resolution of the Council on 2 May 2007 requiring
the Select Committee on Public Land Development to present
its final report to the Council no later than 30 June 2008 be
amended so as to now require the committee to present its
final report by 11 September 2008.

Motion agreed to.

Second interim report
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Somyurek) —
Order! The question is:
That the Council take note of the second interim report of the
Select Committee on Public Land Development.

Motion agreed to.

MELBOURNE: ELECTORAL REVIEW
Mr HALL (Eastern Victoria) — With much
pleasure, I move:
That this house calls on the state government to undertake, as
a matter of urgency, an electoral review of the City of
Melbourne in line with the electoral representation reviews
being undertaken of all other Victorian councils, with the
results to be declared by 26 September 2008 to allow time to
implement any changes recommended before the
29 November 2008 elections, and consider in particular:
(a) the number of councillors and the electoral structure that
provides fair and equitable representation for the persons
who are entitled to vote at the general election of the
council;
(b) whether the municipal district should be d into wards
and, if so, the boundaries for the wards;
(c) whether the system of voting should be by postal ballot
or by attendance voting with appropriate provision for
absentee ballots;
(d) whether a candidate for lord mayor or deputy lord
mayor should also be eligible (in the event that they are
not successful) to be elected as a councillor;
(e) the operation of section 9 of the City of Melbourne Act
2001;
(f)

the operation of section 17 of the City of Melbourne Act
2001; and

(g) any other matters relevant to the structure of the council.
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This motion, calling for a review of Melbourne City
Council, has a number of subsections which I will
comment on later but which relate to matters we, the
coalition, believe should be considered as part of a
review of the City of Melbourne.

All councils, the minister said in the second-reading
speech; but not quite all, there is one exception — the
City of Melbourne. We believe there is good reason for
that provision to apply to the City of Melbourne as
well.

The first point I want to make about this motion is that
it, and my moving of it, is not going to be judgmental
about the City of Melbourne. For one thing, I do not
believe that members of Parliament are in the best
position to judge the effectiveness and performance of
any council, let alone the Melbourne City Council. I
want to make it clear that during the course of my
contribution to this debate, I will not be singling out
issues or making criticisms of the actions of the
Melbourne City Council — none at all. This is purely
an argument about whether the City of Melbourne
should be subjected to the same review process as every
other local government in the state of Victoria. I do not
believe that I or any other member of this Parliament
has the ability individually to make those judgements
on the performance of the City of Melbourne.

The Local Government (Democratic Reform) Act
inserted a new subsection into the Local Government
Act; new division 2 of part 10, which is headed
‘Electoral representation reviews’, and
sections 219A-219O, which spelt out the sorts of things
that should be looked at in terms of a review of local
government structures. That act placed a small
provision in the City of Melbourne Act which explicitly
exempted the City of Melbourne from the provisions
relating to review. It did that in section 95(3)(5), which
says that divisions 2 and 3 of part 10 of the Local
Government Act 1989 do not apply to the council and
the City of Melbourne. Divisions 2 and 3 of part 10 of
the Local Government Act are those particular
provisions that stipulate that a review of all local
governments should be undertaken.

However, members of this Parliament made a decision
back in 2003 that there should be a review process for
local government. The Local Government (Democratic
Reform) Act 2003, along with a range of other
measures, established a review process for every other
local government in Victoria. I would like to quote
from the minister’s second-reading speech, which was
read to Parliament on 6 November 2003 by
Mr Lenders, standing in for the then Minister for Local
Government, Ms Broad. As is the norm, the
second-reading speech described the content of the bill.
In particular the issues relating to representation
reviews were spelled out by the minister in this manner:

To date the Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) has
done most, if not all, of the reviews of local
governments throughout Victoria. They have not
always been popular and there has been some public
input into what should be the structure of councils at a
local level. That process has appropriately allowed for
local community comment on the structure of their
councils, and so it is that although some people are
dissatisfied with the review process and what it has
come up with, generally it has been an effective
mechanism to look at the performance of each local
government. From my reading of a recent VEC
document, I think it will have completed 38 reviews of
local councils by the end of this year.

The conduct of fully democratic elections depends on the
setting of appropriate electoral structures and boundaries.
The existing requirements for the review of electoral
structures are seriously deficient. At present the electoral
boundaries for local councils are reviewed by the councils
themselves, and where councils are unsubdivided, reviews are
only conducted at the discretion of councils.
At other levels of government these types of reviews are
conducted at arm’s length from the elected body to ensure
independence and probity. Considerable concern was
expressed in public submissions about the current system.

Finally, the minister said:
It is proposed that, in future, independent electoral
representation reviews be conducted for every council before
every second general election and that the reviews consider
both the electoral structure and the location of electoral
boundaries. Every council will be required to appoint an
independent electoral commission to conduct its
representation review.

However, as I said, there is one glaring anomaly — that
is, the only means by which a review can be undertaken
of the City of Melbourne is by the minister, if he or she
requires a review to be undertaken, or if the council
itself generates its own review, which is less likely, and
to date that has been resisted by members of Melbourne
City Council.
I want to go to the various components of this motion
and make a few brief comments. I have already said
that division 2 of part 10 of the Local Government Act
requires the electoral commissioner to undertake an
electoral review before every second general election of
local councils. I have also said that section 5(5) of the
City of Melbourne Act explicitly means that the City of
Melbourne does not have to comply with such a review
process.
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The first part of the motion asks the review to look at
the number of councils and the electoral structure. The
City of Melbourne Act specifies that the council should
comprise the lord mayor, the deputy lord mayor and
seven councillors. It is reasonable to question whether
this continues to be the most sensible representation and
structure for the council because, between the 2001 and
2006 census, the population of the city of Melbourne
grew by 17.5 per cent and the growth of the residential
population, with the incorporation of Docklands into
the city and other boundary changes, I believe
strengthens the case for re-examining the appropriate
electoral structure for the City of Melbourne.
As I said, I make no judgement on whether it should
remain the same or not, but the boundary changes that
have occurred since the City of Melbourne Act was
enacted in itself give rise to some reason for a review to
see if that structure, which was decided back in 2003, is
appropriate today.
The next part of the motion goes to the issue of whether
the city should be divided into wards or remain
undivided. As I said, with the significant additions to
the residential component of the city of Melbourne, it is
worthy that any review should consider the issue of
division or subdivision within the Melbourne City
Council.
The third point of this motion relates to postal voting. I
am a bit of a fan of postal voting — that is, postal
voting as has been adopted by the City of Melbourne as
its preferred means of voting at council elections. As I
said, I think there is merit to that, but I know others
have suggested to the contrary and have suggested that
postal voting is not as secure a form of voting as
in-person voting. I have a personal view, but I do not
intend to suggest that is the correct view. Other
members also have views that should equally be
considered.
The fourth point under point (d) talks about whether a
candidate for lord mayor or deputy lord mayor, in the
event they are not successful, should also be eligible to
be elected as a councillor. This is a matter which the
people of Melbourne would have views on, and they
should rightly be able to express those views. The
election of the lord mayor and the deputy lord mayor is
unique to the City of Melbourne, and that election goes
across the municipality and is not simply from within
the council. That is a unique structure in the state of
Victoria, and we should be considering whether that is
appropriate in this day and age.
The fifth point of this motion talks about clause 9 of the
City of Melbourne Act. This section of the act covers
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voting entitlements and is designed to cater for the
unique combination of businesses, absentee landowners
and residents who are represented on the city’s electoral
roll.
In my opinion the legislation is complex relative to
comparative provisions for other councils which are
defined in the Local Government Act. Concerns were
raised about the right to extend a vote to those who
might not own a residence or a business in Melbourne,
but they might own a car park or even a mooring berth
in Melbourne. Again I am open-minded about whether
they should be entitled to a vote. I believe and
understand, although we have not seen the wording of
it, a bill is being introduced in the Assembly in the
course of this week expressing the government’s view
on this particular provision. I will be interested to have
a look at that when it becomes available.
This has been an issue of some concern to people
within the city of Melbourne. It is entirely appropriate
that such a matter be considered as part of any review
process that is undertaken. The same applies to the
deeming provisions — those provisions applying to
corporations owning or occupying property in the city
where they have the opportunity to cast a vote by
nominating somebody to head their organisation. Those
provisions have attracted some public comment in the
past, and we should be looking at those to see whether
they are still appropriate today.
The final matter I want to comment on is clause 17 of
the City of Melbourne Act. This section specifies that
council must adopt a Senate-style ballot paper for the
election of councillors. Amongst other things, this
means that above-the-line voting — and we all know
about this from our own experience at the last election
as members of the Legislative Council — is a process
by which people need to scramble for preferences and
get on a ticket if they want to be elected. Whether that
is an appropriate form to elect local government
councillors is the subject of some varied opinion out
there in the community.
They are the components of my motion today. We on
this side of the chamber — the Liberals and The
Nationals — believe that such a review should be
undertaken. Is it just us calling for a review? No, it is
not. I have in my hand a copy of a letter written by four
current councillors of the City of Melbourne —
Cr Fiona Snedden, Cr Peter Clarke, Cr Brian Shanahan
and Cr Fraser Brindley. On 22 April this year they
wrote to the Minister for Local Government in another
place requesting that an electoral representation review
be undertaken as a matter of urgency. They say in their
letter:
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As a matter of urgency, on behalf of the Melbourne
community, we call on you to:
1.

undertake an electoral review of the City of Melbourne
in line with the electoral representation reviews being
undertaken at all other councils in Victoria;

2.

undertake the review as a matter of urgency with the
results publicly declared by August 2008;

3.

commence the process for amendments to be made to
the City of Melbourne Act 2001 to include a review of
the structure of council prior to every second election, in
line with other councils as provided for under the Local
Government Act 1989.

To my knowledge the government has resisted
undertaking a review of the City of Melbourne to date. I
am not quite sure why it has resisted the request to
undertake such a review. Perhaps we will learn that in
the course of the debate today. A significant number of
councillors from the City of Melbourne suggest that the
matters to which this motion refers should be the
subject of a review. It is the view of the Liberals and
The Nationals that there is some significant call from
the community for such a review. I note an article in the
Herald Sun of 28 March of this year, which says:
An alliance of 10 city residents’ groups has fired the first
salvo on what it calls the battle for democracy in Melbourne.
The Coalition of Residents Associations has described the
voting system for Melbourne City Council as dysfunctional
and undemocratic.

As I said, I make no judgement on the claims made in
that report. I only make reference to it in my
contribution today in that this is an alliance of 10 city
residents groups called the Coalition of Residents
Associations. They have expressed views in that article.
What they would like to see is exactly what has been
proposed by this motion, and that is a review of the City
of Melbourne.
This motion also puts some time limits on the
undertaking of a review, and they are to have that
review undertaken and the outcomes declared by
26 September 2008, so that any changes recommended
and implemented shortly after that date can be included
in time for the elections on 29 November this year. I
appreciate that is a tight time frame in which to
undertake a review, come up with some outcomes and
perhaps put in place amendments to the City of
Melbourne Act to facilitate any changes that might
come out of a recommendation, but it is not impossible.
This is a critical issue. I repeat: I am not judgemental or
critical of the operations of the City of Melbourne. I am
not in a position to be so. But in the face of equity,
fairness and democracy that we have in this state, as the
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minister said in her second-reading speech in reference
to the act in 2003, it is appropriate that all local
government structures be reviewed before every second
election. We support that. We support it today, but we
also say the same provisions should apply to the only
council not subject to those provisions, and that is the
City of Melbourne.
With those comments I urge members to support this
call for a review of the City of Melbourne.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — The
government will not be supporting Mr Hall’s motion.
We find it quite a strange motion; there is a real
problem with the logistics even if the government
thought it was a good idea to have the review before the
next election. Also there is separate legislation that
governs the City of Melbourne in its own right. That is
the legislation which Mr Hall touched on. It is a strange
motion; it is sort of a nothing motion in that the timing
means it will not even be able to be done in time to
change the legislation in both houses so this review can
happen before the deadline that needs to be met for the
council elections.
I know and respect Mr Hall insofar as he is coming
from The Nationals. It has probably been a frustrating
process in their recent coalition with the Liberal Party.
Just after they joined up, the Liberal Party members
proceeded with fighting each other. In recent times they
have tried to get over that. One thing they have
endeavoured to do which I have noticed clearly out in
the east, and which I have noticed from a number of
opposition spokesmen, is to try to get back in the game.
They have identified an issue — they pick an issue and
run with it hard. I think this is the issue that the shadow
Minister for Local Government, the member for
Shepparton, has identified and is running with. She has
put out a press release, and I suppose this motion is the
backup of the press release.
Obviously, as I said, council elections are not far away.
They are only a matter of five or six months away. You
can tell that because in the local papers in the east, local
people have been taking up issues and running hard
with them. The local papers have been surrounded by
federal and state Liberal opposition MPs. I think what
will happen is — surprise, surprise — that a local
person taking up that local issue will all of a sudden
become a candidate for the Liberal Party, or they might
not say they are from the Liberal Party but from some
sort of group, and they will run for local election.
Going to Mr Hall’s motion, it would have to be a huge
matter of urgency to get this review done even if the
government thought it was a good idea, which it does
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not, seeing there is legislation which covers the City of
Melbourne anyway. But it has had the same reviews
that other councils have been through. To undertake
that would be a process of the legislation being drafted
to amend the City of Melbourne Act and being passed
through both houses in accordance with the time line
set down in the Local Government Act. We are
standing here today in June. The formal process is for
the elections to commence on 21 August, when
councils and the Victorian Electoral Commission
prepare for exhibition of the draft roll leading up to
26 September, the last day a council can exhibit voters
rolls for the statutory period from 3 October, when the
rolls actually close. We are talking about a process that
is to take place in late September, and we are standing
in June. The draft legislation would have to be drafted
and moved through both houses and then the review
would be done. There is its own legislation which was
moved by this government — the City of Melbourne
legislation deems how the reviews of the City of
Melbourne will be done and reflects what a unique
municipality the City of Melbourne is to Victoria.
You can see that in recent problems with the 2.00 a.m.
lockout the City of Melbourne has had to deal with.
This is a place where people come at night. It is a
unique nightspot, and on top of that we have unique
international events in Melbourne, which is a showcase
for us in the world. A lot of international events are in
Melbourne; we have the big stadiums and big venues
here. It really needs to be looked at as unique compared
to other councils.
I am not too sure if this motion is an issue of the
opposition wanting to beat up on the City of Melbourne
or not, but obviously this government believes the City
of Melbourne does a lot of good things, as we believe
that all councils do. We have a good record of
supporting local government. I know Mr Barber will
agree that local governments do a good thing, after
reading his Age report where he said that he actually
missed being in the local council to some degree.
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opposition spokespeople have fought hard to find
different issues. The shadow Minister for Public
Transport and member for Polwarth in the other place,
Mr Mulder, has been out and about quite a bit, probably
doing a good job of what he has signed up to do.
Speaking of local council issues, the Knox Journal
recently published a photo of Mr Mulder, with
Mr Wells and Mr Wakeling, the respective members
for Scoresby and Ferntree Gully in the other place,
holding some signs about Rowville rail. The article says
the state opposition is pushing for the government to
support the Rowville rail, and local members always
push for better local transport, but it goes on to say that
the opposition would not guarantee that it would build
the rail if it were elected. I have to say it is a strange
issue.
An important thing about picking an issue is that you
need to be seen to be consistent. The member for
Ferntree Gully was a Knox councillor when he was the
candidate for Ferntree Gully, and he voted in council
against forwarding a feasibility study for the Rowville
rail. Being the candidate at the time, he probably
thought that maybe he would become the member for
Ferntree Gully, which he did. He may have thought the
Liberal Party would win the election, and he as a
government member would have to deliver on that, so
he voted against it. These are the things he voted
against with the feasibility study, which was already
done: he voted against lobbying the state government
with the feasibility study, he voted against lobbying
local MPs, he voted against sending out brochures to
people in the electorate and he voted against briefing
other — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, I am
finding Mr Leane’s contribution very entertaining, but
it is somewhat outside the bounds of the purview of this
motion, given that he is spending quite a bit of time
talking about Knox City Council, while this motion is
about Melbourne City Council.

Mrs Peulich — That’s a very rare thing. Can we
quote you?

The PRESIDENT — Order! I can understand that
Mrs Peulich may not like the contribution being made
by the member opposite; however, he is the lead
speaker of the government and in that capacity is
entitled to a degree of latitude that may well not be
extended to further speakers. I reiterate that as far as I
am concerned the point of order simply relates to the
fact that the member does not like what is being said,
and that is not a point of order.

Mr LEANE — No, we actually agree with
Mr Barber from time to time. This is an issue that has
been identified by the shadow minister as one to run
with and get things back on track. I know that some

Mr LEANE — As was just pointed out to me, all
roads lead to the City of Melbourne. Another thing the
member for Ferntree Gully voted against was briefing
other councils, such as the City of Monash. Consistency

Local councils do good things, and I would not say it
would be just the fancy clothes that you get to wear
from time to time with the medals and all that, but it
would be more what you can do on the ground. We
agree with Mr Barber, if that is what he is saying.
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is important. I do not intend to go into the record of the
Liberal Party when it was in power as far as local
government is concerned, but there is a problem with
its consistency. I am not too sure where the opposition
is trying to come from with this, but if it is trying to say
it is some sort of champion of local government, really
the record shows it is far from it.
In finishing, this is a strange motion, and the timing of
it will not make it possible. This may be an issue that
the opposition spokesman has found and is going to run
hard with to get into the media, but we will not be
supporting this motion.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — When
talking about public policy it is always good to look
forward, but when you are trying to work out the
politics of a particular issue it is pretty important to
understand history, and I would like to spend a bit of
time on the history of Melbourne City Council and how
we got to the position that we are now in, to the point
that we would be debating a motion like this.
The town of Melbourne was incorporated as a
municipal body by an act of the New South Wales
legislature in August 1842 at around about the same
time as it was creating the City of Sydney. One can
imagine that at the time of their establishment those two
cities were looking forward quite progressively and
would have been wanting to adopt the most progressive
models of governance that were around at that time.
However, certainly at that stage the emphasis was on
who got to vote. Voters at that stage were termed
burgesses, which is a medieval expression used to
define the inhabitants of a borough and distinguish
them from commoners, or ordinary citizens like
Mr Leane. He would definitely not have been a burgess
if he had been around in 1842, let alone in medieval
times. The words ‘burgess’ and ‘bourgeois’ have a
common derivation. It would be debatable whether
Mr Leane is now a member of the bourgeois, but he
would not have been a burgess. Only if a burgess or his
wife had property of £1000 or occupied rateable
property of £50 or more in annual value could he stand
for election as a councillor. They were fairly significant
values in their day, and £25 annual rent would have
been a substantial part of a tradesman’s annual wages,
possibly estimated at around £40 or £60 per annum at
the time.
Certainly when the Sydney act was being considered
we know from the debates that there was concern that
the property value thresholds for voting and holding
office were too low, and the Sydney Morning Herald
editorialised that the franchise would invert the cone of
society, meaning that the natural order, which is the
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dominance of wealth and the ruling class over the
common worker, which is what kept things in order,
could have been under threat, with all sorts of terrible
consequences. It was in this context that multiple or
plural voting was raised as a means of awarding
persons who possessed property with an appropriate
additional weighting in the ordering of municipal
affairs. There were too many working class and not
enough ruling class, so to keep things in order we had
to give the ruling class more votes to even things up, if
we were going to have votes.
Mr Leane will love this: there was a clear
understanding at the time that the social norm was that
corporations were community enterprises — they
probably were much more community orientated in
those days — and that they had constituents, their
workers. In this respect their masters, the owners of
those corporations, were responsible for the welfare of
their workers and could therefore make administrative
and municipal decisions on their behalf. Again, it was
all those who were participants in business partnerships
who were allowed to be enrolled, provided that the
annual value of the rateable property, divided by the
number of partners, was £25 or more.
Fast-forwarding to the 1890s and something that should
certainly have been more than just an aside in my talk,
the issue of women’s suffrage came in. Although that
was barely a non-issue in the 1880s, by the 1890s it was
incredibly important. It is estimated that between the
1890s and 1930s women enrolling increased the
enrolment in the three wards of the Melbourne City
Council area by between 35 per cent and 57 per cent.
Certainly that had a big impact on who was having a
say over municipal affairs in the Melbourne City
Council.
There were of course ward boundaries, as I have just
described. Those set up in 1938 were still the same in
the 1970s, but they had been drawn around numbers of
votes, not the numbers of voters on the rolls, as they
were. With the abolition of plural voting in 1969 — that
was the time until the modern period when we had the
multiple voting phenomenon — there was a widening
gap between the actual number of votes and the number
of voters such that in Hopetoun ward the construction
of flats, notably housing commission flats, had
increased the number of voters dramatically. At that
stage Hoddle ward, which was the city grid, had about
1670 voters, but up there in the north where the
high-rise buildings were, there were 6500 voters, and
yet each ward returned the same number of councillors.
A business vote in that central ward was worth about
four times what a housing commission tenant’s vote
would have been worth.
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In December 1980 — we are really moving forward
quickly now — events were unfolding quite rapidly.
The then Herald newspaper was urging the sacking of
the Melbourne City Council and so was at least one
councillor. Suddenly there was a revelation of the
existence of a report on supposedly corrupt practices at
the Melbourne City Council’s tree nursery up in
Wandin. No criminal charges were ever laid but the
allegations provided the grounds for dismissing the
council and on 23 December the then Minister for
Local Government, Digby Crozier, announced that the
council would be dismissed.
Premier Hamer was implicated in this decision. His
position as party leader was reportedly under threat
from younger dissidents such as Ian Smith and Jeff
Kennett, and he really needed to appear more decisive
as a politician. Premier Hamer sacked the council. It did
not save his leadership and it definitely tarnished his
small-l liberal image. Shortly afterwards he was
replaced by Lindsay Thompson.
Within a few days of that sacking, a residents group
called Melbourne Voters Action fired up. Its chief
spokesperson was Winsome McCaughey, who later
became a councillor and a lord mayor. She was
reported in the Melbourne Times as alleging that
property developers were buying up options for sites all
over town in anticipation of the sacking. They claimed
in advertisements that the real reason for the sacking
was that developers did not want the council to be
controlled by the ALP and the residents. Certainly the
government was not united in the sacking of that
council. The then National Party’s leader, Peter
Ross-Edwards, was against it and particularly critical of
it.
Certainly by the time of that sacking there had been six
years of debate over a Melbourne City Council (MCC)
strategy plan. That had been produced as the result of a
request from the government and, as we find out later in
the story, the control of planning over the central
business district area is a key factor. Twelve months
after the commissioners were appointed, that coalition
state government was defeated and a Labor
government, led by John Cain, Jnr, came to office. As
expected, the new government moved quickly to
reinstate the MCC and the new Minister for Local
Government brought in a bill to reinstate the elected
council. That bill became the Melbourne Corporation
(Election of Council) Act. That act contained a range of
measures that members would find quite progressive. I
actually found a lot about the social and democratic
reforms of the early Cain government to be quite
progressive. It is a shame that this government does not
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hold up that legacy. It appears to believe that 1999 was
the year zero.
All residents aged 18 or over who were on the roll for
state elections would have a vote. The notion of
supremacy of property interests was laid aside. One
argument put forward was that local government was
funded by the commonwealth through grants as well as
by rates and therefore all taxpayers were entitled to be
enrolled. In addition, unnaturalised residents could also
enrol if they were able to bring forth evidence of
residency. Non-resident owners and occupiers — that
is, most business people — were no longer
automatically enrolled.
You can see where I am going with this, can’t you,
Mr Leane, in relation to the motion?
Mr Leane interjected.
Mr BARBER — But interestingly — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Barber.
Mr BARBER — My apologies, President. I was
referring to Mr Leane but he has in fact missed his
chance if he had a contribution to make to this debate.
That was a good thing for the Cain government to have
done but it turned around and blew it by fixing the ward
boundaries in such a way that Melbourne’s central
business district was broken up and each section of it
had bits of residential area or suburbia added to it. It
looked like it had all been calculated to ensure a Labor
Party victory. A number of factional heavyweights —
yes, they had them back then — whose interest in
council elections was usually pretty minimal,
apparently got in there and there were all sorts of
accusations of jobs for the boys. There was nothing
new about that, of course. But two well-regarded
potential Labor candidates who were former councillors
were overlooked in preselection. It is starting to sound
familiar.
Richard Malone, who is a man I have a great fondness
for, was given an unwinnable third spot, and when
nominations closed there were 15 Labor candidates and
24 independents. The independents included people
like Winsome McCaughey, Trevor Huggard and Lorna
Rolfe — these are people I have a great admiration for
in terms of being the original progressive thinkers on
Melbourne City Council. But when the election results
came through, the final tally was nine Labor councillors
and nine non-Labor, or independents. By its actions, it
has been stated, Labor diminished the goodwill that it
had got for itself by restoring democracy and reinstating
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the council, and so it was not rewarded electorally for
that.
Time goes on, but certainly we know that during 1991
and 1992 there were some very influential lobby
groups. The Building Owners and Managers
Association and the Melbourne City Chamber of
Commerce were each by this stage advocating a small
municipality with varying amounts of residential area.
They wanted to rip chunks off it to try and restore the
balance on behalf of business.
As time was moving on, Jeff Kennett was starting to
make noises about what he was going to do about
Melbourne City Council. A change of government was
widely predicted, but uncertainty was sown by the then
Liberal opposition releasing a policy paper called
Vision for Our Capital City, without any mention of
restructuring of the Melbourne City Council.
The council by this stage was looking at different
options to save its own bacon. The idea was put
forward that partnerships and companies could be
likened a bit to residential households, and that since
most of those typically have about two votes, maybe
the same number could be justified for a business. If
company voters had been brought in at that stage, it was
estimated there would be a 300 per cent increase in the
number of company-enrolled voters.
By the time Mr Kennett had sorted out his model, it
was something of a compromise of what business
wanted. Certainly it had sliced off Carlton North, the
housing commission area in North Melbourne,
Flemington and some of Kensington; Southbank had
been dragged in and of course the Flemington
racecourse. That restructure was not referred to the
Local Government Commission, which had already
been established at that stage to set new council
boundaries throughout Victoria, but was in fact brought
straight into the Parliament as legislation. As an aside,
that act provided that there be four wards, but then there
would also be at-large areas, and companies would be
compelled to enrol two voters — compelled! We do not
have that level of compulsion in relation to ordinary
citizens, but apparently for businesses you have to lead
the horse to water and then hold its head under to make
it drink.
The Melbourne City Chamber of Commerce, which
had been complaining about central business district
(CBD) rates not being spent in the CBD, was aware
also that a CBD council in Sydney had recently fallen
to residential voters because the business community
had been so weak in its turnout, and it was of course in
favour of this, and almost as if acknowledging the
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possibility of such an outcome, section 18 of the act
provided for the Minister for Local Government to
direct that the council spend a specified percentage of
its revenue on works and services in the CBD.
At the same time, while the commissioners were in
office, the government legislated for councils to have
the option of conducting elections solely by postal
voting. The opposition — the then Labor Party —
spoke against this legislation. I am presuming that
Labor members in preparing for this debate have gone
back over the various debates of 2001 and 1993 and
looked at what their then Labor members — Pat Power,
for example — had to say about the provisions that are
now in this act, because those provisions were fully
endorsed when this government put its stamp on the
Melbourne City Council legislation and left those
provisions in place.
The argument for having councillors elected at large
was that it would reduce the likelihood of candidates
running on parochial issues and that the focus on
strategic issues should appeal to leaders of vision and
encourage candidacy of people of appropriate calibre.
That was interesting, because in fact the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry at the
time was requesting that the elections be delayed to
give it some more time to be able to rustle up some
candidates.
It was also interesting that in 1995 when the
government made a number of changes there was a
quite notable difference in the way it treated the
Melbourne City Council versus regional centres —
Geelong, Bendigo and Ballarat. In the regional centres
councils tended to be consolidated to bring more
residential and hinterland areas into those city councils,
whereas with Melbourne City Council at the time it was
just tearing chunks off it to try to get it back to being a
CBD. And then of course the government recognised
that it was more than just legislative compulsion that
was needed to get companies to enrol voters.
Accordingly, if companies neglected or refused to do
so, the roll compiler would go and find the company
secretary and director from asset records and
automatically enrol them, even without their
knowledge, and failure by either to vote would incur a
$100 fine. I suppose we are getting a pretty clear picture
here of the enormous lengths that a succession of
governments have gone to, to try and get business to
take it seriously at the same time as saying that the city
has got to be all about business.
Business did in fact announce a Melbourne First group
in October 1995, just about five months after that piece
of legislation. The results of the election were less than
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what the business community might have hoped for.
None of its Melbourne First candidates was elected
from wards, and only two of its people were elected
district wide — Ivan Deveson and Carrillo Gantner.
About a week after being elected, Deveson was
reported as distancing himself from Melbourne First.
Time moves on.
Mr Finn — Doesn’t it!
Mr BARBER — The Bracks government got
elected.
Mr Finn — It is 3.15.
Mr BARBER — I have not been watching the
clock.
Mr Finn — Obviously!
Mr BARBER — The Bracks government was in
charge; again, various bits of sabre rattling about the
Melbourne City Council were occurring. The usual
pattern — the now well-established pattern — of how
Melbourne City Council was treated by the state
government of the day was pretty clearly understood as
a result of various issues, none of which were
threatening to the planning, the financial management
or the legal governance of the council; they were just a
number of more personality-based issues. The council
engaged a panel comprising Joan Kirner, Tim Costello
and former Liberal Minister for Local Government,
Alan Hunt, to look at proposals to fix any governance
problems occurring. Certainly they had a bit of advice
from the Victorian Local Governance Association, an
organisation that had arisen during the Kennett years to
be a defender of local councils. The panel finally
submitted a comprehensive analysis on 18 December
2000, and the then Minister for Local Government, Bob
Cameron, with no warning, within 3 hours of the report
being delivered, sacked the council — it was a virtual
sacking of the council in that its election was to be held
forthwith.
You can imagine the dismay of Joan Kirner, Tim
Costello and Alan Hunt. They were people who thought
they had enough respect attached to them that they may
be given the benefit of the government having more
than a cursory read of the results of their panel work.
We had a new voting system, which is the current one.
It has all the worst elements of the old Kennett design
with a few more joys which were thought up, including
the direct election of a lord mayor and deputy lord
mayor off the same ticket, which guaranteed that
whichever millionaire contested and won the election
would get a second vote out of nine for the same price.
Since inevitably that person would also run a council
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ticket, virtual control of the council is assured by a
straight-out rigging of the result. There is also the
infamous provision for above-the-line voting which
involves putting a 1 in the box. That means that those
putting together the ticket rather than the voter get to
decide. That was covered adequately by Mr Hall’s
contribution to the debate on this motion. He proposed
that section 17 of the City of Melbourne Act also be
examined.
The result that was unleashed from this voting
system — along with the fact that it involved full postal
voting and a vast number of candidates, including all
sorts of various secret and not-so-secret stooge
tickets — was that the accompanying literature came to
170 printed pages. Sixty of those pages had repetitive
images of the same how-to-vote card for each of the
tickets with different numbered voting preferences for
each group. Since it was possible to fill in your own
ballot paper below the line and there were
97 candidates for district positions in 2001, there was a
special allowance for people to complete only 90 per
cent of the numbers correctly or at all and still have a
formal vote.
The tendered price for the conduct of the 2001 election
with all those complexities approached $750 000,
depending on the number of candidates. In terms of
financial efficiency, that is a fairly heavy burden in and
of itself to put on a local council, given that at that time
in comparison Boroondara City Council was going to
spend $325 000, half as much as Melbourne City
Council, on its election. I remember that election well
because I was involved in it.
I also remember the 2004 election. There were
107 candidates, including 21 two-person teams for the
position of lord mayor and deputy lord mayor. I think I
had to negotiate the preferences on behalf of the Greens
for that election, which was difficult when there were
only one or two other tickets that you would want to
support in a pink fit. The issue then becomes: how do
you number the other 18 tickets in the least offensive
order?
Mrs Peulich — You have to talk to them.
Mr BARBER — You do have to talk to them; that
is right.
Mrs Peulich — All of them!
Mr BARBER — All of them! But John So, the
current Lord Mayor of Melbourne, was portrayed as an
underdog at that election. He was a funny sort of
underdog, because he actually had a local federal
parliamentarian, Lindsay Tanner, now the federal
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Minister for Finance and Deregulation, and a local state
parliamentarian, Bronwyn Pike, now the Minister for
Education in the other place, backing him in quite a
backhanded way. Lindsay Tanner was reported in the
Melbourne Times of 6 October 2004 as saying that in
the last couple of years he had heard less about the
council than ever before and that he regarded that as a
sign that the council was doing a very good job.

council related to its own citizens. Literally hundreds of
David’s ideas were picked up by management and were
often brought back to unsuspecting councillors as a
management-led report. The councillors, who were less
focused on those issues, ticked the box. Hundreds of
David Risstrom’s ideas were introduced into
Melbourne City Council, and you can see the legacy of
that all the way through to this day.

If that was his only sign that the council was doing a
good job, I hope that Lindsay, of all people, would have
been hoping to have heard a lot about all the good
things that the council did. Bronwyn Pike’s comment in
the same article was that she could only echo Lindsay.
At the risk of going any further, I will stop and let those
comments speak for themselves.

Somewhere along the way David was replaced by
Fraser Brindley, and he also in the last term has played
an enormous role as the most important sort of
opposition figure there to blow the whistle on what is
going on inside Melbourne City Council, particularly
the governance style of the lord mayor and the cult of
personality that — for a short while anyway — has
popped up around him. Clearly this motion is here
today because Fraser is right: there are deep-seated
problems in the way the council operates.

How did we get here? One theory that has been put
forward is that after the Cain Labor government
restored the council in 1983 and all the government’s
candidates were rejected, it effectively lost interest in
the area and even had an active contempt for it, or it
decided that increasingly new Labor-type MPs were
pretty keen on whatever business is pretty keen on
anyway, as they are to this day. That is an unfortunate
and dangerous aspect of the modern Labor Party: if the
Labor Party cannot control something, it will work to
destroy it.
One other aspect of the current City of Melbourne Act
is beautifully symbolic of this council being a complete
plaything of the government of the day, and certainly
this government. Section 8 of the act provides that:
(1) The Premier, or his or her nominee, may convene
meetings with the Council to consider any matter that, in
the opinion of the Premier (or the nominee), is of
significance to the Government of the State and is
relevant to achieving the objectives of the City of
Melbourne as the capital city of the State of Victoria.

In other words, if the Premier summons the lord mayor,
the lord mayor has to come. What is the point of that
law except to underline the way the council is treated?
Somewhere in this little history, a member of the
Greens was elected to the Melbourne City Council. His
name is David Risstrom. Big changes started to happen,
although initially they happened in an unnoticed and
understated way. Greens thinking started to work its
way into the Melbourne City Council’s program for
action — not through the thinking of the other
councillors, because they never got the message. People
in management in particular were keen on the
multiplicity of ideas David Risstrom brought forward,
not just in the environmental area but also in the areas
of housing, governance, transport and the way that

Just imagine the psychological impact on the Labor
Party if its federal government had been dismissed, not
once in 1975 but three times since Whitlam. Labor
Party members might scoff and say there is absolutely
no comparison there. But from the point of view of this
local polity, people who have been involved with
Melbourne City Council for a long time, like the
residents with their concerns, that is exactly the feeling
we have with respect to our local area: as if a capricious
state government of any flavour at any time can just
take you out, with no recourse. That has only got worse
under the system devised by former Premier Steve
Bracks and former local government minister Bob
Cameron — who is now the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services — where you have to be a
millionaire to compete in the lord mayoral election.
And if you win that, you get two for the price of one:
you drag a few more councillors up with you.
However, the Greens have done a good job competing
in these elections. In 2001, up against that, our budget
was $5000. I think collectively the five biggest tickets
spent about a million dollars. We managed to leapfrog
one of those tickets. It was Don Chipp’s ticket, which
was allegedly secretly backed by various Kroger forces.
But we actually managed to beat Don Chipp and come
in fifth, or first ahead of the big money, if you like. In
2004 the Greens in their lord mayoral race actually
came second to John So. It was not a full distribution of
preferences, but certainly our primary was high enough
to leap over the third-rated candidate, and I believe it
would have brought us up to somewhere around 45–55
two-party preferred in that lord mayoral race, so the
next election will be interesting.
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Obviously now the government has been pricked into
slight action. Even it finds it too embarrassing that a car
park or a boat mooring might attract a vote, yet that
situation and those relativities are far worse than the
original scheme that had been set up by the 1880s. Vast
numbers of votes are out there for the taking for anyone
who happens to own certain types of assets. But as a
resident it still leaves me wondering why a group of car
parks — a slab of asphalt with a guy sitting in front of
it, collecting tickets, or for that matter, a bunch of
self-storage units sitting there, day after day, without
even an attendant employed to keep the place open —
should necessarily have the call on democracy in this
area. And yet that attracts a vote.
So the Liberals in government have been no different.
There is no way we can look to the opposition side of
the chamber for the guardians of local government, let
alone in the Melbourne City Council. Nor has the Labor
Party brought forward any compact with local
government. It has the Council of Australian
Governments, sure, but that is just Labor state and
federal governments; it is the executive wing of the
Labor Party getting together to make decisions. The
government is not interested in a compact with local
government. Instead we just get dribs and drabs and
drip-feeds, minor sackings and major sackings, and
never any attempt to bring local government up to its
necessary level. Its great potential is fatally weakened
in the Melbourne City Council area by these sorts of
so-called reforms.
With those words, I would like to say the Greens will
support the motion. We will always support local
councils. They are an incredibly important level of
government. They deliver the last mile of infrastructure,
which is crucial; they delivers things as fundamental as
public toilets. If only the metropolitan rail system could
deliver us a public toilet, especially with the waiting
times on some of those train lines!
Mr Finn — I’d be happy with a train.
Mr BARBER — But if you are not getting a train,
Mr Finn, certainly the next thing you need most
pressingly is a toilet — —
Mr Finn — I would have thought so. You’re dead
right.
Mr BARBER — Particularly with the high level of
cancellations. But we will also continue to be great
supporters of local government from local government,
and we will continue to speak against this kind of
scrambling of the inner city’s polity, and with it
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people’s very real aspirations for the place where they
live and work.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I am
very pleased to be able to speak on this motion and
indicate the reasons why I will be opposing it. I am
grateful for the opportunity to debate the issue of local
government because, like Mr Barber, I am also a
former councillor, and I have a very keen interest in the
issue of local government. However, unlike Mr Barber,
I have moved on. Certainly my involvement as a local
councillor, I guess, whetted my appetite for public
office. I certainly have a great deal of respect for and
interest in issues relating to local government. But in
the time that I served as a local councillor we were able
to achieve a great many things beside the construction
of public toilets. I think local government has a very
important role to play in our planning system, but also
in many other areas.
In relation to planning, which is a portfolio I am
involved with at the moment, we have always said we
want a constructive partnership relationship with local
government to ensure our 2030 policies can be
achieved. It is in that context that this debate is
important. We are seeing more and more people
coming to live in the central business district, within the
boundaries of the city of Melbourne, and they have
very legitimate concerns to raise. For example, most
recently the government has responded to community
and resident concerns about the level of violence
occurring outside some of our Melbourne central
business district (CBD) nightclubs. As one of the
parliamentarians that represent the CBD area in the
Northern Metropolitan Region, I have been a very
strong supporter of the 2.00 a.m. lockout.
A few months ago I accompanied Mr Leane and other
members of the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee, along with members of Victoria Police, on
a tour of some of our nightclub areas. We were very
concerned about the very large number of young people
congregating outside nightclubs, because of the
smoking bans, of course, and the potential that
presented for altercations and other disputes to take
place. That has been reflected in the rising number of
assaults taking place. It has been very pleasing to see
that last weekend, which was the first weekend of its
operation, the 2.00 a.m. lockout has seen a decrease in
the number of physical assaults.
I take an interest in these issues as a local member of
Parliament representing that area. I know we certainly
need to take a multifaceted approach, which is what the
government is doing through the alcohol action plan,
which is not just looking at the 2 a.m. lockouts, but also
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working with young people to educate them about the
dangers of excessive alcohol consumption, and
responding to planning and liquor licensing issues as
well.
I am using that issue as an example of the
responsiveness that the government has to the concerns
of residents of the CBD. I have been interested to
receive correspondence from the Coalition of Residents
and Business Associations, which is an organisation, as
I understand it, that represents 14 associations across
Melbourne, and also to receive information from some
of its member organisations expressing their concerns
about the legislation that relates to the City of
Melbourne.
It has been some of these concerns that the shadow
Minister for Local Government in the other place,
Jeanette Powell, has been responding to in putting out
her press release recently and in the motion that we
have before the house. I am respectful of and
sympathetic to the concerns that some of those
residents organisations have raised with me but, as has
already been indicated by Mr Leane, the call for the
review that we have before the house is a political
exercise that the opposition well understands is not
achievable within the current time line that we have
leading up to council elections for the whole of Victoria
in November of this year.
The Minister for Local Government in the other place,
Richard Wynne, has indicated on a number of
occasions already that the government will not support
an electoral review for the City of Melbourne before
this year’s municipal elections. However, the minister
has introduced a number of reforms, which I will detail
a little bit later in my contribution, through a bill that
has been introduced in the Assembly only this week.
In terms of the electoral review itself, there is not
enough time to conduct a review and to draft and
implement legislation to meet the time frames to
conduct elections set down for November of this year. I
am sure that opposition members well understand that.
They are unnecessarily raising expectations among
CBD residents — or those residents who live within the
city of Melbourne, and it goes beyond just the
Melbourne CBD area — in putting forward this motion.
The opposition would understand that it takes a
considerable amount of time for the Victorian Electoral
Commission to conduct an electoral review: to research
and advertise a review; receive preliminary submissions
and develop options; conduct public hearings and
prepare a final report for consideration by the minister.
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Reviews have been conducted in parts of my electorate
recently — in the City of Darebin, for example. I know
the review was a lengthy but good process that enabled
both sitting councillors and members of the community
to participate and put forward their views. Mr Barber
says that the Labor Party seeks to destroy what it cannot
control. But I would like to point out to him that in this
instance we have ended up with an outcome where we
have introduced proportional representation in the City
of Darebin that will most likely see members of his
own party elected. This is similar to the way
government members voted for proportional
representation in this house that brought about an
outcome where the government lost the majority in the
Legislative Council and ensured that members of the
Greens were elected to this chamber. So I completely
refute the assertion that has been made by Mr Barber.
The Labor Party and this Labor government have been
interested in strengthening our democracy, both in this
Parliament and also in local government. We have been
very mindful of the recommendations and options put
to us through the minister in terms of local government
reform. On every occasion that that the VEC has put
recommendations to the Minister for Local
Government, those recommendations have been
accepted by the minister. I think it goes to show a great
deal about the very respectful way that this government
conducts itself when it comes to strengthening
democracy in local government.
I point that out because it is important to note that
Mrs Powell and other members of the opposition have a
very different experience of local government from that
of many government members. Mrs Powell, for
example, is a former commissioner under the Kennett
government, and I remember the outrage that my local
community felt when the council that I was an elected
councillor of — the City of Northcote — was sacked
and commissioners were appointed. It took quite a
considerable period of time before we were able to get
elected councils back into the City of Darebin.
Unfortunately that local community had to suffer a
double period of commissioners when the City of
Darebin was again sacked. Mr Elasmar, who is a
member of this house, well remembers that period
because he was a councillor and mayor of the City of
Darebin at that time.
I find it a bit galling that the opposition has now taken
an interest in this issue and is crying crocodile tears for
local government democracy when we know that the
Kennett Liberal-National government rode roughshod
over local government. It merged 210 councils down to
78 and in the process also introduced things like
compulsory competitive tendering that saw
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11 000 council jobs lost; the capping of the rate cuts in
1995–96 that deprived local councils of important
resources; and the artificial cap of consumer price index
less 1 per cent which prevented local councils,
particularly in rural and regional Victoria, from being
able to offer adequate resources to their communities.
It has been interesting to see this motion come before
the house today. I note that there is a reference in the
terms of the motion to section 17 of the City of
Melbourne Act 2001. That is the section that relates to
Senate-style ballot papers being used for council
elections. I thought it was very interesting that
Mr Barber did not indicate what his position was in
relation to that. I certainly believe the introduction of
above-the-line voting is an important innovation in
terms of providing ease for voters. It is something that
the Labor Party introduced in terms of voting for the
Legislative Council. That enabled the Greens party to
be elected to this chamber as well as the Democratic
Labor Party. It is an important reform that is also very
useful for local council elections.
I note that other issues have been raised over time in
relation to the City of Melbourne, which I want to come
to. One of these issues has been postal and absentee
voting. It is important that residents are aware that
councils have the legislative ability to decide for
themselves which system of voting they wish to use. I
personally have a preference for voting in person rather
than postal voting. It means that people make more
effort informing themselves about the candidates
presenting themselves for election. It should be up to
the council and the local community by lobbying their
local council to make the decision as to which method
will be employed in any particular municipality.
My understanding is that the Minister for Local
Government does not have the legislative ability to
impose on the City of Melbourne, or any other council
in the state of Victoria for that matter, the method of
election — whether it is going to be attendance voting
or postal voting. I note some issues have been raised
about the potential for abuse or corruption of a postal
voting system. I know that Australia Post is particularly
concerned about the allegations that have been made
about the potential for fraud. It does not believe there is
any evidence of it having occurred in past elections. It
is important if people are going to make these
assertions that they indicate where there has been
evidence of abuses in the past.
In terms of the ward system, as has been indicated by
Mr Barber in his contribution — I certainly do not
intend to go anywhere near the 19th or even the 20th
centuries in any great detail in my contribution — there
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have been different systems in the past. In fact it was
the Kennett government in 1996 that introduced a
hybrid system of five councillors elected by
proportional representation at large and four elected
from single-member wards. In 2001 the then Minister
for Local Government, Bob Cameron in the other
place, introduced the City of Melbourne Bill to make
reforms. It removed ward-based positions in favour of
electing all councillors at large to promote a coherent
city-wide focus. These elections are conducted under a
proportional representation system using a Senate-style
ballot paper. Those reforms also introduced the direct
election of the lord mayor and deputy lord mayor as a
pair to introduce greater stability to the City of
Melbourne. Unlike Mr Barber, I think that direct
election has a great deal of attraction. It should not
necessarily mean that the wealthiest candidate gets
elected; it should mean that various political parties and
resident groups have an opportunity to put forward a
ticket and that the person who is elected as the lord
mayor has a degree of support and confidence across
the whole municipality, otherwise they would not have
been able to achieve direct election.
A lot of the talk and calls for reform that have been
coming from residents organisations have been as a
result of disappointment with the current incumbent. If
we are going to be honest about the debate here, the
opposition also needs to indicate what its views are in
relation to that issue and whether it supports these
reforms because it sees them as a way of defeating the
current incumbent lord mayor and whether it has some
disputes with him. He is in fact an incredibly popular
lord mayor, not just in the city of Melbourne but across
the rest of Melbourne. I have certainly attended with
Cr John So many community events where a very great
deal of support for him has been apparent. In fact it is
the case that the government does not always agree
with the position that the lord mayor or the City of
Melbourne council takes on every issue. It is inevitable
that we will have disagreements with the council — not
just the City of Melbourne but other councils as well.
That is what democracy is all about. If this whole
debate is really about saying that we want to bring
about a system that knocks off a particular individual or
a team of people, then let us be honest about it and say
this is what this debate is about. We do not come to this
debate and say we are supporting any particular group
of individuals; we support a system that ensures that the
people who reside in the city of Melbourne or are
eligible to vote in the city of Melbourne can be
confident that the elected council will best serve their
interests and needs.
In terms of the issue of eligibility to vote, I note that in
the Local Government (Democratic Reform Act of
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2003 changes were made to the voters rolls for the City
of Melbourne and that these provisions will apply for
the first time in this year’s council elections. The
changes that will apply include limiting all corporation
appointments to directors and company secretaries.
Previously corporations have been allowed to appoint
any two people as their voting representatives, and the
limitation to directors and company secretaries applies
only to automatic deemed enrolments. The other
change that will apply this year is that there will be a
limit on the number of people who may be enrolled as
owners or occupiers to two people per ownership or
occupancy. Previously two people could be
automatically enrolled and other owners or occupiers
could apply to be enrolled also. These are important
reforms that have already been put in place for the City
of Melbourne and will commence operation later this
year.
On the other reforms that the Minister for Local
Government announced yesterday, a bill will be
introduced into the Assembly this week to amend the
Local Government Act 1989 and the City of Melbourne
Act 2001 to exclude people from being enrolled as
electors if they only own or occupy a single-vehicle car
park or single-boat mooring. This is a reform that I
have strongly supported. I am very pleased that the
minister has included this particular reform to take
effect from this year’s council elections in the city of
Melbourne. It is absurd to enable people to get an
entitlement to a franchise by virtue of such a tenuous
connection to the City of Melbourne. Residents who
have been calling for reform will be supportive of this
because it is an issue they have raised in the past.
In terms of other reforms, the minister has indicated
that candidates will be required to nominate in person
to ensure the legitimacy of nomination and effectively
to prevent people from lodging a large number of
nominations for what are referred to as dummy
candidates. There is also a change in the caretaker
period for council elections from 57 to 32 days to bring
local council elections in line with the same period for
state and federal elections. During this period councils
will not be able to enter into major contracts, hire or fire
chief executives or publish certain electoral material.
There will also be the creation of a new offence for
candidates, scrutineers and voters who make false
declarations, with a fine of $2000, and there will be a
provision to prevent councillors from standing for
election in a four-year period if they have lost office for
a specific failure to undertake their duties.
It is important that we recognise these particular
reforms that have already been flagged by the Minister
for Local Government in the context of the current

2213

debate, because one of those reforms that I discussed
responds to some of the concerns that have been raised
by local residents. Some of the other issues that have
been raised relate to the disclosure of election funding.
It is important that I put on the record that the Local
Government Act already requires candidates to provide
a return to the chief executive officer for the council
disclosing donations of over $200 received during the
election period.
In his media release yesterday, the Minister for Local
Government also indicated that the government will be
introducing a councillor conduct bill later this year.
This bill will contain measures outlined in the Better
Local Governance consultation paper that occurred last
year and closed in February this year to strengthen local
councillor codes of conduct and provide for
independent mediation where councillors cannot
resolve conduct issues internally.
In concluding my remarks I point out that it is
important that we recognise when we are having local
government debates the important reforms that the
government has already introduced in the context of the
City of Melbourne, but more broadly in local
government — for example, the enshrining in the
Victorian constitution for the first time of local
government and recognising that it is an important tier
of government, and ensuring that the rampant disregard
for local government that occurred under the previous
Kennett government is not able to take place again.
It is important in the context of the City of Melbourne
that we remember that it was the Cain government that
introduced a franchise for residents for the first time.
We should recognise the reforms that will occur in
Victoria in November this year that will enable
simultaneous elections to occur for all local councils
across Victoria. That in itself is a significant reform. I
think it will strengthen local democracy and ensure
Victorians take a bigger interest in what goes on in their
local council.
It is important that we recognise that our government
abolished compulsory competitive tendering and
replaced it with best-value tendering, helping councils
to deliver high quality cost-effective services that
benefit local communities. It is important that we
recognise that this government has allowed councils to
pay better remuneration, therefore attracting a better
quality candidate to local government. We have also
given them better guidance on things like codes of
conduct and so forth and we will have further reforms
in this regard later this year.
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We should recognise that this government has been
looking at helping local councils work more effectively
together through the release of the Better Local
Governance consultation paper last year that has
enabled the government to look at making further
reforms in issues such as conflict of interest. On this
side of the house we believe we are a party that is very
mindful and respectful of the needs of local
government, and that we have already made a number
of reforms.
I look forward to working with the Minister for Local
Government in the other place to ensure that we put in
place further reforms in relation to the City of
Melbourne in the future that will give Melbourne
residents a greater say in the running of their local
council. In terms of the motion that we have before us
today, it is unrealistic to be calling for a review in such
a short lead-up time before the current council elections
that we have before us. We know the formal process for
elections will commence on 21 August when the
council and the Victorian Electoral Commission will
prepare for exhibition of the draft roll; that
26 September will be the last day a council can exhibit
the voters rolls for the statutory period of time, and that
3 October is entitlement day, when the rolls actually
close. Effectively the opposition is calling for a review
that will commence immediately and be concluded
before 21 August, which is an unrealistic time, and for
that reason we oppose this motion.
Mr HALL (Eastern Victoria) — In reply, I thank
Mr Leane, Mr Barber and Ms Mikakos for involving
themselves in this debate. It is extremely disappointing
that the government is not prepared to support this
review on what I believe are rather flimsy grounds of
an inappropriate time frame in which to deliver. Indeed,
I think that comment is very hypocritical of the
government when it expects 78 local government areas
in Victoria to be the subject of review over a
two-election timetable, with the one glaring anomaly,
the City of Melbourne, which is not being addressed by
this government.
Mr Barber gave us an insight into the various matters of
the history and politics of the Melbourne City Council
and I, for one, found it entertaining and very
informative from a person with his knowledge of and
involvement in the Melbourne City Council.
Mr Leane said this was not a good idea, but he failed to
provide the house with any valid reasons for why it was
not a good idea. The only objection I could glean from
Mr Leane’s contribution was that the time frame was
too short. Similarly in Ms Mikakos’s contributions
there were no serious objections to the review apart
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from the fact that she also believed the time frame was
an unrealistic one.
I say to both Mr Leane and Ms Mikakos and to the
Labor government that if there is a will there is a way,
and I have no doubt in my mind that if this government
thought a review was necessary, it would institute it
tomorrow. It would start the process. We have
31⁄2 months in which to complete such a review within
the time frame established by this motion — we have
half the month of June left and July and August.
Admittedly, as Ms Mikakos said, some of the
procedures leading to the election are to be dealt with in
August and September of this year, but there is nothing
preventing those sorts of processes, regardless of the
outcome of any review. However, if a review was to be
concluded by September, we would have the month of
October to implement any legislative changes if
required — and this government is good at rushing
through legislation when it needs to. There is no reason
why it could not do that to meet the time frame of the
late November election period. As I said, if there is a
will, there is a way.
Listening to Ms Mikakos in particular, one would gain
the opinion that everything is absolutely okay, that there
is no dissent and that everything is working efficiently
and properly within the City of Melbourne. On this side
of the house, we do not believe that is the case.
Moreover, the compelling reason we say a review of
the City of Melbourne needs to be undertaken is that
every council in Victoria, apart from Melbourne, is
subject to a review by law. There is no valid reason
why Melbourne City Council should be alienated from
that process. It should be subjected to the same
performance review by the electoral commissioner as
are all the other councils.
I have to say that there was no great clamour for a
review within many of the municipalities within my
electorate. They knew it was required of them, despite
the fact that comparatively few of them considered they
needed such a review. However, those reviews have
been undertaken, and I think in a lot of cases they
produced some worthwhile outcomes. As I said, there is
no reason why we should not apply the same measure
to Melbourne City Council.
I am extremely disappointed that the government is not
prepared to undertake such a review. It is extremely
hypocritical of government members, and it reflects
poorly on them. They are out of step with a lot of
people and organisations within the city of Melbourne,
and they will suffer from that in the long run.
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In conclusion, I say this: we are asking of the City of
Melbourne no more than we ask of the other
78 municipalities around the state of Victoria. All the
municipalities should be treated equally, and they
should be subjected to the same review process. By
way of this motion we again call upon the Brumby
government to implement a review of the City of
Melbourne in line with all other reviews of local
government that have taken place in Victoria.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P. (Teller)
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr
Hartland, Ms

Kavanagh, Mr
Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Noes, 19
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms (Teller)
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Pakula, Mr

Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tee, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thornley, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Motion agreed to.

WATER: PLUG THE PIPE PROTEST
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I move:
That the Legislative Council expresses its disappointment at
the Premier’s intemperate response towards the Plug the Pipe
organisation and their peaceful protest which was held on the
steps of Parliament on Tuesday, 3 June 2008.

I think most Victorians like me were very disappointed
in the Premier’s response to that peaceful protest.
Everyone realises that it is an individual’s right to
protest if they disagree with a government project, and
we see many protests on the steps of Parliament House
these days because it seems that most Victorians
disagree with the projects that this government puts
forward.
I think the Premier’s response was totally over the top.
Calling people liars and insulting people personally,
launching personal attacks on the organisers of that
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protest was totally over the top. It showed that the
Premier is not coping with the growing opposition to
his very unpopular north–south pipeline that will suck
water out of country Victoria to deliver it to
metropolitan Melbourne. It was heartening to see on the
steps of Parliament not only country Victorians
protesting against this north–south pipeline, but also
many metropolitan Victorians joining them saying that
they know they need water and they know there are
other options for Melbourne to get that water, and they
do not want to take that water at the expense of country
communities. But the Premier with his comments
showed how little he cares about country Victorians
and how he is prepared to just do anything he can in
order to solve his immediate problem that has been
created because for the past eight and a half years this
government has done nothing about investing in water
infrastructure.
Firstly, I would like to say that there is no-one in
Victoria that opposes the modernisation of the food
bowl of Victoria or the irrigation infrastructure there.
We all know that that infrastructure needs
modernisation, and everyone applauds any investment
in that infrastructure to ensure that water is not lost
through seepage and evaporation, but it should not be a
condition of that investment that there is a reciprocal
benefit to Melbourne, as country Victoria has been told.
But as far as calling members of the Plug the Pipe
organisation liars is concerned, the government needs
to take a look at its own track record first. We need to
look at a number of lies that have been told about this
project.
If we go back even before the 2006 state election, we
find that lie no. 1 was told then. When the central
region water strategy was developed, this government
promised that it would never take water from north of
the Divide and pump it south to Melbourne — north of
the Divide, where rainfall is scarce — to a high rainfall
area in the south to supply Melbourne. That was lie
no. 1: the promise that that would never eventuate. It
was later revealed that the government was actually
speaking to the food bowl modernisation group prior to
the election, so the government knew when it made that
promise that it was actually considering this proposal.
An article appeared last week on page 3 of the Herald
Sun headed ‘Secret dam plan’ which revealed that prior
to the last state election the government was
considering this project. The article says:
Consultants drew up an exhaustive list of pros and cons for
dams, weirs and pipelines that would have cost a total
$4.55 billion across the state.
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It goes on to say:
The pre-election investigation found a series of flaws with
building new dams on the basis of water delivery,
environmental damage and economic viability, and led the
government to back desalination and other projects.

So for ‘other projects’ read the north–south pipeline.
The article goes on to say:
The so-called Hume corridor scheme, with a new pipeline and
pump scheme diverted from the Goulburn River to ease the
burden on Kilmore and Melbourne’s outer growth
corridors …

would have cost $580 million, and that the Sinclair
Knight Merz report backs that view, finding that taking
water from the Goulburn River catchment remained the
best option.
So there we see that before the last state election the
government was already considering this plan. So lie
no. 1 was that it would never pipe water from the north
to the south. Lie no. 2 came at the beginning of this
project. I guess it is almost 12 months ago today — in
fact 12 months ago this Saturday because the date was
14 June. It was a Thursday last year — Thursday,
14 June 2007. The Premier, who was then Treasurer of
the state, came up to northern Victoria. He met with the
mayors and the chief executive officers of our councils
in the region that would be affected by the pipeline. He
told them about his plan to build a north–south pipeline
and in return to invest in infrastructure in the irrigation
district, but he said that without their support this
project would not go ahead.
Before they could get back to him and respond — this
was on the Thursday — on the following Tuesday, the
government announced its plan to build this
north–south pipeline. That was on 19 June 2007. Five
days before and a weekend in between that, when the
then Treasurer met with our mayors and CEOs of our
councils, he knew then that the TV ads had already
been filmed, that the TV ads with the little red
helicopter were already in the can. The air space, the
TV, radio and the newspaper ads had all been booked
for the following Tuesday. He knew that when he told
these mayors and CEOs that he would not progress
with this plan unless they agreed with it. So that was lie
no. 2. Lie no. 3 is the claim by the Premier that he can
create new water.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, Acting President,
I think it is absolutely inappropriate that the member is
accusing the Premier of a series of lies. It is
unparliamentary and I think she ought to be brought to
order. This is absolutely beyond the standards of this
house.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! I have been listening very carefully to the
speaker. I do not believe she has actually called the
Premier a liar. She has referred to the Labor Party lying,
and her reflection on the Premier or discussion of the
Premier’s conduct or otherwise is as part of a notice of
motion and therefore I do not uphold the point of order.
Ms LOVELL — There is a claim by the Premier
that he will create new water. As far as I am concerned
the only person who can create new water is God, and I
certainly do not think the Premier is God. We certainly
know that this project will not create new water,
because the water already exists. The water may be lost
to seepage and evaporation and it may be overdelivered
onto farms, but finding those savings will not create
new water; it will only mean that the water will be
distributed in a different way. As members know, most
of that water is overdelivered onto farms. In the entire
Goulburn-Murray system it is considered that 10 per
cent of water is overdelivered onto farms through the
inaccuracy of Dethridge wheels, according to
Goulburn-Murray Water. That is one-third of all the
losses in the system, and that water is already being
used productively in the Goulburn Valley and is not
really lost. That water will just be taken from irrigators.
Irrigators will lose 10 per cent of that water and in
return they will be given back 5 per cent, so they will be
worse off than they were previously.
Lie no. 4 about this project is that irrigators have asked
for this project to be delivered. The majority of
irrigators are actually against this pipeline. There is
really no community support at all for the pipeline. As I
said before, no-one is opposed to modernisation — and
yes, that is what we have asked for, modernisation of
our infrastructure — but we are opposed to the
north–south pipeline. It was most disappointing to hear
our current Treasurer, Mr Lenders, making a speech to
the Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV) in which
he said this government would not consider investment
in that infrastructure unless there was a direct benefit
for Melbourne.
As I said, the majority of irrigators are totally against
this project. They have not asked for it. The reality is
that the government is hanging its hat on a proposal that
was put to it by an unelected group of people from
northern Victoria which is not representative of the
majority of irrigators because it does not represent the
views of the majority of irrigators. Those people know
that we need investment in our infrastructure, and they
genuinely believe that the only possible way to get that
is if there is a benefit for Melbourne. They consider that
this is the only way that this government would invest
in that infrastructure, so in their heart of hearts they
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think they are doing the right thing. But when you
speak to them on their own and tell them to separate
these two projects, many of them openly admit they do
not support the north–south pipeline proposal part of
this. They believe this is the only way they can get this
investment in new infrastructure, and of course the
Treasurer told the MAV that that is the truth.
Lie no. 5 about this proposal goes to the losses and the
rubbery figures that the government has used to
describe the losses that happen in the Goulburn-Murray
system. When this proposal was first announced the
government said 900 gigalitres were lost to the system
every year. If we go to the Hansard of 19 June last
year, the Premier said:
It is important to understand when you talk about the
Murray-Goulburn system that the water that is released each
year is around 3000 gigalitres: 2000 gigalitres is delivered,
and 900 gigalitres go missing.

When Mr Baillieu interjected and said that, if the
system did not run at full capacity and there was less
water running through the system, there would be fewer
losses, the Premier responded, saying:
The Leader of the Opposition says, ‘What if the flows are
lower?’.

Then he went on to say:
They are the distribution losses that occur whether it is at full
capacity or whether it is at half capacity. It is the water that is
lost when you operate the system.

Mr Drum — The Premier doesn’t know what he’s
talking about.
Ms LOVELL — Mr Drum is right. The Premier
does not know what he is talking about, because you do
not lose 900 gigalitres every year regardless of how
much runs through the system. The government is now
acknowledging that. Its press releases are now saying
there are 600 to 800 gigalitres lost every year, but even
that is wrong, because we know that in the last two
years the losses in the system have been around only
500 gigalitres and the projected losses for the 2007–08
season are only about 450 gigalitres. So 900 gigalitres
are not lost every year — and you cannot save
450 gigalitres every year, because there is not that
amount of water.
We are never going to get to 100 per cent efficiency
because we use natural waterways and open channels to
deliver this water. If we got to 85 per cent, that would
be rather miraculous, but when there are only
450 gigalitres to be lost this year, getting to 85 per cent
would mean that only a maximum of 225 gigalitres
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could be found as savings, and that is combining
stage 1 and stage 2 of the project.
Lie no. 6 is the figures that have been used to describe
the savings. We know the government has said that
Melbourne will get one-third of the first stage of these
savings. The government has said that 225 gigalitres
can be found in the first stage, but as I have just
demonstrated, if the losses are lower, we may find that
is the figure for the entire stage 1 and stage 2. The
government says it can save half the losses, but it keeps
quoting that as half of 900 gigalitres, and I have just
demonstrated that that is not right. It says it will save
225 gigalitres in the first stage and 200 gigalitres in the
second stage, which is to be funded by the federal
government. But the Auditor-General has questioned
the savings, based on a lack of detail in the food bowl
proposal that the government adopted and also full
validation of those savings. There has been no
independent audit of the savings to establish whether
these figures are correct. We know that the water will
go to Melbourne before the savings are even achieved.
The water will go to Melbourne in 2010, yet the first
stage of the investment in infrastructure is not expected
to be completed even in 2015.
What if the savings are not found? Melbourne will still
get its water regardless of how much is found or
whether any is found at all. The Premier has confirmed
this. He said Melbourne will get more than one-third of
the water. Last week on the Premier’s website was a
statement, which I printed today, confirming that
Melbourne will get more than one-third of the savings
in the first stage. That is because the government has
dropped the savings for the first stage from
225 gigalitres to only 200 gigalitres. In the record of an
interview discussing the 2.00 a.m. lockout, the Premier
spoke about the food bowl modernisation and said:
…we’re actually creating new water and … There will be on
average 200 gigalitres …Melbourne will use 75 gigalitres of
that.

That is, more than one-third of this new water that our
Premier is creating will be delivered to Melbourne. But
the government’s promise was that only one-third of
the savings would go to Melbourne. If the savings turn
out to be only 150 gigalitres, Melbourne is still going to
get 75, because the Premier has confirmed that
Melbourne will get 75, no matter what. Therefore lie
no. 6 is that Melbourne will get only one-third of the
savings.
Lie no. 7 revolves around the government ads that
appeared in the papers last Tuesday and claims that
46 signatories to the ads represented close to 1 million
people who supported the pipeline. Why do I refer to it
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as a government ad when it appeared that it may have
been a community ad? It is a little bit confusing, and
even the Premier himself is a little bit confusing.
The advertisement refers to the Foodbowl Unlimited
Forum as proudly supporting this advertisement. We all
know that Foodbowl Unlimited has been the recipient
of government funds, so I guess that shows that if it is a
recipient of government funds and it is funding this
advertisement, then it could be a government
advertisement. But it was the Premier who made us
think that it was a government advertisement, because
when he was interviewed on ABC radio about this
particular advertisement — he was in Ballarat at the
time — he was asked about the protest in Melbourne
and the advertisement in that morning’s paper, and he is
reported as saying to the interviewer: ‘Look at my ad.
Look at my ad, Jess, please. Look at the ad’.
Then when Jess said to the Premier, ‘Is that the ad in
the papers?’, the Premier said yes. Was that a Freudian
slip? ‘My ad’? We are all a little bit confused. Is it a
community advertisement or is it a government
advertisement? Either way the Premier has lied because
he has said it is ‘my’ advertisement on the one hand and
then he tried to pass it off as a community — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! The member is able to refer to lies, but not to
personalise them to a member of Parliament.
Ms LOVELL — Lie no. 8 is that the majority of
northern Victorians support this project. We know that
to be untrue. WIN Television has run polls which have
recorded 97 per cent to 98 per cent of people being
against this project. Just yesterday ABC radio
conducted an SMS poll, and by 10.00 a.m. 530 people
had registered their opposition to the north–south
pipeline and only 26 had registered as being in favour
of the north–south pipeline.
John Corboy, one of the proponents of this project in
northern Victoria, went on ABC radio and tried to
defend the position by saying that the Plug the Pipe
group was highly motivated and had motivated its
troops to call in. One respondent to the SMS poll was
so enraged by this comment that they contacted the
ABC to say that they were not a member of the Plug the
Pipe group, no-one had contacted them and told them
how to vote, they were quite capable of having their
own opinion and were insulted by Mr Corboy
dismissing their view just because it was different to
his. This is how the community feels about the Premier
as well. It is insulted when the Premier dismisses its
concerns. People have a right to have a difference of
opinion to the government.
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Not only does the government misrepresent people’s
views, but the Premier also says that the majority of
northern Victorians are in favour of this pipeline. In fact
in the same interview I previously referred to, the
Premier said that the advertisement that was in the
paper last week was signed by ‘people who represent
hundreds of thousands of country Victorians’. He said
that if you went through the list of the employees of the
companies and the members of these groups, you
would probably find it was closer to a million than
hundreds of thousands of people. While these
companies may have signed this advertisement, it does
not mean they represents the views of their employees
or their members.
The president of Northern Victorian Irrigators is on the
list. I am a member of Northern Victorian Irrigators and
I do not support this project. In fact Northern Victorian
Irrigators have never been asked to vote on this project.
There was a meeting at which a motion was moved, but
it was very misleading. At that stage there were about
800 members of Northern Victorian Irrigators, but only
160 people voted. The motion that was moved was, ‘Do
people support $1 billion worth of investment into the
irrigation infrastructure’. That is not saying, ‘Do you
support that investment in return for piping water to
Melbourne?’. It was a misleading motion that has been
used to support this project.
I know of another signatory to this advertisement who,
if he took the time to walk around his workplace and
talk to his employees, would learn that his stance on
this issue is not supported by the majority of his
workforce. I know that because I know a number of
people who work there. I speak to them regularly and
they hold a different opinion to that of their employer.
When we look at the 46 signatories to this particular
advertisement, we find that at least a quarter of them are
state government appointees or paid bureaucrats, and
many of the companies that have signed it are either
direct beneficiaries of contracts or consultancies that are
related to this project or they have received other
government funding. Three trade unions are signatories,
so of course they are going to be in favour of the state
government position.
We know that the Premier and the minister know in
their heart of hearts that the majority of northern
Victorians are against this pipeline. That is why they
have to sneak into the Goulburn Valley to meet with
their mates. If they announce a visit they know they are
going to be surrounded by protesters. On the Friday
before last there was a protest at Kyabram. It had been
reported that the Premier was going to be at that
particular event, which was the turning of the sod for
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the food bowl modernisation project, but the Premier
chickened out. He did not turn up because he knew he
would be surrounded by protesters.
Last week’s rally on the steps of Parliament House was
attended by over 1000 Victorians, and that should have
sent a very strong message to the Premier. But instead
of listening to the community, he chose to insult the
organisers. He chose to insult them by calling them liars
and by launching an appalling personal attack on Mike
Dalmau, who was only exercising his democratic right
to protest. John Brumby has resorted to the schoolyard
bullying tactics of insults and abuse. When a
government, and in particular a Premier, is prepared to
stoop so low as to launch personal attacks on the
community, it shows it is losing the argument because
those are the tactics of a desperate government.
Finally, I would just like to compare this project with
another significant project — a particular Labor
government project — that was also based on a lie. This
is, of course, the promise that it would build the
Scoresby freeway. Does everyone remember that word
‘freeway’? The Scoresby freeway — what a laugh! The
government said categorically prior to the 2002
elections that there would be no tolls on this road. Then,
post the election, the government announced the road
was to be tolled. So what did it do to try and ease the
community anger about these tolls? It changed the
name of the project: the Scoresby freeway became the
EastLink tollway. Like a magician’s trick — or what
the government thinks is a magician’s trick — it thinks
that by changing the name it can just make the former
promise disappear. It thinks, ‘We can make the promise
of a freeway disappear by changing its name to
EastLink’, that with a click of its fingers or a twitch of
its nose, just like a magician, it can make it disappear.
Now it seems that that will be the recipe for all
unpopular government projects. The government will
say, ‘We will make a popular announcement prior to
the election. After the election we’ll do the unpopular
backflip, and then when the project becomes distasteful
to the electorate, we’ll change the name’, and that is
exactly what it has done with the food bowl
modernisation and the north–south pipeline.
Prior to the election the government promised that no
water would be pumped from north of the Great
Dividing Range to the south. Post the election it said,
‘Now we’re going to take the water from north of the
Divide and pipe it down to Melbourne, and we’re also
going to tie any investment in irrigation infrastructure
into that pipeline. When the project becomes unpopular,
we’ll just change the name’, and that is what it has
done. I actually got a letter last week from one of the
ministers who said, ‘You wrote to me regarding the
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food bowl modernisation and the north–south pipeline.
These have now been renamed: food bowl
modernisation is now called Northern Victorian
Infrastructure Renewal Project, and the north–south
pipeline is now referred to as the Sugarloaf
interconnector’. So it has changed the name to make the
anger go away. But the community will not be fooled,
nor will it put up with John Brumby’s bullyboy tactics
and insults.
Community members know that this project is wrong,
and they know that the government has not been quite
truthful with them in dealing with this project. They
also know that it is not the Plug the Pipe group who are
telling the lies. John Brumby will regret the day that he
resorted to name calling and insults. We all know that
the community will rise above this and it will reject
John Brumby. We all know that John Brumby is an
unelected Premier whom nobody wants. He has a
history of not being wanted. The good people of
Bendigo did not want him when he was their federal
member, so they showed him the door. The Labor Party
in opposition did not want him when he was their
opposition leader, so they showed him the door. And in
2010 the people of Victoria will get to have their say.
The north–south pipeline and John Brumby’s attitude to
anyone who opposes it will be his downfall. The people
John Brumby insults today will have the last laugh in
2010, when Victoria shows John Brumby the door.
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — Firstly, let us just
get things clear on the table. People opposed to this
project — the Plug the Pipe group — have been
running around Victoria saying all the things that
Ms Lovell has just said, which are not true. They have
been making accusations that the government is not
telling the truth, that the government has misled people
and that the government is not telling the truth about the
investment that it is putting into water in this state.
When a bit of pressure goes back — and when a bit of
pressure gets put back on the other side — they are all
squealing.
Mr Drum — Where are the facts?
Mr VINEY — The facts are that this government is
investing. Mr Drum, you can keep screaming for the
facts; if you want to listen, I will give them to you.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! Through the Chair!
Mr VINEY — The facts are that this government is
investing in the largest investment in water
infrastructure that this state has ever seen —
$4.9 billion across the state — and in the food bowl
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region, the government is investing $1 billion into the
food bowl modernisation project. Let us be clear: the
modernisation of our irrigation system would not
happen if there were not $600 million from the
government and $100 million from Melbourne water
users. How could it happen? Are the members opposite
suggesting that irrigators ought to pay the full
$1 billion?
Ms Lovell — On a point of order, Acting President,
Mr Viney has misrepresented what I said. I did not say
irrigators should pay the price — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr VINEY — I am not sure what the opposition is
proposing to do to modernise the food bowl project, but
if the government did not put in $600 million and the
Melbourne water users $300 million, it would be
$900 million short, because the irrigators are putting in
$100 million.
Ms Lovell — The Howard government is.
Mr VINEY — Okay, I will come to the Howard
government and stage 2. I will come to the
commonwealth government and stage 2 of the project
in a minute, but let us deal with stage 1 — $1 billion
worth of investment, of which irrigators are putting in
$100 million. How on earth could the food bowl
modernisation project occur without that? Let us just be
clear: in the food bowl, every year irrigation is losing
through evaporation and leakage almost twice the
amount of water that Melbourne uses every year. That
is lost every year in the system.
Mr Drum — Where does it go?
Mr VINEY — It goes through evaporation and into
the ground.
Mr Drum — Does it go in the aquifers?
Mr VINEY — What is Mr Drum suggesting, that
ultimately it is going to go into the atmosphere and fall
as rain somewhere else? Where does Mr Drum want to
send it to — South America? Does he want our water
out of the food bowl to fall as rain in South America? I
do not know. That is a good idea; let us tell the
irrigators that.
Mr Drum — Does it go into the aquifers?
Mr VINEY — Some of it does.
Mr Drum — Thank you. And what happens to that
aquifer water?
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Mr VINEY — It is lost every year. So what are we
going to do? We are going to modernise the system,
and in stage 1 — $1 billion — we are going to return
one-third of that water to the irrigators, one-third of the
water to the rivers, and one-third of the water to
Melbourne. Out of the $900 million investment from
the government and Melbourne water users,
75 gigalitres is coming to Melbourne. In actual fact, if
you think about the $600 million the government is
putting in, you have to ask: where does that come from?
That comes from general tax revenue. Where does
general tax revenue come from? It comes from all
Victorians. I asked the planning minister before what
Melbourne’s population is, and it is about 80 per cent of
the Victorian population, so out of the $600 million it is
fair to say that somewhere between $400 and
$500 million has been drawn from Melbourne people.
Some $500 million plus $300 million gives us about
$800 million, so somewhere between $700 million and
$800 million of the total project cost is probably being
paid for by people from Melbourne. According to that
lot over there, the people of Melbourne should not get
anything — they should just pay for it!
What we heard from Ms Lovell is not only an attack on
the Premier but an extraordinary attack on a whole
range of people in her own electorate — a whole range
of people who dared to differ from what Ms Lovell
said, criticising people for putting an ad in the papers
saying, ‘We actually think this is a pretty good idea,
this project’. People like Andrew Prentice, the CEO
(chief executive officer) of Eastfield Orchards — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! One moment, Mr Viney. We know that
Mr Viney has a tendency to inspire interjections. I ask
members to desist and to allow him to complete his
contribution to the debate without assistance.
Mr VINEY — Ms Lovell has been busy criticising
people who dared to advertise their opinion that the
pipeline is a pretty good idea. People like Andrew
Prentice, the CEO (chief executive officer) of Eastfield
Orchards; Oz Pac Australia Pty Ltd; Michael Zurcas,
the CEO of Zurcas Coolstores; Russell Pell, the chair of
the Central Goulburn modernisation committee; Geoff
Akers, a member of the Northern Victorian
Infrastructure Renewal Project; Peter McCamish, the
director of Water for Rivers; Nigel Garrard, the
managing director of SPC Ardmona; Richard Guy,
former chairman of the Bendigo Bank and chairman of
the Northern Victoria Infrastructure Renewal Project;
Colin Rees of Mangalore Airport Australia; Stuart Rea,
a dairy farmer; Peter Bicknell, a senior partner of
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M B+M Accountants; John Pettigrew, a member of the
Goulburn Broken Catchment Management Authority;
Suzanna Sheed; Rocky Varapodio of Varapodio
Orchards; Ross McPherson from McPherson Media
Group — —
Ms Lovell — On a point of order, Acting President,
I would like to correct Mr Viney. Mr Viney
pronounced Stuart Rea’s last name as ‘ree’ but it should
be pronounced ‘ray’.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr VINEY — I am reading from an extensive list,
and I am trying to do it quickly for the benefit of the
house. There is an extensive list of people from
Ms Lovell’s region who are in favour of this project.
For Ms Lovell to come into this chamber and say that
those people do not understand the people who work
for them or the views of the people of northern Victoria
is just plain wrong.
There is considerable support for this project. A
problem with the project is that people who have a
political axe to grind and who are failed politicians —
like the Liberal Party member who ran for the lower
house seat of Seymour twice and got beaten twice —
are running a political campaign to try to criticise a
project that is going to benefit the people of northern
Victoria.
In regard to addressing the truth, Mr Dalmau firstly said
that the water is not there to take. Even the VFF said in
a press release of 3 October 2007 that water will be
generated from the food bowl modernisation project.
Mr Dalmau then said that there would be a loss in food
production — what nonsense! We are putting $1 billion
into the food bowl modernisation project to create more
water for the irrigators in the region and to pour water
into our stressed rivers. Mr Dalmau said that that will
cause a loss of food. What absolute, arrant nonsense!
These are the sorts of comments we are responding to.
It is nonsense that has been propagated across northern
Victoria by a failed politician who is an aspirant to the
other place. He missed out twice — —
Mrs Petrovich — On a point of order, Acting
President, I believe the member opposite is reflecting
on someone in the community who has an opinion
which they are entitled to hold in the community. I
think it is most unfair.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mrs Peulich) —
Order! That is not a point of order. It is only disorderly
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to reflect on members of this chamber or the other place
or to use unparliamentary language.
Mr VINEY — Mr Dalmau went on to say that the
Murray–Darling Basin is in crisis and that this project
would exacerbate it. The food modernisation project
means there will be more water for the rivers. There
will be 175 billion more litres of water because of the
project.
The government is investing in putting water back into
the river system. Some opponents of the project are
almost saying, ‘We want to forget about that. We are
just going to talk about the bit of water that is going to
Melbourne’. About the same amount of water is being
saved in stage 1 and in stage 2 of the project. There are
$1 billion worth of Victorian government initiatives and
$1 billion that we managed to negotiate is coming from
the Rudd Labor government. We could not get any
progress on an agreement from the Howard federal
government regarding the Murray–Darling Basin
project because it was playing politics with this issue.
We had to wait for a change of federal government so
we could actually get some sense from a government
that recognised that the Victorian government had
already invested substantially in the river systems, the
irrigation systems and the water systems in Victoria. A
further $1 billion was put into stage 2, with 50 per cent
of that water going into the rivers and 50 per cent going
back to the irrigators. I cannot do the maths while on
my feet, because I am not as good as that, but one-third
of stage 1 savings is significantly less than one-third of
both stages. It is probably somewhere closer to
one-sixth. From all this investment and work a small
amount of water, 75 gigalitres, goes to Melbourne and
hundreds of gigalitres go back to the farmers and into
the rivers. This project is an absolute no-brainer. It will
stop the loss of water that is occurring from a
clapped-out irrigation system, it will put water back into
the rivers, it will give water back to the farmers and it
will give a little bit to Melbourne. Melbourne is paying
far and away the lion’s share of the cost of the project.
Melbourne taxpayers are paying between
$600 million and $700 million in one form or another
for this project.
The next thing Mr Dalmau said was that there are better
solutions for Melbourne’s water problems. The
government is dealing with these problems in a whole
range of ways, including the incredible water savings
Melbourne people have made in their own use of
water — they have reduced their water usage by over
20 per cent. Not only that, the government is investing
in a desalination plant to create more water. What is the
next thing we are doing? We are looking at a way to
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recycle more water; we are looking at the eastern
treatment plant and how we can reuse that water. There
are a range of projects across Melbourne to deal with
the water issues we are facing in Melbourne. Mr Drum
is laughing — —
Mr Drum interjected.
Mr VINEY — He is laughing about the issue of
water. But what is the solution of The Nationals to this
issue? Their solution is to dam the Mitchell River or
dam the Macalister River in Gippsland. They ran a
campaign in Morwell saying that Melbourne was
stealing Gippsland’s water and sending back its poo.
Their solution, which they spruik in northern Victoria,
is to dam the Macalister River or the Mitchell River.
But The Nationals are not running that out in
Gippsland. No, they do not talk about that. I would like
to see Mr Drum run that in his Gippsland campaign
right now. Run it in the campaign: ‘We want to dam the
Mitchell and the Macalister and send the water to
Melbourne’. Talk about untruths! I remind the house of
The Nationals’ untruth in the last election with what it
did in the seat of Morwell; and it is mind blowing to
realise what their real proposals are. The next line from
Mr Dalmau was to say:
To me the pipeline to Melbourne proposal is a con job; to
think that we must give up our water to Melbourne; give
away our future, our jobs to pay for this.

The food bowl modernisation project is about securing
the future for northern Victoria, about securing jobs,
about securing the future there in terms of securing
water supplies for the irrigators and about securing the
jobs and the industry that flow through all of that. It is
about putting a $1 billion investment into that region —
in fact $2 billion when you take into account stage 2.
This is one of the few times I have ever heard a political
party come into this place and oppose a $2 billion
project in its region. It is absolutely extraordinary. The
logic of this is that if you do not think Melbourne
should get a share of the water, if you do not think
Melbourne should be receiving some of the benefit,
when it is paying somewhere around about 70 per cent
or more of the total project cost, how on earth could it
happen? How could you say to people, the taxpayers of
Melbourne, ‘Yes, you pay for it all, but you get none of
the benefits’?
This is about Victoria’s water. It is about securing the
whole system. It is about making sure we have a grid
across the whole state. It is about drought proofing
Victoria. It is about dealing with the climate change
issues that the people opposite pretended for so long did
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not exist. We had debates in this chamber in the last
Parliament where members opposite denied that
climate change was an issue that we had to deal with.
That was the debate we had in this chamber only four
or five years ago.
This project is about the Victorian government’s efforts
to ensure that we have a secure future in Victoria,
understanding that water is a precious resource, by
changing people’s habits in terms of how we use water;
changing the habits of all the water authorities in terms
of increasing the amount of reuse; and looking at ways
of creating more water, such as the desalination plant
and improving our irrigation systems, which is
occurring in the food bowl project. This is about
investing in all Victorians, making sure that all
Victorians accept their responsibilities in reasonable
and sensible water use and accept their responsibility to
share it all with one another.
I have said to people in Gippsland who raised the
accusations that The Nationals made about Melbourne
stealing Gippsland’s water that it is complete nonsense
to be suggesting that Melbourne has its own water
supply. It does not. Melbourne has a water supply that
is based on the regions and where the rain falls, and to
be suggesting that Melbourne is stealing Gippsland’s
water or northern Victoria’s water or anyone else’s
water is nonsense. We are one community. We need to
share the resource together. We need to be
understanding of one another. And we do not need to
be driving a wedge between country Victorians and
Melburnians.
Ms Lovell interjected.
Mr VINEY — We do not need to be doing that. We
need to be recognising that Melburnians have a
responsibility to help pay — —
Mr Drum might shake his head, but we need to accept,
and you all ought to accept, that Melburnians have a
responsibility to help pay for modernising the irrigation
systems in northern Victoria. We absolutely have a
responsibility for that. Melburnians have a
responsibility to make sure that Melbourne’s
wastewater is treated and reused, and they need to pay
for that.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr VINEY — Through the eastern treatment plant.
Melburnians accept those responsibilities. There is
no-one in Melbourne who is objecting. I have not heard
anyone in Melbourne objecting to their taxes and their
money being used to modernise the irrigation systems
in northern Victoria, because they accept and
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understand the importance of the food bowl. They
accept and understand all of that, and they are prepared
to help farmers and irrigators to modernise the system.
They do not expect that farmers and irrigators should
have to pay such a massive amount of money to
modernise the system and to drought proof the farms
and those important regions that produce the food.
Melbourne absolutely needs the food bowl. It needs our
producers in Gippsland. Melbourne needs the coal in
the Latrobe Valley. But the food producers of this state
need Melbourne: they need Melbourne’s market, they
need all the infrastructure and everything that
Melbourne provides. It is a co-dependent relationship,
and we ought not be driving wedges between one side
and the other.
The people in the Plug the Pipe organisation have been
running out the line that the government is lying. They
have been doing it for months. But the truth is that they
are in fact telling untruths to the people of northern
Victoria. They are the ones that are misrepresenting the
situation here, as I have just shown using Mr Dalmau’s
comments. They are misleading people in northern
Victoria, and the government has a responsibility to set
the record straight — and it will. It will not sit by and
watch people like that mislead people in northern
Victoria for base political purposes.
This motion is nothing more than trying to ramp up
Mr Dalmau’s political aspirations. It is all about
winning seats at the next election. It is not about
looking after farmers in the food bowl. It is not about
looking after irrigators, because you could not say you
are going to help the irrigators and argue against this
project.
This is a great project for Victoria. It is going to deliver
water. It will deliver significant amounts of water —
hundreds of gigalitres — for irrigators. It will deliver
similar amounts of water for our stressed rivers and will
deliver 75 gigalitres of water for Melbourne. That,
combined with the savings that Melburnians are
making, combined with the increased reuse of water
from our treatment plants and combined with the new
desalination plants, will secure the important market for
our farmers — that is, Melbourne. Let us not kid
ourselves. As I said, this is a co-dependent relationship:
Melburnians need our farmers, and our farmers need
Melbourne. It is that relationship that will make this
state great.
For that to occur requires a government to believe in it
and to invest in it. That is what this project is about:
believing in all Victorians and investing in all
Victorians. That is what this project is about. It is a
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great project for Victoria. It is a shame that the
opposition is continuing to peddle the untruths of
Mr Dalmau, and it is a shame it is doing it for purely
political purposes. Anyone looking at this project
objectively would agree that it is an investment in the
future. As I have said in this house in numerous water
debates, there are some simple solutions to the issues of
drought and climate change: we need to use less water,
reuse water more, and we need to create more potable
water. It is no solution to dam more rivers, as The
Nationals propose, because all of our river systems
essentially are dammed and the dams are not full.
Ms Lovell interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Lovell!
Mr VINEY — There is no value in damming the
Mitchell or the Macalister. We need that water going
into the Gippsland Lakes, and they have already been
stressed.
This is about creating more water through modernising
a clapped-out irrigation system over 100 years old. That
is the solution: creating more water through
desalination, modernising our irrigation systems, using
less water, and reusing water more.
Finally I want to pick up on Ms Lovell’s comment
about the EastLink project, which did not seem at all
relevant to this debate. But I challenge each of the
opposition members who have banged on about tolls to
get up here before it actually opens and tell the house
they are not going to use it.
All those members over in the eastern suburbs should
tell us they are not going to use it because they are all
opposed to it. When they were last in government they
did nothing about it — a project that first appeared in
the Melway street directory in 1967. I went to the
library in Melbourne and went back through all the old
Melway street directories and the first time it appeared
was in 1967. As I said, Henry Bolte was Premier then,
and he did not build it; nor did Dick Hamer, Lindsay
Thompson, John Cain or Joan Kirner; nor did Jeff
Kennett, but Steve Bracks got it under way and John
Brumby will finish it. It is this government that actually
did it.
The members over there who are going on about tolls
would like to forget that the tolls went onto this project
when one of the companies their government sold our
railway system off to walked away. That is what
happened. It cost the state a billion dollars. We had to
find it. If Ms Lovell wants to raise it, then she can
promise never to use it because there are tolls on it.
Members opposite have gone on about it for so long
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that I would like each of them to get up here and tell us
they are not going to use it.

The PRESIDENT — Order! I now interrupt the
debate.

What has occurred is that the government has said quite
clearly that the political people who are associated with
this Plug the Pipe campaign have not been telling the
truth to the people of northern Victoria.

Debate interrupted.

Mrs Petrovich — On a point of order, President, the
member opposite has continued throughout this debate
to use unparliamentary language about a member of the
community by calling him a liar and implying that he is
telling untruths.

Following documents tabled by Clerk pursuant to
resolution of Council of 28 May:

The PRESIDENT — Order! There is no point of
order.
Mr VINEY — I have not once said that Mr Dalmau
is a liar. I have not actually said that, and I have not said
it of anyone. What I have highlighted in my
contribution to the debate is the fact that there are a
series of things which are not true. He has said a series
of things that are not true, and the government has
pointed out that these things are not true. I do not think
once in my speech I referred to any of them as a liar,
unlike Ms Lovell, who accused the Premier of telling
lies. I have not once used the word ‘lie’ in my speech. I
am saying that Mr Dalmau has not been telling the truth
in these claims, and I have gone through and pointed
out each time that one of these things — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, I
was, as you know, in the chair when Ms Lovell was
speaking, and I would hate Mr Viney to be reflecting
upon the capacity of the Chair to adhere to the
standards and forms of this house, because he is
misrepresenting what Ms Lovell said.
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(1) Catchment management authorities operating reports;
(2) Catchment management authorities compliance reports;
(3) RMCG, The Food Bowl Alliance — Modernising the
Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District, final draft report
prepared for the Department of Sustainability and
Environment (DSE), 2007;
(4) Business progress reporting (BPR), DSE database;
(5) DSE internal departmental paper on the proposals to
restructure the Office of Water, June 2007;
(6) Individual reports generated by water companies and
catchment management authorities tracking some
aspects of the strategy including water conservation and
recycling;
(7) Annual Review of the Central Region referred to in
PricewaterhouseCoopers and Snowy Mountains
Engineering Corporation, DSE Central Region
Sustainable Water Strategy Annual Review Framework,
prepared for the DSE, Melbourne, 2007;
(8) Spreadsheet reviewed by the Auditor-General tracking
all of the 129 strategy actions, October 2007;
(9) Draft text for inclusion in the DSE 2007 annual report in
response to reporting requirements for regional
sustainable water strategies under section 22J of the
Water Act 1989;

The PRESIDENT — Order! Again there is no
point of order.

(10) Draft document from DSE setting out proposed
reporting protocols;

Mr VINEY — I will not go down that path. Let me
be clear: this project is essential for Victoria. It is an
essential project to bring all Victorians together to
recognise that we have a co-dependency: that we all
need water and that we all have a responsibility to fund
the creation of the water and sometimes to share it. That
is what this is about. We are all Victorians. We have a
precious resource in water. We have difficulties
associated with the drought and with climate change,
and we need to respond. This government has
responded. It has responded in a comprehensive way
that will secure water for all Victorians into the future,
and where the government is criticised by people who
are not telling the truth it will call them to account.

(11) Mid-2006 Victorian Water Trust (VWT) evaluation
report;
(12) VWT progress report to the VWT advisory council for
period up to June 2007, assembled by the VWT
secretariat within DSE;
(13) VWT project register, listing of actual expenditure by
project produced by the DSE finance division covering
the period up to June 2007;
(14) Business progress reporting (BPR) documents for VWT
projects, November 2007;
(15) PricewaterhouseCoopers, DSE Water Industry
Governance Review, draft report, prepared for DSE,
Melbourne, 2006; and
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(16) DSE draft terms of reference — integration working
group.

The Clerk — I also lay on the table a letter from the
Attorney-General on behalf of the executive
government received on 11 June 2008 claiming
executive privilege in relation to the
PricewaterhouseCoopers, Desalination Procurement
Options Analysis — Full Report, prepared for DSE
(Department of Sustainability and Environment),
Melbourne, 2007. As executive privilege is claimed, the
Attorney-General states that the document will not be
produced to the Legislative Council.
The Attorney-General further advises that one of the
documents referred to in the resolution of the Council,
the final business case covering the food bowl project,
cannot be identified and therefore has not been
provided.

WATER: PLUG THE PIPE PROTEST
Debate resumed.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I must take this
opportunity to respond to Mr Viney’s claims that The
Nationals are only calling for dams on the Mitchell
River. Mr Viney must have a short memory, because
Peter Hall stood in this very place less than a month ago
detailing some plans for recycling that would see
Melbourne attain something like 150 gigalitres per
annum — if only it would recycle instead of tipping
350 gigalitres a year into Gunnamatta and Point Wilson
at Werribee. Mr Viney does not want to answer all that.
He does not want to go there. He just wants to be
selective with the facts that he chooses to purport as
coming from the opposition side.
Mr Viney also forgets to talk about the $1.8 billion — it
has probably gone over $2 billion now — in public
sector dividends that come out of various water
authorities around the state. It is okay for this
government to take $2 billion in water dividends from
the various water authorities around the state, but when
it comes time to reinvest that money back into the water
authorities and to fix up the infrastructure, it cannot do
that. It has to find another source, and in this instance it
has called it Melbourne Water. It says, ‘We will leave
the $2 billion from public sector dividends in the bank;
we will get some money from Melbourne Water,
because if we can get Melbourne Water to pay for the
infrastructure improvements, then somehow or other
we will be able to put our tag on any of the benefits
coming back to Melbourne’.
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When did it become Labor Party policy that any
services provided to regional Victoria have to have
some benefit for Melbourne? When does that become
public policy? We pay our share of taxes: whether it be
25 per cent from the people who live in the region or
27 per cent. Therefore, we expect schools to be built in
our regions, and we do not expect those schools to
provide any benefit to Melbourne. We expect to have
our own law courts and our own police stations. We
expect a whole range of government departments to be
built and to operate in our regions, and we do not
expect those regions to have to pay Melbourne for the
privilege of our money, our taxes, being reinvested
back into our area. This whole idea that the government
will take public sector dividends from water authorities
and keep that water is all against the backdrop of years
and years of water irrigators paying 100 per cent of
their costs and receiving less than 50 per cent of their
water allocation. That is the backdrop against which
this government has acted in the way that it has.
We can go on for years; we could pay 100 per cent of
the maintenance costs, the storage costs, the delivery
costs for the water, but we might get back 20 per cent,
30 per cent or 40 per cent of the water — and the
government thinks that is fair. The government thinks
that because it happens in the regions, people can put
up with it, but when it comes time for the government
to reinvest in that infrastructure that is generating all
that income, it says the benefits somehow or other have
to be shared with Melbourne. I do not know when that
became Labor Party policy.
What has now happened is that the government has
made a decision and it has gone back on a promise,
irrespective of whether you call it a lie or an untruth, or
whatever you call it. The government simply made a
promise before the last election, like the promise it
made in relation to the Scoresby freeway. It is exactly
the same. It makes one statement before an election,
and it makes another statement two or three weeks after
the election. It made a promise that it would not take
water from north of the Great Divide and pipe it to
Melbourne. We know historically that it is drier in the
north, and we know the catchments of Melbourne enjoy
significantly better rainfall. That is reflected in the
catchment storage capacities at the minute. The Eildon
Weir, which is in effect going to be the genesis for all
the water that is going to find its way into Melbourne, is
currently around 82 per cent or 83 per cent empty — so
it is at 12 per cent or 13 per cent of capacity at the
moment. Eppalock Weir, which also joins part of that
Goulburn system, is sitting at about 5 per cent or 6 per
cent of capacity at the moment. Melbourne, which is
going to be the beneficiary of this water, is currently
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sitting at just under 40 per cent of its capacity.
Historically it receives the bulk of the water.
The backdrop to all this is farmers paying for years and
receiving less. Will they get the opportunity to invest
the money they have been receiving in water dividends
back into the infrastructure? No. What is going to
happen is that Melbourne water users’ money is going
to be used, through Melbourne Water, and therefore
somehow or other it will be claimed that a shared
benefit has to be delivered back to Melbourne!
There were two peaceful protests, which in effect is
what the motion is about. The second one occurred last
week. People took time off from their work and drove
down to the city. There were 800-odd vehicles. Some
of those vehicles were held up and could not make it
here until 2 hours after the first vehicles had arrived at
Parliament House. What did we get? We got the
Premier of this state turning around and calling this
group of people liars.
Today Ms Lovell presented a petition that has been
signed by over 300 people from the Goulburn Valley
who want to express their views in this chamber. Is the
Premier going to call those 300 people liars? We will
be bringing petitions into this Parliament over the next
number of months. Does that mean that everybody who
signs the Plug the Pipe petitions is a liar? The
government has to be very careful not to disenfranchise
so many people in the Goulburn Valley. We can talk
about a whole range of statements which have been
made by this government and show that the
government has then gone back on those statements.
Promises have been broken. I agree with Ms Lovell
when she said earlier that when there is no coherent
argument left for the government — the ministers and
the Premier — it seems that the only thing they can turn
to is name-calling, saying northern Victorians are ugly,
ugly people and quasi-terrorists, and that the people
involved in the Plug the Pipe group are nothing but
liars, or are telling lies.
We have had pre-election promises such as that the
government would never take water from north of the
Divide and pipe it to Melbourne. That promise has been
broken. When this started to bubble through, the
Premier went to various shire councils and the
Municipal Association of Victoria and said, ‘I will not
do this unless we get full community support’. That
was a lie, because it was only the very next day,
without any sort of public support, that the government
went ahead and made the announcement.
Calculations on the water savings are based on a
100-year average. Mr Viney talks about members on
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this side of the chamber somehow being climate change
sceptics. The government is being deceitful with these
figures, because when it talks about the savings that
will be generated it refers to average rainfall over
100 years. It expects that the rain will start bucketing
down and deliver excess water into the system so that it
will be able to deliver all the expected savings. We are
in the midst of the worst 10 years of drought on record.
When it suits the government to talk about the worst
10 years of drought on record it will, and when it suits it
to talk about a 100-year average rainfall coming
through the system it will do that as well — and it will
do it in the same breath, because it has no shame. It
suits the government to say the rivers are going to be
flowing and that there will be water loss through
leakage and evaporation, because that will generate all
the losses it wants to support its savings figures. The
government cannot all of a sudden have it both ways,
but it tends to try to do that.
The government continues to promote the lie that this
project has irrigators’ support. The WIN TV poll that
was taken approximately four months ago showed that
the percentage of people against this was well into the
90s. Then only yesterday ABC radio received 530 calls
in 2 hours, which is a phenomenal response, and only
26 of those were from people who supported the
project. It is hard to believe the government can then
continue the lie that this project has community
support.
Mr Viney read out the advertisement which the Premier
called ‘my advertisement’, even though it was paid for
by the beneficiaries of government contracts. That is
fine; the government can do all that. Then Mr Viney
read out the names of the people who were prepared to
put their signatures to it, and there is no doubt that
many of them are not supportive of the pipeline. I can
tell members that one person who is not supportive of
the pipeline is Richard Guy, the chairman of the
infrastructure project. He is quite happy to spend
$1 billion in infrastructure improvements, but he does
not want to know anything about a pipeline taking
water to Melbourne.
Have members opposite got an answer for that? There
are people out there who have been pushed to the brink
in trying to get some money for infrastructure
improvements, but that is a totally different argument
altogether from taking the water to Melbourne — and
the government needs to understand that.
Some of the facts are: irrigators pay 100 per cent of
their water costs irrespective of how little water they
receive and irrigation infrastructure is owned and
maintained by the state government through the water
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authorities and they have been failing to supply
farmers, who have had less than half their water
allocation in recent years. The government decided to
invest in water infrastructure but not for the irrigators or
the environment alone. All of a sudden they said that
Melbourne must benefit from these improvements.
They could have used money from any part of the
budget that they wished to; they could have used
surplus money; they could have used borrowings or
money they derive from public sector dividends. They
decided to use Melbourne Water money, which all of a
sudden gives them a clasp on it and they can say, ‘If
Melbourne water users are paying for it, Melbourne
water users have to benefit from it’. It is a deceptive
way of mounting an argument to ensure that their plan
has merit.
I again reinforce the fact that we have a government
whose members are effectively saying that country
Victoria cannot benefit from the investment because, as
Mr Viney says, 75 per cent of the taxpayers live in
Melbourne. If we are to have any project based on the
fact that 75 per cent of the people who benefit from it
must be Melburnians, does it mean that this Labor
government will ensure that 75 per cent of the benefit
of anything built in the regions of Victoria has to
somehow be attributed to Melbourne? That is the most
ridiculous argument I have ever heard in this chamber.
Members of a government who purport to govern for
everybody and to support the regions are now turning
around and saying, ‘If all the money is going to be
generated in the city why would we spend it in the bush
unless there is something in it for the city?’. That is
Mr Viney’s government’s argument. That is the
argument of Mr Holding, the Minister for Water in the
other place, when he is says that if city money is going
to be invested in the bush there has to be something in it
for Melbourne!
This is the first time we have ever had a government in
this state whose members have laid down this precursor
before it starts spending money in the regions — that
there has to be something in it for us! It is the most
disgusting policy that a government has ever come up
with and yet its members think they are right. Not only
do they think they are right but they think that anyone
who dares to disagree with them does not understand
what they are talking about. They do not want to have a
discussion. This mob wants to have an argument and
when they are finished with the argument they want to
make sure that they kick your head in. If you dare stick
to your opinion, which may be different from theirs,
they are going to make sure that they kick your head
right off!
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Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I used to
mock people who talked about turning the rivers inland
or piping water from the tropics to the southern states,
but when I see the Brumby government’s approach to
water management and the fact that its members are
serious, I am left without words.
The Greens have a strong view, obviously, against the
pipeline. That is based on the fact that there are plenty
of opportunities left to conserve water and to reduce
water consumption within Melbourne’s own system.
There are large amounts of water coming off our roofs
and off our hard surfaces that are not anywhere near
being captured — and that is even before we start
getting into the vexed question of recycling sewage.
So far the debate has produced more heat than light and
certainly more decibels in the last few minutes. That is
really the government’s responsibility because this is
their project. They need to put more light on the
proposal and say what the true benefits are, who is
paying, what will be delivered and what guarantees
there are around that.
Recently I was present when the Minister for Water in
the other place was asked about the economics of the
north–south pipeline. He told us what the capital cost
was and the volume of water that would be going
through the pipe. Although he was repeatedly pressed
about the actual business case or at least the cost that
that water would be delivered to us for, he just repeated
those two figures over and over again. That is
unsatisfactory because it is actually not that hard. To
know the delivered cost of water in real terms, all we
really need to know is the capital cost, the volume of
water, the effective life of the project, whatever
terminal value they are going to put on it and the
operating costs. The operating costs are, of course, a
considerable concern because the project involves
pumping large amounts of water for a long time to
come. There was no response on the business case.
Here, in the middle of this debate, interestingly
coincidentally, the government has just rushed in with a
pile of papers that relate to a previous request of the
Council to provide a little more transparency around
some of its water decisions. Obviously I have not had
time to examine those documents just yet, as they are
being photocopied by the papers office as we speak. I
certainly hope some answers are in those documents.
Members know that Melbourne as a city is a relatively
small user of water compared with the irrigation
system. If you exclude the irrigation system, the urban
water use in Australia is actually quite small. If you
look at Melbourne’s particular uses relative to its own
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immediate catchment, it is starting to put some
considerable demands on those rivers.
At the moment I am paying about $1 a kilolitre for
water — that is what my last water bill indicated. That
is about $1000 a megalitre. While these sorts of water
rights cannot be directly compared to other rights out
there for farm water, there are not too many people,
certainly not in the Goulburn Valley, who can snap up
water for $1000 a megalitre permanently, with 100 per
cent certainty. Remember that the water I am getting is
100 per cent certain: I do not get 20 per cent of my
water right in a dry year, I always get the megalitres I
request. The water is delivered to me in my house
through quite an expensive system — more expensive
than the usual method of channels and so forth — and it
is a perpetual water right.
Ms Lovell — And it’s potable.
Mr BARBER — And it’s potable, as Ms Lovell
points out. There are considerable costs there, yet I am
paying a lot less for water than others pay.
Now we are going to link up the agricultural system to
the urban system, but the cost at my end will not reflect
the true cost — or maybe the cost at the rural end is not
reflecting the true cost. Nevertheless, if you sat in
Melbourne and looked at your different water options,
you would be surprised to find there were so many
options available for $1000 a megalitre. If the
government is saying that it is selling me water at
$1000 a megalitre because it can supply water at
$1000 a megalitre — if marginal revenue is in fact
being matched up with marginal cost — that is
interesting, because what I hear about desalination,
what I guess about the north–south pipeline and what I
am finding in relation to the other projects is that they
will end up supplying water that will be a lot more
expensive than that. If the next option at the margin for
producing water for Melbourne is more expensive, then
those price signals should be coming back down the
line to an ordinary user like me.
It would also help if the government made a clear
decision about what it wants to do about water
restrictions. They come on and they go off, they move
up and they move down, and that does not tell me or
other investors whether we should be investing in our
own water-saving options. It does not tell me, for
example, whether I should be buying more water tanks
and capturing more water from my roof and so on, and
nor would it tell anybody else out there — with the
capacity and capital to invest in water saving — any
new development, any large factory or any municipal
council. No wonder the whole thing is so stuffed up.
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Melbourne Water runs on a user-pays system under the
framework of the national competition policy. I know
that because the Premier, as the then Treasurer, told me
exactly that in an estimates committee hearing last year.
That is the framework under which water authorities
are meant to be managed. The burden of proof is really
on the government to provide us with the information
we need to make the sorts of comparisons that are
essential for this to be a rational, reasoned debate.
In relation to this project, the food bowl
modernisation, there is also the question of
environmental flows. Allegedly the savings to the
environment are guaranteed, but if this project has
received only qualified or tacit support from certain
environmental groups, I would say that is because the
government has been less than clear about how it is
going to guarantee the environment’s share of the
purported savings from this project. If the savings
themselves are under question and no such security is
being offered for environmental water, then as always
the environment is going to end up at the very back of
the queue, behind urban users and farmers. That is of
real concern to the Greens. We are talking about a
heritage river. We are talking about a river that flows
out of that small area, the high country — perhaps
15 per cent of the Murray–Darling Basin — and is
responsible for the vast majority of the water
production. That is the reason we are tapping into the
Goulburn River. There is a lot of water in the Goulburn.
There is a lot of water in it because it rises out of
mountain forests. Yet we are continuing to log those
mountain forests and reduce their water yield.
I have read the published food bowl modernisation
proposal, and the issue I am really concerned about is
that it is extremely lacking in detail. In particular there
is a lack of certainty about the environmental flows that
have been promised and put forward as a benefit.
We now have the opportunity to examine some
documents that the upper house has requested. Notable
among the documents that have been refused, as
indicated by the letter just tabled by the Clerk, is the
PricewaterhouseCoopers Desalination Procurement
Options Analysis of August last year. Given that
pipelines, desalination, water conservation, water tanks,
recycled sewage and stormwater capture are all options
that should be given the opportunity to compete with
each other on a level playing field, it is less than
satisfactory that the government is hiding its case.
During the last sitting week I described the government
in this place in its political journey as being like a
bunch of scared people in a castle pouring boiling oil
over anybody who comes near the drawbridge. Last
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week we saw exactly that. We saw a peaceful protest
on the steps of Parliament House and the government
venting its political bile all over those individuals.
Despite that, government members are now walking in
here and making claims of so-called executive privilege
in relation to the information everybody is trying to
debate.
If this is such a great project, the government will be
keen to spread the good news and release the
documents that relate to the business case and answer
these important questions. If the government is not
going to be open and transparent about that, then it can
expect to be stuck in a debate that continues to generate
an increasing amount of heat. For that reason, the
Greens will support the motion.
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I am very
pleased to rise and make a contribution to this debate. I
speak against the motion that is before the chamber.
This is a very emotive issue, and there is a lot of
emotion out there in the electorate. There is a lot of
emotion about water, not just in my electorate of
Northern Victoria Region but right across the state,
because right across the state we have been
experiencing the drought. It does not matter whether
you live in the city or in the country, in rural and
regional Victoria, the drought has been felt and all of
Victoria is aware of it.
There are water restrictions in place. In some areas they
are far more severe than in others, but what I would say
about the devastating drought that has been with us for
some 11 years and the very severe impact it has been
having in rural and regional Victoria is that our
government — the Brumby Labor government — has
been prepared to step up to the mark and take very
decisive action to deal with the drought and with
climate change. We have not been prepared to just sit
back and pray for rain, although we have done a bit of
praying for rain as well, but we have not been prepared
to make that the action that we have taken. The action
that we have taken is directed at securing water for all
of Victoria and it is about securing water in our regional
areas, where we know that water is lost, and that is
what is happening in northern Victoria with the food
bowl modernisation project.
Where did the food bowl modernisation project come
from, where was its genesis and where did the idea for
it come from? It came from the people in the Goulburn
Valley area, from the food bowl group. The group came
up with the idea and presented it to government and we
have taken up the idea because it is a very sound one
and a very good one. The reason it is so good is that
anybody that has anything to do with the irrigation
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system, any experts who have looked at the irrigation
system — even those in the opposition who are
opposed to the food bowl modernisation project —
knows and cannot dispute that water is lost from that
ancient, antiquated irrigation system in northern
Victoria.
How is it lost? It is lost through evaporation, leakage,
seepage and overruns. How much water is lost is an
issue that has been raised by those on the other side.
Experts have looked very closely at the amount of
water that has been lost over a very long time. We have
had experts look at it over a short time that includes the
drought. We have also had experts who have looked at
it in view of climate change, which is upon us and is
likely to impact on us in the future. Every one of those
experts who have looked at this has come up with the
fact that hundreds of billions of litres of water are lost
in that irrigation system every time the system runs.
Mr Drum was saying, ‘How was this water lost? Where
does it go? It goes down to the aquifers’. This water is
not lost to the universe — it does not shoot off into
outer space — but this water is lost to our captured
irrigation systems so it is lost for the use of irrigation.
Mr Drum put forward a view that just because the water
is lost through seepage, leakage and overrun, we should
not worry about it because it is not lost. Even though
we have gone to all the trouble of capturing the water,
putting it in the irrigation system, sending it to the
irrigators and to the farmers to be used: we should not
worry that it overruns, that it leaks, seeps and
evaporates. He says: let’s not worry about that because
it all still ends up in our system, it ends up in our
aquifers, it ends up in our rivers and it ends up being
evaporated into the clouds and it will rain down on us
somewhere.
That is correct; that is what happens to the water. But
that is exactly the same as saying that if you are driving
through Shepparton and see the water main burst and
the water shooting up into the air, Goulburn Valley
Water does not really need to do anything about fixing
that leakage and stopping that water gushing up into the
air by fixing the pipe, because the water is not lost. The
water will go down the gutter and end up in the river
somewhere; it will end up in the aquifer system
somewhere. This water in our irrigation system is
captured water. It is water that is part of our irrigation
system. It is water that is lost to those who need it most.
The water that is lost could be used for irrigation, but
because it seeps, leaks, evaporates and overruns it is no
longer there for the farmers to use for the production of
food. We are talking about hundreds of billions of litres
of water.
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The Brumby Labor government has put together a food
bowl modernisation project that will capture that water
and ensure that it does not leak, does not seep, does not
overrun. We are putting $1 billion into the food bowl
modernisation project that will save some 225 billion
litres of water. That is just for stage 1. Not only have
we been prepared to commit that level of funding, but
stage 2 of the project, which the commonwealth
government has recently signed up to, will recover
another 200 billion litres of water to be shared between
the irrigators and the Murray River.
This is a situation where we are all in it together. City
and country, we are all experiencing the drought and
we are all experiencing climate change. This is a shared
project in which we will capture this water and share
the outcomes. It is a shared expense paying for the
project. What has to be understood is that this is a
$2 billion project, an enormous project. Before the
federal government even put its $1 billion in, it was still
to be the largest project that any government has ever
put into regional Victoria to fix up the antiquated and
degraded irrigation system. That $1 billion will be put
together in a shared way, with $600 million from
Victorian taxpayers, $300 million from Melbourne
Water and $100 million from the irrigators through
Goulburn-Murray Water.
The outcomes will be shared, with 75 gigalitres of
water coming to Melbourne. Given that there is
$600 million of taxpayers money and $300 million of
Melbourne Water money involved, it is not
unreasonable that 75 gigalitres of the 225 gigalitres that
is going to be saved will come to Melbourne. The water
will be shared with Melbourne, but the irrigators will
get additional water and the environment will get
additional water.
With the extra $1 billion of funding that is being put
into stage 2 by the federal government, the 200 billion
litres of water there will be shared between irrigators
and the environment, so by far and away the majority of
this water that is being saved is staying in northern
Victoria. It will be going to either the irrigators or to the
environment, both of which need to have water
security. We know how stressed our river systems
are — everybody in this chamber knows that — and we
know that our irrigators require that water to be
delivered through a modernised irrigation system in
order to be able to capture that water that is now being
lost.
Mr Drum says, ‘You should not worry about this’. Why
are we worried about water loss? We are we worried
about this? Of course are worried about it because it is
hundreds of billions of litres of water. Our government,
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along with the federal government, is putting forward a
package that will ensure that that captured water is not
lost in an antiquated irrigation system.
I want to speak briefly about some of the very
deliberate misinformation out there. I am very
concerned about this politically driven misinformation
circulated by the opposition and the Plug the Pipe
people, because it really plays on people in northern
Victoria who are living through an extended drought
and who are very anxious and very nervous about their
water security for the future. This plays on their
anxieties and causes them a great deal of unnecessary
stress. It is politically driven and motivated. I think
Mr Viney is absolutely right: Mike Dalmau, who is a
spokesperson for Plug the Pipe, is part of the
opposition. There is no doubt about that. He is a
member of the Liberal Party and he peddles the
opposition’s views of the world. He is a twice-failed
Liberal Party candidate, and he is simply using this and
the anxieties of people in northern Victoria for his own
political gain: we will see him back again as a candidate
at the next election. I am quite sure about that.
Melbourne Water’s $300 million investment to
modernise the irrigation system is a very significant
one. The $600 million from the Victorian taxpayers is
significant, and it is only fair that they receive some
benefit from this project. It will be, as I said, the biggest
investment that has been made by a government in
regional Victoria in living memory. Without this
investment from Melbourne Water and Victorian
taxpayers it would be left to the irrigators themselves to
pay for any upgrade of the irrigation system. As
Mr Drum pointed out, that is how it has been done in
the past: it has been left to the irrigators to pay through
the catchment management authorities for the
infrastructure they use to run their businesses and farms
and to produce food for this state and for export.
I hate to think how many years we would have to wait
to have an improvement in this irrigation system if we
had to rely on irrigators paying for it. It would take an
enormous amount of time. As I said, we are all in this
together, and this is really about all of Victoria
recognising that something needs to be done about a
clapped-out irrigation system. Something needs to be
done to assist irrigators in northern Victoria so that they
can have greater water security. The city is reaching out
and lending a helping hand by making this investment
in northern Victoria as part of the food bowl
modernisation project.
But it is about more than just water security. Recent
studies have found that stage 1 of the project alone will
inject $381 million into the regional economy and
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create more than 680 jobs. The upgrade will also
provide water security, and that appeals to major
processors and industry, who in turn will be more likely
to invest in regional Victoria and therefore provide
more employment and ensure that it is more
prosperous.
There is a lot of misinformation being put out there, and
Mr Viney covered a lot of that. I put on the record that
this is a good project. It is one that I know has an
enormous amount of support throughout northern
Victoria. My electorate of Northern Victoria Region
covers 48 per cent of the state. I spend a lot of time out
there moving through that electorate, and believe me I
am continually approached by people and told how
much they welcome this major investment by the
government and how much they are looking forward to
the investment being put in place and the benefits that
will come from this water saving. As I said, I cannot
support this motion, and I do not believe it deserves the
support of this chamber.
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am
really pleased to rise in support of Ms Lovell’s motion.
I have to congratulate her on the very moderate and
parliamentary tone of this motion that has been
developed against the background of intense feeling
and across-the-board suffering of people who will be
affected by this proposal. There is plenty of evidence
that the Premier of this state has offended and insulted a
lot of people who are living under drought conditions
and who feel aggrieved and let down. The lure and
appeasement strategy of this government that says that
all of a sudden it has discovered it can snatch water
from our system reminds everybody that we have a
system of channels, an irrigation system, that has been
allowed to run down over decades and that it is only fit
for an upgrade because the government wants to poach
the water.
What would the scenario have been for the efficiency of
the delivery of water through the Goulburn system, the
irrigation system to the so-called food bowl, and what
would the commitment of this government have been if
it had not set out to poach the water to direct it to the
rest of Victoria, and Melbourne in particular? How
many more years would that system, which should have
been upgraded decades ago, have been neglected?
There have been dry spells before the current one.
There has been a lot of suffering. We can all remember
the horrors of the drought in 1968 and the drought of
1982–83. Why was something not done in those days?
As a member for Eastern Metropolitan Region I do not
have a direct involvement with the affected
constituency as have members who have spoken before
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me, but I am standing here today because last week at
the height of the campaign we saw 1000 protesters
uproot themselves from their farms. It is worth making
the point that many people who uprooted themselves
from farms and made their way from right across the
north of this state down to Melbourne would have done
so at great expense not only in terms of transport costs
but because they were away from their farms.
I do not know whether anybody on the other side of the
chamber has any background, experience or oversight
of the operations of a dairy farm, but my family were
dairy farmers in Gippsland for generations and I can tell
the house that it is a very scary proposition to leave
your herd unmilked to come to the city.
Mr Viney — I reckon I’ve milked more cows than
you!
Mrs KRONBERG — I am not suggesting we are in
a competition for milking cows. I am pointing out the
fact that it is a very scary proposition, and yet those
dairy farmers from the Goulburn system were so
moved — —
Mr Viney interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Viney should not
interject, and he is out of his place.
Mrs KRONBERG — I can probably still take
Mr Viney and show him the spot on the front steps of
this Parliament where the splashes of the tears fell off
the cheeks of men from places like Tongala as they
expressed their grief and anxiety. After receiving only
56 per cent of their water one year, 28 per cent the next
year and in 2007 none — no water whatsoever — they
were distraught and they were very, very upset with this
government. This is intensity of emotion and probably
what I could say with a degree of licence is that there is
probably some sort of seething loathing of this
government right now because of these crushing blows.
The offset and the appeasement of the lure of upgrades
is just not enough.
When I was mixing with the people in my electorate
last Tuesday, I had the opportunity to talk to a number
of people in concentrated areas where we were raising
the issue of the Plug the Pipe group coming down here
to Melbourne. I can tell members that everybody was
interested and everybody — men, women and children,
the able-bodied and the infirm — was concerned that
Melbourne is stealing the water from the Goulburn
system.
I find it particularly amazing that the government is
fixated on this. I think it is because they consider the
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people in northern Victoria a soft target. The
government’s inflexibility to me is really breathtaking.
We know that there are alternative sources of water and
that this approach should not be taken and this pipeline
project should not be entered into. Of course the
upgrade of the irrigation system is needed but without a
thorough examination of other sources a project of
extracting the water out of that area should not be
entered into at this time, while these drought conditions
are prevailing.
What is the government’s position on the effective
capture of stormwater? I have not heard any new ideas
on that. What about the building of new dams? It is not
anathema to me; it might be the only solution. Where is
the desalination plant and when is it ever going to come
on stream? What about piping water from Tasmania? I
think that could be a very attractive proposition,
something auspiced in conjunction with two states and
the commonwealth to bring about a solution and a great
flow of income to the faltering economy of Tasmania.
It is called thinking outside the square but something
that this government in its dogged approach is not good
at. It is like a terrier — actually not like a terrier, more
like a pit bull: it locks onto something, the jaws clamp,
seized on the throat, and it is never going to let go of an
idea.
The government is resting on the food bowl
modernisation project as its rationale for taking water
out of the catchment. The government knows full well
that the upgrade of the ageing systems so that water can
be better utilised is desperately needed to ensure food
production is not limited. You cannot deny that food
production is under threat, and that taking water out of
the system will also degrade environmental flows.
There is a lot being said about the formula for actually
promoting the potential water savings. I just see it as
more of the government misleading people. Its
methodology is flawed. It is based on average uses of
the past 100 years despite the last 10 years being drier
than average. This is striking at the rural heart of
Victoria, at farmers and businesses already reeling
under the stress of the drought. For me, this policy, this
approach and the Premier’s insulting conduct — I am
sorry I have to put it in that manner and I am sorry that
the Premier of this proud state of Victoria has to be
reduced on the record; his arrogance is now at a zenith;
I think he has moved into the emperor-style approach to
governance — is proof positive of the government’s
sneering disregard for country Victorians.
This is another assault on country Victoria. I am
personally still reeling from the government’s assault
on our cultural heritage — the mountain cattlemen in
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Gippsland. To me this is the politics of envy. I would
like to mark this point in history: I think stealing the
water from the north is the tipping point for this
government.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to
oppose the opposition’s motion and speak on the
importance of water to all Victorians. This government
is about planning and securing our water. Our Water
Our Future has seven major platforms. The first, of
course, is the funding element and it is $4.9 billion
worth of investment. It also provides for one of the
world’s biggest desalination plants by 2011. It provides
375 billion litres of water, a 50 per cent boost in
Melbourne’s water and of course we cannot forget a
50 per cent boost in Geelong’s water supply. It will
provide 250 kilometres of new pipe. It is about water
for our cities, towns and regions — water for all. All
projects are making strong progress and all projects
throughout the state are on track.
In relation to the north–south pipeline and the food
bowl modernisation project, as members have heard
from previous speakers, it is a $2 billion project and it
will secure water supplies. It will secure water retention
by making huge improvements and reducing seepage
and evaporation.
The pipeline and the food bowl project go hand in hand,
and this has already been clearly articulated by
Mr Viney and Ms Darveniza. The opposition disputes
the water savings, but still wants money for the
redevelopment of the irrigation system. What I say back
to the opposition is that you cannot have it both ways; it
just does not stack up. The reality is that the project is
supported, and it needs to be remembered that the
proposal actually came from the area concerned. As
with most projects, there are supporters and there are
opponents. In respect of the supporters, Mr Viney read
out a huge list, and they have also taken out
advertisements in the local papers. As the Premier
outlined in the other place as recently as yesterday,
those advertisements, unlike what was implied by
Ms Lovell, were actually paid for by the group itself.
I would like to add to the list. To the list there also
needs to be added Mr Ross McPherson, who is the
chairman of the McPherson Media Group. We have
Mr Gavin Pogue, a valuer; Ms Lisa McKenzie, chief
executive officer of Fairley Leadership; Linfox — —
Mr Koch interjected.
Ms TIERNEY — Yes, and I advise Ms Lovell that
we have Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce
and Industry as well as three unions — the Transport

WATER: PLUG THE PIPE PROTEST
Wednesday, 11 June 2008

COUNCIL

Workers Union, the National Union of Workers and the
Australian Workers Union. We also have the Tourism
Taskforce Australia, Industry Funds Management,
Earth Tech, Excelior and Transfield Services. There is a
whole range of individuals, company executives and
employer organisations as well as unions who actually
support the north–south pipeline.
Support is also evident in respect to letters to the editor.
As recently as last week on the back of the
demonstration or the protest that was held outside the
chamber, Mr Ross McPherson, the co-convenor of
Foodbowl Unlimited, who is based in Shepparton, said
in his letter to the Age:
The lies of which the Premier complains —

which was reported in the Age of 4 June —
are not insignificant and deserve a little more scrutiny from
your newspaper. Chief among them is the notion that
Melbourne is ‘stealing’ water from the north. The truth is that
the massive annual losses in the northern irrigation system —
equating to twice the water used by the whole of
Melbourne — are neither owned nor paid for by irrigators.
They are owned by the Victorian taxpayer. And the taxpayers
are paying a handsome price to secure a one-third share of
savings.
Next is the notion that the pipeline will turn the north into a
dust bowl. In fact, all irrigators will end up with an increase in
their legal water right as a result of this project.
And then there’s the suggestion that the government is doing
something against the country’s wishes. In fact, this project
was conceived by irrigators and business people in the north
and taken to government. There are 140 000 of us in the north
who are quietly delighted with the $2 billion investment in
our region: it guarantees irrigated agriculture will have a very
bright future.

There is further support in the area. In fact it also
appeared in the Age on that day as well in a letter from
Mr Drew Pettifer from Kyabram, who said:
The Plug the Pipe coalition wants to have its cake and eat it
too. While the group disputes the government figures on the
estimated water savings generated by the north–south
pipeline, it has never disputed the fact that water savings will
be made as a result of $2 billion in investment.
Nor does the group disagree that the food bowl modernisation
project is needed; the irrigation channels in northern Victoria
are more than 100 years old and waste substantial amounts of
water through leakage.
The savings from the upgrades to the irrigation system will be
divided between irrigators, environmental flows and
Melbourne consumers. With more than 70 per cent of
Victorians living in Melbourne, according to the 2006 census,
it seems only fair that a portion of the savings should be
enjoyed by city consumers who are suffering even greater
water shortages than those of us in northern Victoria. After
all, their taxpayer dollars are funding these substantial
upgrades.
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The drought is a statewide problem in Victoria and requires a
statewide solution. While the pipeline will not be a panacea
for the drought, it does appear to be a serious attempt at
resolving some of Victoria’s water shortages.

And even in this morning’s Weekly Times we have
another contribution from Mr Trevor Mays from Chum
Creek, who says:
John Brumby’s characterisation of Plug the Pipe people is
spot-on.
They are moving throughout our community spreading
disinformation and half-truths about the food bowl
modernisation and north–south pipeline.
The Liberals and Nationals are trying to use the project for
political gain.
Peter Ryan has said that if The Nationals won the 2010
election, the pipeline will stay; Ted Baillieu’s Liberals have
no policy.

Can I also inform the house that there was a recent
meeting in Ballarat of regional mayors, and the Premier
said at that meeting that there had been near unanimous
support for the project, but the mayors described it as a
visionary plan to drought proof the state.
I think to all intents and purposes the fact remains that
there has been, continues to be and will be absolute
support for this project. That is not to say, as we know,
that there are not opponents to it, and opponents in
cases such as this where there are major projects are
often passionate, and this can be said about some of the
opposition among members of the Plug the Pipe group
as well. Of course it is understandable in some ways
that opposition groups also fuel discontent, and it is
often the case that people feel as though they are not
being heard, and often opposition groups call on
governments for more consultation or state that there
has been no consultation. This claim is often used by
groups that essentially just have not got their own way,
and this is the case in terms of the Plug the Pipe group.
Mr Holding and other ministers time after time —
which I myself have witnessed — have listed all the
consultations, all the forums, all the discussions and all
the meetings that have been held with the people who
are opposing the north–south pipeline as well as those
who are in favour of it. The fact is that this government
is pressing ahead. It is unfortunate that the Plug the Pipe
spokesperson, Mike Dalmau, has chosen the course that
he has. As cited in the Herald Sun of 5 June, he is a
twice-failed Liberal candidate for the seat of Seymour.
The Premier was also quoted in the same article as
saying that this man has a political agenda, and the
information that he has been spreading is not fair on
country Victoria. Mr Dalmau is then quoted as saying:
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We’ll see if we can’t hurt them in the Kororoit by-election
later this month.

He also goes on to say:
I’m not planning on running for Seymour again, but that said,
you never know what the future holds.

Clearly there is political motivation that is driving a lot
of the opposition in respect of this issue.
The fact is that regardless of whether or not there is
political motivation involved in this, we are in a
drought situation. Australia has been, and indeed this
state has been, in a relentless drought condition for
some time, and we are — believe it or not — all in it
together. To promote the division between Melbourne
and regional Victoria is politically, economically and
socially absolutely irresponsible.
Politics has moved on. As regional Victoria has
developed, so too has the level of politics. I would
argue that using the old divisive Melbourne versus
country Victoria politics is old politics. Regional
Victoria now has access to technology which, until a
short time ago, was not necessarily the case. The
barriers created by geographic distance are being
eroded by information technology in people’s homes,
schools and businesses right throughout Victoria. The
politics of ‘he said, she said’ are the politics of
yesterday and do not stand the test of today. Mono,
narrow views which have had input into the bush
telegraph are also being significantly eroded as a result
of computer technology.
We now have modern cities outside of Melbourne. We
have large regional centres, we have small towns and
we have remote rural communities; we have people
living in those communities that are connected to
computers in their homes who are increasingly working
from their homes, often in idyllic surroundings of the
Victorian coast as well as the hinterland. The
us-and-them politics is the politics of the past. More
importantly, it creates unnecessary divisions and
mistrust. I think it is particularly demoralising for
people to use such negative politics when Victoria faces
the significant changes in front of us today regarding
the continuing drought, climate change, high petrol
prices and of course the high Australian dollar. Due to
all of these issues — along with the opposition acting
irresponsibly — where is the hint that the Liberal Party
is seriously taking up the challenge of securing water?
Where is the opposition’s water plan?
I have heard one or two things over the last couple of
years: we had a suggestion about the damming of the
Maribyrnong River, and a couple of other things have
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been tossed around. But there has never been a
comprehensive water plan put to the people of Victoria
or put in newspapers or to the communications sector.
The opposition does not have a comprehensive water
plan let alone a plan that can be continually built on if
we continue to be in the unfortunate circumstance of
continuing drought. We do not have a plan from the
opposition, because it is a little bit easier for the
opposition to be lazy.
Opposition members rely on one-liners; they
continually deep-trawl for issues. They try to hijack
local community groups and hope that media grabs will
somehow convince Victorians that the opposition
should be considered to govern this great state. But this
Liberal Party has no leadership, does no work and has
nothing positive to offer. It has no plans and has no
ideas.
On the other hand, we have a water plan. This is a
Labor government that faces the challenges and has
ideas; it has the research, it has lateral thinking, it has a
comprehensive approach and it is cohesive. We have a
leader who is Premier Brumby. He is respectful of
people’s right to peacefully protest. The Premier, like
everyone else, has the right to have an opinion.
Mrs Peulich — Well, he thinks you should go next
time.
Ms TIERNEY — That is completely unnecessary
and does not help the citizens of this state in respect to
the water difficulties we have.
The Premier also has the right to state whether he
believes that certain protesters are representative of
people across regional Victoria. The Brumby Labor
government is listening to all, but I say this to the
opposition: this government does not have to agree with
all. It is firm and works on outcomes for all. It does not
take a narrow approach; it takes a whole-picture
approach. It has leadership, which is something that the
opposition does not have. I call on members of this
house to reject this motion and implore all of them to
get on with the things that matter, and to secure water
for all Victorians.
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — Today I
rise in support of the motion put forward by my
colleague Wendy Lovell, who also represents the
Northern Victoria Region. Last week I attended a
protest meeting with my colleagues from the Liberal
Party and The Nationals, members of the Plug the Pipe
group and the northern region who came from as far
away as Mildura on buses, in trucks and in utilities to
voice disgust at a plan which will rob Peter to pay Paul.
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This action was not designed to annoy Mr Brumby,
although that seems to be the result of the efforts of this
group, as any activity that opposes this tired, lazy and
ineffective government seems to provoke.
This unelected Premier is determined to use nasty and
untrue language to describe Victorians. They have been
described by the Premier as ugly, ugly people and now
they have been described as liars. I am sure that some
of the blokes from the northern region could cop the
first criticism, but to attack the character of country
people like that constitutes fighting words. In the
country your reputation and your word are everything
and the most valued asset that you have. The Premier
has forgotten this, if he ever knew it. The insult that he
made last week will never be forgotten in northern
Victoria.
An honourable member — And you’re not going
to let him forget!
Mrs PETROVICH — And I will not let them,
either. From day one there has been a range of
statements regarding this ill-fated proposal. Figures
have been manipulated to suit government spin while
the term ‘liars’ is being thrown around loosely by this
government.
I would like it to take a closer look at itself. Victorians
know the truth. The truth will be apparent when food
prices hit record highs and when country communities
become shadows of what they formerly were because
primary production is their primary industry — that is
the truth. Eighty per cent of the fruit, dairy, vegetables,
fodder, meat and even wine — which is consumed by
Melburnians — is produced in northern Victoria.
Because of a lack of planning this government has
robbed Peter to pay Paul. The truth will bite when water
which is simply not there is taken to Melbourne and put
into its already low and dry reservoirs.
The truth is that Lake Eildon was built as a storage for
water for irrigators, and that a significant amount of
water is used in producing the food we consume. We
have the cleanest soil, air and water in the world, and
we are currently producing the highest quality food in
the world, for which we also have a very strong export
market. The truth is also that the amount of water used
to produce this food is five times the amount used in
our homes and gardens. That sounds like a lot, but a
life-sustaining product, our clean, high-quality,
nutritious food, is produced.
I would like to highlight also the truth about
Melbourne’s water savings. I have spoken about this in
the house before. Water usage by Melbourne’s
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residents is 5 per cent above the state’s per capita
average and 9 per cent higher than the national average.
The truth is that if residents in the three highest
consuming areas of Melbourne had their water usage
cut back or would cut their water usage back to the
state’s average, and if this government had been
responsible and imposed a better water restriction on
Melbourne than stage 3a, we would have saved
53 747 million litres, or approximately two-thirds, of
the water proposed to come from the pipeline. The truth
is that the Premier could save Victoria the $750 million
to be spent on this pipeline of destruction if greater
water savings were achieved across Melbourne. That is
just one sort of solution that this government could
have achieved if it had used its imagination and, instead
of having a knee-jerk reaction and introducing this pipe,
had implemented heavier water restrictions earlier.
People in the country are much more frugal. In areas
from where water will be taken to be piped to
Melbourne the average daily consumption is 640 litres
per person. These figures, prepared by the University of
Sydney’s Centre for Integrated Sustainability Analysis,
show water consumption by postcode throughout
Australia.
The arrogance of this government is breathtaking. The
Premier, Mr Brumby, refuses to put Melbourne on
stage 4 water restrictions, and refuses to listen to
anyone north of the Great Dividing Range. The truth is
that we have had 10 years of drought, and our farmers
are being pushed to the limit. Today I heard of a
$50 000 grant for drought relief recovery to irrigate an
oval, announced in Wodonga by Ms Darveniza. I am
pleased for that community, but this government should
know the truth about drought-ravaged communities:
this is simply just a drop in the bucket. I hope the penny
will finally drop with members of this government.
The people from Plug the Pipe who are protesting are
not militant, highly organised unionists. They are just
individuals who are trying to run businesses and to have
sustainable industry across the regions. They are not
militants; they have had to become organised. They
have persevered for well over 12 months now in their
opposition to this project, and they have figures to back
up their opposition. We have seen statistics coming in
from a whole range of polls, showing that 97 or 98 per
cent of communities are opposed to this happening. I
think a Premier and a government whose members do
not listen to that and take it on board do so at their peril.
These people are hardworking, predominantly
conservative farmers.
I would really like to raise some facts for consideration
and to perhaps add some reality to this debate, because
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there has been a lot of talk today about truth. Seventy
per cent of Victoria’s councils have urged the
government to rethink its plan. The Murray-Darling
Basin Authority has highlighted the massive disaster
now facing the Murray in South Australia if more water
is taken from the basin. The CSIRO, as we have heard
in reports, has evidence on climate change and water
yield that is alarming. Running the pumps which will
be needed to get water over the Great Dividing Range
will generate as much in greenhouse gases as would
putting an extra 38 000 cars on the roads in Victoria.
This is a government that purports to be clean and
green!
Estimates of how much water would be diverted from
the Goulburn Valley have all been based on an average
rainfall over the past 100 years, and not much on the
smaller amounts of the past decade. The government’s
plan throughout refers to new water, when there is no
such thing. We all know where the water is: at the
green patch beside the channel. Nobody is disputing the
fact that we need to improve irrigation channels, but
why should one community have to pay the piper
because of infrastructure improvements in its area?
That sort of blackmail should not be imposed on what
are effectively businesses that will not have enough of
the raw material to run their businesses. As I said, the
government’s plan refers to new water when we know
there is no such thing.
Rising food prices reflect the rising costs of producing
the food. The government’s plans totally ignore the
impact of water raiding from the region’s underground
aquifers, the level of which is rapidly dropping.
Melbourne can solve much of its own water supply by
recycling much more of its own water, including
stormwater. Also, if we are fair dinkum about 5-star
energy ratings, how about putting in a tank? We have
done it in the country for a long time.
The government’s idea was built on flawed, if not
non-existent, consultation and environmental planning
and provable benefit. Recently the Auditor-General
released a damaging criticism of the food bowl process,
the lack of genuine consultation, the lack of a business
plan and no substantiation of the project savings. This is
all pretty damning stuff when it is stacked up. A report
in this week’s Weekly Times is about the savings in
water. The government cannot get it right even from
one paragraph to another. It talks about 700 gigalitres in
one paragraph and then goes down to 800 or 900 in the
next. It is pathetic.
In closing, I would just like to ask: where is the truth in
the waterways and drainage tax, which will be imposed
on Melburnians by the catchment management
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authorities? I went to a meeting in Sunbury the other
night, where the community was very, very angry,
firstly about the lack of transparency about the meeting
site and timing, and secondly about the fact that there is
very little information about what will actually be done
with this tax. It will mean 118 300 residential
properties, 5200 non-residential properties and
54 100 rural properties will have to pay up an additional
$75, on top of massive water hikes. There are no
winners in this. This government has been asleep on
drought and asleep on water infrastructure — and now
everyone is going to pay.
The truth is that our unelected Premier would rather
fight with the people than listen to them. The message
is clear, in spite of the television advertisements and
flyers with disclaimers. One flyer put out after the
release of the Auditor-General’s report — it was this
government’s attempt at consultation — has a
disclaimer on the bottom saying in effect, ‘We actually
wouldn’t stand by the information contained in this
flyer. We don’t know whether it is right or not’.
As far as this government goes, all the people of
northern Victoria are liars and we are all ugly. I think
that is most unparliamentary and it is unrepresentative
of any parliamentarian to describe a constituent in that
way. It is childish, churlish and undignified and should
not be expected from even an unelected Premier. On
that basis, I will close.
Sitting suspended 6.29 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
Mr VOGELS (Western Victoria) — I fully support
this motion before the house expressing the Council’s
disappointment at the Premier’s intemperate response
towards the Plug the Pipe organisation and its peaceful
protest on the steps of Parliament House on Tuesday,
3 June 2008. I happened to be there, and I congratulate
the 1000 or more people who were in attendance and
who voiced their concerns. This is what democracy is
all about. Many had travelled 8 to 10 hours to be there.
There were people from as far away as Mildura, and
some of the people who wanted to be there were 1 or
2 hours late because of the traffic. There were people
from Echuca and from across the Murray River and the
Goulburn Valley. For the Premier to call them liars
beggars belief. This is the same Labor government that
released the Central Region Sustainable Water strategy
before the 2006 election. This strategy included this
statement, and I think it is important to read it:
The government considers that Melbourne must tap the
significant potential for conservation, efficiency and reuse and
recycling gains within the Central Region rather than
connecting with northern Victoria …
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That was on page 64 of the strategy; in other words, no
north–south pipeline. It makes you wonder who was
telling the truth.
I have so far listened to the speakers both for and
against this motion. Mr Drum accurately pointed out
that the Bracks-Brumby government has collected over
$2 billion worth of levies over the last few years. That
income should have been used to rebuild water
infrastructure right across Victoria. If we are to believe
the figures about the water savings which have been
bandied about, then let us fix the infrastructure in the
Goulburn Valley first and then see what savings there
are. Under this scenario that we are looking at, the
north–south pipeline is being built and the water —
75 gigalitres — will be pumped to Melbourne before
the infrastructure is in place and upgraded. It will be
going to Melbourne before any savings are there.
It always amazes me how city politicians magically do
not understand any of these issues. They say, ‘We are
putting in pipelines and this will automatically create
new water’. I have been a farmer all my life and have
relied on farm dams for our farm management systems.
Whenever the dams get low because we have had a dry
year, we sometimes have to pump water from dam to
dam to make sure that it is in the right spot at the right
time. But I can tell you one thing: we have never found
any new water. No new water has ever arrived. The
water we pumped hopefully got to the dam we were
pumping it to, but there was no new water.
In her contribution Ms Tierney talked about $4.9 billion
worth of new spending. Let us remember that 90 per
cent of this is coming from the consumers — the people
who will be using or getting the water. Only 10 per cent
is coming from the state government.
She went on to say taxpayers are paying a handsome
price to upgrade this infrastructure. Melbourne
taxpayers are paying I think $300 million of Melbourne
Water’s money to upgrade this infrastructure. But I
would say to the citizens of Melbourne, ‘Thank God for
country Victoria and the food bowls that produce clean,
green, fantastic food: the fruit, vegies, dairy products
and grain beef, which is sent down to Melbourne for the
people of Melbourne to consume’. Each and every one
of us pulls our weight.
The reason we are in this predicament of dwindling
water supplies is obvious: it is basically because of a
lack of rainfall. However, I also understand that it was
1983 when the last dam was built or the last piece of
infrastructure was put in place to meet the needs of
Melbourne. Since that time Melbourne’s population has
doubled, and it will probably triple by 2020 or 2030. I
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continually hear the Labor government saying there
will be no new dams for at least the next 50 years and
we will save a lot of water by showering with a friend
or catching water in a bucket and then tipping it on your
vegie garden. It all sounds fantastic, but it does not
work. It is a disgrace that when I was growing up
Victoria was known as the garden state, but now we are
no longer the garden state. A lot of that is due to the
failure of governments to put in place the infrastructure
needed to make sure that Melbourne and the rest of
Victoria have water supplies.
Yes, we all understand there is less rainfall than we
used to get. The rain in Victoria falls south, not north,
of the Great Dividing Range, and that is where we
should be putting in place the infrastructure to make
sure the water is available to Victorians to use. Just
willy-nilly saying we are going to pump it from the
north and across the Great Dividing Range to supply
Melbourne is verging on the ridiculous.
Water is precious and should not be wasted. I commend
the Bracks and Brumby governments; they have
brought to the fore how precious water is. We have had
a dry season, and we understand that we cannot waste
water, whereas once upon a time we probably did waste
it. Melbourne currently uses about 412 billion litres of
water per year, and more than half, 273 billion litres,
ends up as wastewater. Of this only 61 billion litres is
currently recycled and reused, which means the
remaining approximately 210 billion litres is pumped
out to sea. That is also a disgrace.
The Auditor-General in his report, which was tabled in
this Parliament, points out in relation to the
announcement about the modernisation of the food
bowl that the figures have not been done; there has
been no rigorous work done. It is basically a lot of
empty rhetoric, and the Auditor-General does not
believe the savings will be there, either. This food bowl
project will take water from Eildon Weir, which is
currently 13 per cent full, and pump it over the Great
Divide to Melbourne, where the water supplies stand at
about 30 per cent at the moment. It does not add up.
The other thing that this government is talking about is
desalination. It always amazes me that most of the rain
in Victoria falls in the Otways, where I come from.
Weeaproinah is the wettest place in Victoria. Some
975 billion litres of water runs from the Otways straight
into the Southern Ocean. Through the currents it will
find its way down to Wonthaggi, where we will then
desalinate it and pump it back to Geelong, where it
originated as rainfall, before going out into the ocean. If
anybody can tell me that this is common sense, then I
will go he!
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I can see the whips looking at me angrily, so I have to
move on.
Mr Koch interjected.
Mr VOGELS — Everyone is looking at me
angrily! I support the motion moved by Wendy Lovell.
It is an excellent motion, and it should be passed.
Mr KAVANAGH (Western Victoria) — It seems
to me that the origin of the dispute that has led to an
unfortunate remark by the Premier was in the
government’s misguided hostility towards dams and
weirs. For centuries dams and weirs have been used to
protect countries and cities against drought, and they
have proven their worth. It has previously been argued
by me in this house that the government should
seriously consider, for example, the scheme that
Mr Vogels referred to: a weir in the Otways. At present
93 per cent of the water runs into Bass Strait, and I do
not see the advantage in that at all. So the government
is now left with proposing running pipes that will
crisscross throughout Victoria to bring water from one
area which may not have an abundance of it to other
areas which have even less water, plus constructing an
extremely expensive desalination plant.
Many in northern Victoria resent water being taken
from their area, and indeed they have expressed that
anger on the steps of this building. The Premier’s
response was a very uncharacteristic failure of
intelligence by someone who undoubtedly is an
extremely intelligent man. The Japanese refer to an
uncharacteristic failure with the expression ‘Even
monkeys fall out of trees’. We all make mistakes, and
this is probably one by the Premier. We have all done
things that we regret, and I suspect that the Premier will
regret this momentary failure of his intelligence. The
response by the Premier was disappointing, so I feel I
have no alternative but to vote for the motion.
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — This might be a
small contribution. I must say in starting my
contribution that it would be remiss of any
non-metropolitan parliamentarian not to register their
concern about and objection to the language that the
Premier is using in relation to country constituents. His
response to northern Victorians at the Plug the Pipe
rally on the steps of Parliament House last Tuesday,
3 June, was appalling. As someone who was raised,
lives and owns property in regional Victoria and whose
parents continue to reside, work and make a large
contribution to their small rural community, I believe
the Premier making these types of statements that
accuse regional Victorians of being liars will not wash
and is likely to be reflected in the future at the ballot
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box. No friend of rural Victorians uses this type of
language.
The way this government has managed water over the
last eight to nine years has been a disgrace.
Unfortunately today we continue to see no stage 4
water restrictions in Melbourne, although trigger points
have again been passed. The situation defies belief.
This is not a situation that is afforded to and enjoyed by
many regional householders. The fear of those north of
the Divide is very real. They are more than reasonable
people, who would be prepared to share any water
savings, but they are correct in calling government
members thieves for taking precious water south to
Melbourne before any water savings have been
quantified. I certainly share their sentiments.
There have been many lost opportunities to harvest
water. Recently we saw published the government’s
position on the possibility of providing more dams
statewide. As this report was commissioned by the
government, the outcome was quite predictable. Unlike
the government, the opposition recognises that a greater
use of storage dams would benefit all Victorians. Last
election saw our water policy include the damming of
the Maribyrnong River both to afford greater water
storage and also better manage flood mitigation
downstream.
Further opportunities do exist in the higher rainfall
areas, especially in the west of the state, but also in
areas adjacent to the Thomson Dam where, with the use
of a tunnel, greater scope is afforded to harvest water
that would greatly add to Melbourne’s water supply,
which has not been at levels higher than 50 per cent of
capacity for some years.
Many in Newry, down in Gippsland below Glenmaggie
Dam, would testify to the value of greater storage
capacity in their area after the flooding that took place
last year. Many of my colleagues who assisted
townspeople and farmers after that flood event
recognise the merit of further consideration of the
possible investment in more catchment storages that do
not come at a cost to the environment. This government
would lead us to believe otherwise.
Water security, especially across regional Victoria, is
coming at a huge cost. As Mr Kavanagh said, now we
have pipes crisscrossing Victoria all over the place.
From the point of view of western Victoria in the area
serviced by Wannon Water, water security is now being
offered in the Hamilton, Tarrington and Dunkeld areas
principally from a 50-kilometre pipe that is running
from Rocklands Reservoir. This water security out of
Rocklands is making many scratch their heads.
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Mr Vogels — What’s it got in it, 3 per cent?
Mr KOCH — There is less than 1 per cent of water
in Rocklands Reservoir, and that is meant to prop up
the security of those three towns. It does not come
without great cost because over the next four years
water prices to customers in the Wannon Water area
will grow by some 35 to 40 per cent. This is well
exceeded in the Barwon Water area where, with
improved security being offered, customers of Barwon
Water are anticipating a price increase of some 75 per
cent over the next four years.
I, like many in this Parliament from regional Victoria,
have family and friends in Melbourne whom we see
and talk to regularly. My extended family and friends
are now very aware of what the Brumby government is
doing and they are not supportive of taking water from
farmers and rural towns before water savings are
demonstrated in those areas. These people do not
support the Premier’s recent language and, like me,
condemn him for it.
Members of this government will continue to be seen as
water thieves until the savings are found. So
Mr Brumby should find this water before he siphons it
off to the metropolitan area. In the meantime, people
will rightly doubt the Premier and his government’s
credentials and they request the same respect for
regional Victorians as all Victorians deserve. In closing,
I urge the house to support Ms Lovell’s motion before
the chair.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I thank the
members who have contributed to the debate tonight,
particularly my colleagues on this side of the house
who support the motion and have told the truth. Some
imaginative contributions have been made by members
on the other side of the house and some of those points
deserve to be disputed. One of the things the
government fails to acknowledge is that there will be
less inflows and less water into the Goulburn-Murray
irrigation district. A CSIRO report confirms that. The
government’s predictions of water savings based on the
past 100 years cannot be accurate because in the future
we will not have as much water in the irrigation district.
I was particularly disappointed with Mr Viney’s
contribution because he continued to attack private
citizens, as the Premier did last week. He attacked them
for having a different opinion from his own. In
particular he attacked some of the leaders of the Plug
the Pipe group and singled out Mike Dalmau, just as
the Premier has. Mike Dalmau is a man of high moral
standards and principle. It is not true that he has misled
any one. For Mr Viney to stand up and say that here in
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cowards castle and not out on the street or to
Mr Dalmau’s face is an act of a coward.
Ms Tierney said that modernisation and the pipeline go
hand in hand. We know that is the attitude of this
government. The Treasurer, Mr Lenders, said that to the
Municipal Association of Victoria in his speech. He
said that this government would not invest in irrigation
infrastructure if there was not a direct benefit for
Melbourne, so we knew that well and truly. The
government also failed to acknowledge that at its
conference the MAV moved a motion, which was
supported overwhelmingly, that the majority of
communities in Victoria are against the pipeline being
built.
Ms Tierney also referred to forums, discussions and
consultations. What a load of rubbish. There were no
forums, no discussions and no consultations. There was
just an announcement. As I pointed out in my opening
contribution, the Premier visited the area five days
before he announced the project and said he would
consult and that it would not go ahead unless the
communities agreed but then he announced the project
anyway.
During the course of the debate this afternoon members
were interrupted when documents were presented
which the opposition had called for last week that had
been used in preparation of the Auditor-General’s
report. I have received the documents in only the last
5 minutes. A very brief look at the document entitled
Vision for Modernising the Goulburn-Murray
Irrigation District, the final report by the Rendell
McGuckian group, shows that what the opposition has
put forward today is absolutely true. There will be less
water for irrigators because the report indicates in
table 5.2.3 that the savings from the system will be a
total of 225 gigalitres, and this is if the government
reaches its savings. Of that 225 gigalitres, 80 gigalitres
will come from seepage and leakage, 104 gigalitres will
come from re-metering and 41 gigalitres will come
from outfalls. The irrigators have been told they will get
75 gigalitres of that 225 gigalitres if it is delivered, but
this table confirms that they will actually lose
104 gigalitres. So they will be worse off under this
arrangement by this government.
Table 6.2 of the document also shows that we currently
deliver 1980 gigalitres of water to irrigators in the
Goulburn-Murray irrigation district, and yet the future
predictions for the delivery of water are for only
1870 gigalitres — so less water will be delivered in the
future in the Goulburn-Murray irrigation district. This
confirms that this government has been misleading the
irrigators and the people of Victoria, that there will be
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less water for irrigators and that Melbourne will take its
75 gigalitres regardless of what savings are found.
The Premier should be condemned for the way he last
week attacked private citizens who had conducted a
peaceful protest on the steps of Parliament House. It is
the right of every Victorian to protest against
government decisions that are going to negatively
impact upon their community. I have just illustrated
through this report — the government’s own report —
that this will have a negative impact on the
communities of northern Victoria, and yet this
government is attacking private citizens for exercising
their right to protest over what is an appalling
government policy.
House divided on motion:
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motion should have been debated many years ago and I
feel sad and angry that it is necessary to move a motion
of this nature.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Theophanous’s nature always
comes to the fore. He always puts his own motives on
others, and that is unfortunate.
What we are talking about tonight is years and years of
neglect of Melbourne’s western suburbs to the point
where today it has gone beyond neglect. What we have
under this Brumby government is arrogant neglect.
What we have as a Premier is arrogance personified.
What this government must realise is that the west of
Melbourne is a lot more than just a revenue stream for
the Labor Party.

Ayes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr
Hartland, Ms

Kavanagh, Mr
Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms (Teller)
Petrovich, Mrs
Peulich, Mrs
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)
Vogels, Mr

Noes, 19
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Pakula, Mr (Teller)

Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tee, Mr (Teller)
Theophanous, Mr
Thornley, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Motion agreed to.
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Mrs Peulich — Or branch members.
Mr FINN — Or branch members, as Mrs Peulich
points out quite correctly. This government has a policy
of take the money and run. That is all it cares about.
The members opposite know what I am talking about.
They know about the land tax; they know about the
cash grabs; they know about this government reaching
into the pockets of people who live in the western
suburbs, taking their hard-earnt money and giving
nothing back.
That is the only conclusion one can reach when we see
the way the people of the west have been treated in the
almost nine years of this miserable government in
Victoria. We have new estates going up all over the
place in the western suburbs. The city of Wyndham, for
example, and the shire of Melton are amongst the
fastest growing municipalities in Australia, and what
we are seeing is a government that is going out there
and basically fleecing the residents. It is going into their
homes, picking them up, holding them by the ankles
and shaking them until all their money falls out,
collecting it, putting it in a bag and then running out the
front door. That is what has happened.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house condemns the Brumby government for its
failure to provide the people of Melbourne’s western suburbs
with the government services they deserve.

When I was elected in 2006 to represent the Western
Metropolitan Region, I gave a public assurance — and
a private assurance to myself — that I would represent
and speak for all of the people in the west. I stand here
in this Parliament tonight to do just that. This motion is
long overdue — not just today, but long overdue. This

Mr FINN — George would know a fair bit about
that, I reckon. But I have to ask, where are the services
and the infrastructure that these people need to lead a
reasonable life? If they are waiting for a Labor
government to give it to them, they are going to be
waiting for a very long time, and can I suggest most
strongly that none should hold their breath.
The level crossing in Main Road, St Albans, is a
symbol of the neglect of the west by the Labor
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government. The saga of the Main Road, St Albans,
level crossing has been going on for years. This house I
am sure would be interested to know that just prior to
the defeat of the Kennett government in 1999, that
government — the Liberal government — was
preparing to do something about the problem at the
Main Road, St Albans, level crossing. But since Labor
came to power, what has happened? Absolutely
nothing. What we continue to see every day is local
residents in that area — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Mr FINN — Why don’t you go with them? Every
day we see people in that local area risking their lives
on that level crossing. What do we see Labor do?
Absolutely nothing. It can fix the level crossings in the
eastern suburbs — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I’m going to go.
Mr FINN — Please do, and don’t bother coming
back. The government can fix the problems on level
crossings in the marginal seats of the eastern suburbs. It
can spend millions of dollars looking after the eastern
suburbs, but what does the west get? Zilch, not a thing.
The only conclusion we can draw is that this
government regards the lives of people who live in the
east of Melbourne as being far more important than the
lives of people who live in the west. At long last the
people of the west are waking up to the fact that Labor
just does not care about them, and they see the Main
Road level crossing as a symbol of the arrogant neglect
of the Labor government.
I am delighted to see that the Leader of the Opposition
in the other place has made a statement in the last
24 hours or so that the coalition, when elected, will put
forward a $90 million package, and as a part of that
package there will be around about $76 million to fix
that level crossing in St Albans. It is long overdue, but
let me say the people of St Albans will really appreciate
that somebody is showing an active interest. At long
last somebody is taking an active interest in their
welfare and will act to provide a service whereby their
lives will be protected. That is long overdue.
Mr Dalla-Riva interjected.
Mr FINN — As Mr Dalla-Riva says, all
Minister Theophanous cares about is politics. He does
not care about the lives of people in the western
suburbs. He does not care about the western suburbs.
All he cares about is votes. It does not matter whether it
is votes at the ballot box or votes at internal ballots
within the Labor Party. I understand that
Minister Theophanous has been spending a fair bit of
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time on the phone over the last few days. I have not
been able to get out of him whether he is backing
Natalie, or he might be backing Justin. That is a good
yarn. Justin might just get up.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I heard you were
backing Twentyman.
Mr FINN — You heard wrong, Mr Theophanous,
as you do so often. Another example of the neglect of
the west by this Labor government — —
Mr Pakula — You have backed him.
Mr FINN — I have not backed anyone, I can assure
you. After my day at Flemington a couple of weeks
ago, I am never backing anything again.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — He’s an old drinking
buddy of yours, Les Twentyman. That is what I heard.
Mr FINN — He is not that old.
Another example of the neglect of the west — and this
is something that I have taken a strong personal interest
in over the past couple of months — is the treatment of
the Western Autism School by this government. Some
four years ago the Western Autism School was told that
it could set up shop at the Deer Park campus on the
corner of Main Street and Ballarat Road — a notorious
and very dangerous corner. In fact, the previous
occupants of the site, the Deer Park Primary School,
had to be shifted from the site because it was too
dangerous for those children.
However, according to this government, it was not too
dangerous for the kids with autism. They could go in
there, although the government knew full well that
children with autism have no sense of personal danger
whatsoever. Any of them getting out at any time would
mean almost instant tragedy, and that is no
exaggeration. That is exactly the situation that this
government put those children in. I have been to this
school, as I have mentioned in this house before, and I
have seen the run-down condition that the teachers, the
children and families have to put up with. It is a
disgrace that this government would put those children
in such an environment. But what does the Labor Party
do? Not a thing. It said to them four years ago, ‘Go to
Deer Park; you will only be there for 12 months’. Guess
what! They are coming up on their fifth year at that
very site, and what is this government doing about it?
Absolutely nothing. It is a disgrace and another great
example of the pure contempt that the Labor Party has
for the people of the western suburbs, and not only the
people of the western suburbs but in this particular
instance disabled people in the western suburbs, and
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indeed disabled children in the western suburbs. I
wonder how they can look themselves in the eye in the
mirror in the morning. It is sickening beyond words.
Now we move down a little closer to town, and the
residents of Francis Street, Yarraville, and the areas
around it can vouch for Labor’s inaction.
Mr Pakula — I am so glad you brought this up.
Mr FINN — Mr Pakula says he is glad that I have
brought this up. I understand that Mr Pakula will be
speaking after I have finished this dissertation, and I am
going to be very interested to hear what he has to say in
defence of his government’s inaction — —
Mrs Peulich — The man from Beaumaris.
Mr FINN — The man from Beaumaris is going to
be very interesting. Mrs Peulich makes a fair point, that
he is from Beaumaris, so it is excusable that he would
not understand what the people in Yarraville have been
subjected to. To get from Princes Park to Beaumaris
one does not have to go through Yarraville, so he would
not understand what the people of Yarraville have been
subjected to for a very long time. I have been down
there a number of times over the years, most recently at
a rally to address hundreds of very angry locals who
were venting their spleen about their treatment by this
government.
In defence of his government’s performance in
handling the enormous number of trucks clogging the
streets of Yarraville and in particular Francis Street,
Mr Pakula might mention — I just have a feeling — the
name Eddington. There is a fair chance that he will.
What he is going to say to us is that the Eddington
report is going to solve everything. At this stage all we
know is that the Eddington report is just that; it is a
report, one of so many reports that this government has
commissioned since 1999. It has reports, it has
committees, it has task forces, it has people gathering to
examine reports from all over the place. I have a
feeling, given that the Eddington report has suggested
spending of some $18 million, that this report is going
to find its way onto one of those task forces or
committees for examination at some length. If we ever
see action on the Eddington report, I think I will be a
very old man indeed. I am looking forward very much
to Mr Pakula getting up and defending his
government’s treatment of the people of Francis Street
in Yarraville and those who surround it.
Another example of the way this government treats the
people of the western suburbs is the issue of the
Tullamarine toxic waste dump opposite Melbourne
Airport. This is an issue that I have been involved in for
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many years. Now the dump has finally closed, but for
how long? That is the question, and it is the question on
the minds of a good many people. I see Ms Hartland
sitting over there, and I think it is probably a question
that has entered her mind from time to time. Just how
long will this dump be closed? It was only after a
question in this house that it was closed. It was only
after the exposure of leaks into Melbourne Airport and
Moonee Ponds Creek that the thing was closed. The
saga of the Tullamarine toxic waste dump goes back
many years. I remember when I left this Parliament in
1999 it was going to close in 2001, we were told. Then
the government told us it would close in 2003. We
finally got to 2008, and it has closed, but you would
have to wonder for how long. I would be indebted to
Mr Pakula if during his contribution to this debate he
attempted to enlighten us as to what is going to happen
at the site of the Tullamarine toxic waste dump, not just
in terms of whether it will reopen for business but what
is going to happen to the millions of gallons of waste
that is under the ground. You cannot just walk away
from these things. This thing is opposite Melbourne
International Airport.
Mr Pakula — For seven years you were the
member for Tullamarine. What did you do about it?
Mr FINN — Mr Pakula asks what did I do about it
when I represented Tullamarine. Let me tell Mr Pakula,
if he was not listening earlier, that when I left
Parliament in 1999 we had agreed that the thing would
close in 2001. When Labor got in, obviously all bets
were off, and the thing closed just a couple of months
ago, however temporarily that might be. I say to
Mr Pakula that is the situation. I was working very
closely — —
Mr Pakula — You were ‘gonna’ do it. You just
didn’t get around to it.
Mr FINN — No, we didn’t get the opportunity
because you clowns got in, and look what happened as
a result. We are still stuck with that dangerous cocktail
of chemicals under the ground opposite Melbourne
Airport. It is not very often that I come from Melbourne
Airport over the overpass into the city, but I had cause
to do that the other day, and what was the first thing I
saw as I left Melbourne Airport? The toxic waste dump.
Welcome to Melbourne, the toxic capital of Australia!
It certainly is under the Labor Party and under this
government that just does not care about the people
who live there. They do not care about the people who
work at the airport. They just do not care about the
western suburbs at all.
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I am very disappointed, I have to say, that
Minister Madden — as much as I have great affection
for Minister Theophanous, who is in the house, and
who I am sure will put out a press release on that one
tomorrow — —
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An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — Have we got a candidate yet? What
time is it? It is 5 to 9; have we got a candidate yet? Still
counting, well fair enough, I ask the member to keep
me updated.

Mr Pakula — He reciprocates.
Mr FINN — I am sure he does. I am very
disappointed not to see Minister Madden in the
chamber at this point of time, because the area of
planning — and I am sure Mr Guy will elucidate a little
more on what I am talking about — really shows
Labor’s contemporary thinking about the western
suburbs. What we have seen is a huge expansion in
numbers of people. The Minister for Planning has just
opened the gates on development, with no
infrastructure, or very little, no public transport and no
roads. These are the things that are pretty basic to us all,
but Minister Madden has said, ‘No, let all those people
go out there to the western suburbs, let them go out
there to Caroline Springs, let them go out there to
Tarneit. They can all live out there very nicely. Just
don’t bother me’. That sounds a bit like Minister Kosky
in the other place with her infamous email, ‘Don’t tell
me your problems’. It is not just Minister Kosky,
because Minister Madden has exactly the same
problem. He is letting it loose.
Now we see a situation where Minister Madden is
closing in on local councils. He is planning to strip
planning controls from local councils, which will allow
development to go ahead without any local input at all,
and that is something that is truly terrifying for people
who are concerned about what is going on, particularly
in the outer western suburbs.
And then to add insult to injury — and who will ever
forget this — Minister Madden gets up and attacks
those people who live in the outer west as living in
McMansions. Of Caroline Springs he said, ‘The people
in Caroline Springs all live in McMansions’ as he
snorted down his nose at them — the snob in his own
mansion. Minister Madden can sit up there in his own
mansion, but he slams down those who seek to live in a
decent home and to raise their families in the outer
suburbs of Melbourne, particularly the outer western
suburbs of Melbourne. McMansions he called them,
sneering down his nose.
Those people in Caroline Springs and Burnside
Heights, and all those suburbs that will vote on
Saturday fortnight — I thought I would get that in for
Mr Theophanous — I am sure will remember the gross
insult that they received at the hands of Minister
McMadden just last year.

That is what we have come to expect from this
government, particularly from Minister Madden. The
question on the lips of many people in the western
suburbs is one that is on the lips of the rest of Victoria:
where are our police? That is what they want to know,
and they, like many, look at the Chief Commissioner of
Police and they say, ‘Dear God, where did we go
wrong?’. They are grossly concerned about what is
going on within the upper echelons of the police force,
but they are particularly concerned because this
government does not seem to care. They know that
there are not enough police on the beat, there are not
enough police on the streets to protect them.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — There are 1400 more
than you had.
Mr FINN — Minister Theophanous spreads this
yarn about 1400 extra police officers. I ask the question
again: where are they? They are not on the streets. I can
tell the minister that if I saw a policeman on the streets
as I left home tonight, I would go and buy a Tattslotto
ticket, because it would be my lucky day. It is a real
concern to the people of the west because there is a real
crime problem in many of the western suburbs. I use,
for example, the city of Brimbank. Some members may
be aware of it; it includes places like Deer Park and
St Albans. In 2004 to 2006 there was a 73.8 per cent
increase in violent crimes against persons.
Mrs Peulich — Probably all at Labor Party branch
meetings.
Mr FINN — I will get to that in a minute. There has
been an 87.6 per cent increase in assaults — and get
this figure — and a 116 per cent increase in sexual
assaults in Brimbank since 2004. The people of
Brimbank want to know where the police are and why
the government is not doing anything to protect the
people of Brimbank. And fair enough, too.
The shire of Melton, which is just up the road, includes
such suburbs as Caroline Springs. Let us have a look at
the figures there. There has been a 26 per cent increase
in violent crimes against persons; a 34.6 per cent
increase in assaults; and a quadrupling of homicides in
the shire of Melton. They too are asking the question,
‘Where are our police?’ and that is a question — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You are making it up.
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Mr FINN — These are police figures. If anybody
makes it up, you know who to talk to.
These are concerns of people right across the western
suburbs. The people of Werribee have been screaming
for more police for years and they got some. Where did
the government get them from? It got them from
Footscray. It closed the Williamstown police station at
night and sent them up to Werribee. It did not get more
police into the western suburbs, it just shifted them
around a bit to make it look a little bit better. A bit more
spin so that the government could put out a press
release and say the problem was solved. Let me assure
the government that the problem is not solved. The
people of the western suburbs know that the problem is
not solved. The problem is far from solved.
I do not want to overdo the Caroline Springs thing — it
is a great spot — but it has a major hoon problem. I
have been contacted by a number of residents who are
very concerned about this hoon problem. Guess what
they asked me? They asked, ‘Where are our police?’,
and I had to explain that despite all the gumpf that the
Labor Party puts out, the police are not on the streets
and that I too would very much like to know where
they are.
Throughout many parts of the west we have a major
gang problem. We have seen people beaten, assaulted
and robbed in what is gang warfare on the streets — —
Mr Guy — Gangs don’t exist!
Mr FINN — Mr Guy makes a good point, that the
chief commissioner cannot even mention the word
‘gang’ because gangs do not exist. If the chief
commissioner closes her eyes and puts her hands across
her ears, then the gangs will disappear. I can tell
members that they will not disappear, they have not
disappeared, and it is getting worse. This government
has done nothing about it.
Last year in this house, after discussions with the
renowned youth worker in the western suburbs, Les
Twentyman, I raised the issue about the need for
government action on this front. What happened? Did
the government come to the party? Did the government
say, ‘Yes, there is urgent need for such service’? Not on
your nelly; no way known. Not a cent of support went
into fighting the gang problem and assisting those
youths who might find themselves involved in gangs.
The Brumby government has failed the western suburbs
on law and order, it has failed the western suburbs on
personal safety, and the only conclusion we can draw is
that it just does not care. The people of the west just do
not matter as far as the Labor Party is concerned. Public
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transport throughout the western suburbs is nothing
short of disgraceful.
Mr Koch — This should not take long!
Mr FINN — I reckon it might. It is nothing short of
disgraceful. I catch the train quite frequently from
Sunshine, and it never ceases to amaze me that it does
not matter what time I catch the train from Sunshine —
that is presuming I can get through the car park safely
away from the gangs — the thing is always packed. It
does not matter whether it is 10 o’clock in the morning,
3 o’clock in the afternoon or 5.30 at night, the thing is
always jam packed. The people of the west have had
about as much of this as they can cope with, and they
are really looking at the government to see if there is
any help on the horizon. Sadly, there is not.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — They love us.
Mr FINN — Mr Theophanous will find out in a
couple of weeks that they do not quite love them. I have
seen the trains to and from Werribee known as the
Wyndham Crush — they just shove them in like cattle
into cattle cars. To treat people like that I think is
appalling. To expect them to travel in those conditions,
quite often on trains without air conditioning on
exceedingly hot days, is appalling, and I just wonder
how some people actually survive it. But again in this
budget there is no attention paid at all to what is really
needed to provide extra train services in the western
suburbs of Melbourne — that is, a major upgrade at
North Melbourne station, because at the moment extra
trains just cannot get through North Melbourne. North
Melbourne is at capacity. The government can get up
and talk about putting extra services on — not that it
does a great deal, I would have to say — but it does not
matter how much talking it does, because until it fixes
the problem at North Melbourne, nothing much will
change at all. You cannot even get a bus to the
Werribee zoo on a Sunday. How ludicrous is that? It is
one of the major tourism attractions of Victoria, and
certainly one of the major ones in the west, and you
cannot even get a bus to Werribee zoo on a Sunday.
Once again the Labor government is prepared to see
estates built in the outer western suburbs — it dumps
people there — but the residents have no public
transport on weekends, and not much during the
weekdays either. On Saturday evenings when the
young people in these estates have nowhere to go and
they gather, cause trouble and create major issues for
the residents of those areas, not only do the people ask,
‘Where are the police to look after these problems?’,
but they also want to know where their public transport
is. I am delighted to see the Treasurer walk into the
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chamber, because I would like to see him loosen the
purse strings a bit. I would like to see him loosen the
purse strings and give the people of the western suburbs
a little bit back from what he has taken from them.
For those who have given up on public transport — and
there would have to be a fair number — a trip to town
on our roads and particularly our freeways is no better.
The Western Ring Road is close to obsolete. Every day
we see thousands of cars crawling along the Western
Ring Road. If there is one accident on the Western Ring
Road, that can destroy the thing for the entire day. This
is not good enough in a city the size of Melbourne, and
it is certainly not good enough for the people of the
western suburbs.
As we know, the West Gate Freeway and bridge is a
daily disaster. What we need desperately is a second
Yarra crossing at the West Gate Bridge or thereabouts.
That is exactly what we need to ease the congestion on
the West Gate Bridge and the West Gate Freeway, but
it is not on the government agenda. Again, that would
help the western suburbs; why would this government
be interested in that? It does not care about the western
suburbs.
Then we look over at the Calder Freeway — I say
‘freeway’, but is it? Because on this freeway as we
leave town we get to a stage where we are starting to
see the light of day after some of the suburbs, and we
hit an 80-kilometre-per-hour zone which continues for
kilometre after kilometre — way past the
Thunderdome. It has become the Calder Crawl instead
of the Calder Freeway. In the morning, from Taylors
Lakes right in to the Tullamarine Freeway, it is, again,
the Calder Crawl. In the afternoon peak hour from the
ring-road to way past Keilor, again, it is the Calder
Crawl. But is Labor doing anything to alleviate the
traffic turmoil in the west? You would have to be
joking. It is doing nothing — no plans, no action,
nothing.
Mr Guy — Miserable.
Mr FINN — It is, as Mr Guy says, miserable
indeed. We all remember the saga of the Sunshine pool.
I mention the Sunshine pool because swimming pools
in the west of Melbourne are few and far between, and
we desperately need more swimming pools in the
western suburbs. But with the Sunshine pool the local
residents had to fight very hard for a long time, and it
was only at the eleventh hour before the last state
election that an emissary of the then Minister for Sport
and Recreation, again Mr Madden, came out to
Sunshine and said, ‘You can’t have your 50-metre pool.
I know you want a 50-metre pool’ — and the residents
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did want a 50-metre pool — ‘but we’ll give you a
25-metre pool’. The government said, ‘For the western
suburbs, half will be good enough, won’t it? Of course
it will’. But do you know what happened then? After
the election it tried to renege — even on the 25-metre
pool! It tried to renege, and we had to fight, and I was a
part of that campaign to make this government stick to
its word. It would not give the people of Sunshine what
they wanted; it would only give them half of that. And
then it tried to get out of it after the election, and it was
a battle royal to get that back. Absolutely appalling.
It brings me to the latest outrage that would appear to
be in the process of being committed by the Labor
Party against the people of the western suburbs. The
Werribee racecourse is under threat. It would seem that
there will be no more racing in Werribee. Racing in
Werribee at the Werribee racecourse is now a part of
history — that is, unless the Labor Party gets off its tail
and does something now. It must come up with the
money to upgrade that course, because the Werribee
racecourse is a vitally important part of the culture and
the heritage of the city of Wyndham. What if that
racecourse was in the east or in a marginal seat; do you
think the Labor Party might come up with the money
necessary to upgrade the course? You betcha! It would
be out there with the chequebooks flying. You would
not be able to see the Treasurer for the dust that would
be flying up behind him as he raced in with a cheque in
order to provide the money needed to keep that
racecourse up and running. But the Werribee
racecourse is not in the east and the Werribee
racecourse is not in a marginal seat, so as far as this
government is concerned, who cares? It certainly does
not, and it makes that obvious every day.
Sporting and recreational opportunities in the west are
at a premium, and the Labor Party at this point in time
would appear to be the party that wants to go down in
history as the crew that closed Werribee’s racecourse. I
hope I am wrong, but at this stage it looks as if it has its
mind made up. It is not going to come up with the
money, and racing at Werribee will be no more. That,
to my way of thinking, is a disgrace and shows further
contempt — —
Mr Pakula — You are just making it up.
Mr FINN — No, I am not making it up. I have been
down there and I have spoken to them. I had a meeting
with them three or four weeks ago. Has Mr Pakula seen
the press release? Mr Pakula will have his opportunity
in a moment to tell us what he and his party will do to
save the Werribee racecourse, and I am very hopeful
that he will come up with a viable plan which will
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provide the people of Werribee and surrounds with
their racecourse well into the future.
I think I have made a pretty strong case tonight for
something that we have all known for a very long time,
and that is that the Labor Party treats the west of
Melbourne with contempt — and not just contempt, but
arrogant contempt. The Labor Party is happy to use and
abuse the people of the western suburbs for its own
personal and political gain. It is happy to take from the
people of the western suburbs, but will it give anything
back? There is no way known! It is not something we
have come to expect, and if it ever happened, we would
probably fall down in shock.
The way that the Labor Party treats the west of
Melbourne is a disgrace. This government should be
ashamed of itself for the way it treats the Melbourne
western suburbs from Craigieburn to Werribee to
Williamstown and all the parts in between. All we of
the western suburbs want is a fair go. The passing of
this motion tonight may go some way towards
achieving that.
Mr PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I am
exhausted from listening to Mr Finn’s contribution. He
said that the government treats the people of the west
with contempt. I will give Mr Finn this much: we
supported proportional representation and as a result,
we have imposed Bernie Finn on the west. To the
extent that we have inflicted Mr Finn on the west, I
apologise. We on this side of the chamber say, ‘In this
chamber the warm air is full of Mr Finn’s speeches and
vice versa’. His contribution was something else!
If the Liberal Party’s motivation for putting forward
this motion was not so transparent and cynical, it would
be funny. I have to say that in his own way Mr Finn can
be amusing and entertaining — —
Mrs Coote interjected.
Mr PAKULA — No, that was not the word I was
looking for, but I am sure Mrs Coote can lavish
whatever praise she likes on Mr Finn. This motion
would be funny, because Mr Finn likes to forget the
fact that the Liberal Party was in office for seven and a
half years between 1992 and 1999 — —
Mrs Peulich — Last century!
Mr PAKULA — It might have been last century,
but the point is this: the Liberal Party had seven and a
half years in office to demonstrate a genuine interest in
the western suburbs. Listening to Mr Finn tonight, I am
entitled to assume that during the time that the Liberal
Party — that great defender of Melbourne’s west —
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was in office education in the west improved, health in
the west improved, roads in the west improved and
public transport in the west improved. I would be
entitled to believe — —
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr PAKULA — I am saying that given Mr Finn’s
comments tonight, I am entitled to assume that all of
those things improved when he was in office in the
1990s and that equity improved, opportunity improved
and community services in the west improved. But did
they? Of course they did not. Of course — —
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr PAKULA — Of course they did not. The
Liberal Party will be remembered in the western
suburbs for trying to open a toxic waste dump in
Werribee — —
Mr Guy interjected.
Mr PAKULA — Mr Guy knows something that I
do not. Mr Finn talks about Tullamarine. I remind
Mr Finn that it took the Labor Party to close the
Tullamarine toxic waste dump.
Mr Finn — It was a question in here.
Mr PAKULA — Yes, it was a question in here that
did it! Mr Finn was formerly the member for
Tullamarine in the lower house for more than seven
years. I have checked Hansard to see how many times
Mr Finn raised the matter of the Tullamarine toxic
dump in the lower house when he was the member for
Tullamarine; he never raised it once.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am back. I notice
that Mr Finn is not in his place and neither is
Mrs Coote.
Mrs Coote — It was because of the microphones.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have just made that
observation.
Mr PAKULA — When Mr Finn’s party was in
office did all of those issues improve in the west? Did
the west go forward in regard to education, health,
community services, equity and opportunity? Of course
it did not. The west went backward; it took Labor and
Steve Bracks, the former Premier, to come to office in
1999 to jettison the decisions of the Kennett
government and start investing in Melbourne’s west
again. It would be funny — —
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Mr Finn interjected.
Mr PAKULA — It was the former Cain
government which opened the West Gate Bridge. In the
18 months I have been in this chamber, with the
exception of Mr Finn — who has idiosyncratic and
flamboyant contributions — I have not heard the
Liberal Party mention the western suburbs of
Melbourne. This is a Damascus road conversion. This
would be funny, because the opposition controls the
agenda on the notice paper on wacky Wednesday, and
it chose to support this motion as the seventh order of
the day out of seven motions. It is not the first motion
of the day so that we could have had a fair dinkum
debate; and it is not the third or the fifth motion. But
this motion has been put forward and debated now
when it is nearly 9 o’clock at night. That brings me to
this question: why are we having this debate today? I
do not know why we did not have the debate 6 months
ago, 12 months ago or 15 months ago.
This motion was put forward today because there is a
by-election in the electorate of Kororoit on 28 June.
That is the only reason. Now we find out that Mr Finn
has his stalking horse candidate, Mr Twentyman, to
drive down the Liberal vote so he can install Mr Mulder
as the leader. It is fair enough for the Liberal Party to
try this sort of cynical move! It is very cynical. Frankly,
for Mr Finn it is really a simple caper. All that Mr Finn
has to do is ignore all the things the government has
done over the last eight and a half years.
Mrs Peulich — Give us some specifics.
Mr PAKULA — I will. All Mr Finn has to do is
ignore the irrefutable evidence that on any measure, the
services, the infrastructure and the attention to
Melbourne’s west have been massively increased since
1999. Mr Finn should ignore the fact that Labor’s
approach to the western suburbs is integrated, broadly
based and holistic, and instead come in here and on the
Liberal Party’s simplistic, basic understanding and
basic knowledge of the western suburbs, simply
identify a few projects that are yet to be completed and
use that argument as the basis for some idiotic claim
that the west is being ignored.
By the extension of Mr Finn’s logic, somehow we have
ignored the western suburbs if everything has not been
done — every single piece of infrastructure, every
service, every single bit of public housing, every school
and every hospital that has ever been or will ever be
needed in the west in the future. Unless we can say,
‘Job done’, on all of these things, unless we can say we
have finished every project that will ever be needed in
the western suburbs — unless it has all been done —
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somehow we have ignored the western suburbs. It is a
nonsense.
Mr Finn — You could come and start a few. Just
start a few.
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn, it is nonsense.
Mr Finn — Why don’t you start a few?
Mr PAKULA — I suspect Mr Finn knows it is a
nonsense, but I suppose you can only row with the oars
you have.
Despite the provocations from Mrs Peulich earlier, I do
not intend to simply read out a shopping list of all the
things the Labor Party has done in the western suburbs
over the last eight and a half years. I can assure the
house that if I were to do that, not only would I be
speaking until 10 o’clock tonight, I would be speaking
until 10 o’clock next Wednesday night!
Mr Finn — You are on your own!
Mr PAKULA — The Wednesday after that;
Mr Finn knows what I mean. The Labor Party’s
approach — —
Mrs Peulich — You are not going to mention it
because there is nothing.
Mr PAKULA — I ask Mrs Peulich to just hang
about and she will hear what I have to mention. The
Labor Party’s approach is integrated, holistic and
broadly based. Unlike Mr Finn and the Liberal Party we
do not wait until a by-election has been called to
develop an interest and then pluck out one or two
hot-button issues. It does not matter which area of state
government responsibility you look at in regard to the
provision of services in the western suburbs, you find
the Labor Party’s record of achievement stands proudly
against the record of the Kennett government, which
closed schools, closed hospitals, sacked police, sacked
nurses and reduced all of those services.
As I said, it is not my intention to list every single
project, but let us go through some of them. We have
built new primary schools in Point Cook, Melton,
Tarneit, Sydenham, Deer Park and Roxburgh Park.
Mr Finn — You just cannot get to them, that’s all.
There are no roads.
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn says you cannot get to
them. When he finds his argument has a hole in it, he
just comes up with a new argument. The opposition
said we had not built any schools, we have
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demonstrated that we have, so Mr Finn now makes it a
debate about roads.
Mr Finn — I do not think I mentioned a school. I
didn’t mention schools.
Mr PAKULA — Of course Mr Finn did not
mention schools, because the Liberals’ record on
schools is a disgrace. The Liberal Party record on
schools was its leader flogging them; it was the Liberal
Party leader in the other place, Mr Baillieu, and his real
estate company which flogged off schools for the
Kennett government. We have built secondary schools
in Sydenham, Caroline Springs and Point Cook. There
have been modernisation works at more than
60 schools so far across the western suburbs as part of
our commitment to rebuilding and modernising every
school in Victoria.
Mr Finn — Tell us about the Western Autism
School. Would you like to tell us about that?
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn spoke about that; I am
speaking about other things. In the budget just gone,
$5 million has been allocated for the regeneration of
Altona Secondary College and Altona West Primary
School; a new primary school at Derrimut, a new
primary school at Taylors Hill, a new primary school at
Kororoit Creek, a new P–9 school at Wyndham Vale;
and school regeneration programs at Sunshine East and
Pascoe Vale; and when the government made a
decision to build two new select-entry schools, one of
them went to Berwick, but of course the other one went
to the west, to Wyndham Vale, not just for the people
of Wyndham — —
Mr Finn — Wyndham Vale is in the Western
Victoria Region.
Mr PAKULA — But people in our region, Mr Finn,
will get to use that school, as you well know. It is about
100 metres outside the boundary and it will be a
resource that will service the western suburbs for years
to come, and it is something the Liberal Party would
never have done in a million years.
Let us move on to health. We all remember the Liberal
Party’s plan for Williamstown Hospital; it was to close
it. It took Steve Bracks, as both the member for
Williamstown and Premier, to save it. He did not just
save it: the Labor Party upgraded it, particularly the
emergency department.
The Labor Party’s approach to health has not been
piecemeal. Our approach to health has seen us more
than double the recurrent budget to Western Health. It
was only a month ago in the state budget that the
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Treasurer made one of the most long-awaited
announcements which the west had sought for a long
time: $74 million for stage 2 of Sunshine Hospital.
Does anybody in their wildest dreams believe that
Sunshine Hospital would have received $74 million
from a Liberal government? Never in a million years!
Our allocation is on top of the $20 million we put in last
year. We have also built new super-clinics in Melton
and Craigieburn and expanded the Werribee Mercy
Hospital, which is handling 800 more births a year as a
result of the expansion. Unlike the Liberal Party, which
reduced expenditure on health care, we have seen a
70 per cent increase in growth in the number of nurses
employed in the western suburbs.
I turn now to transport. I want to take a couple of
moments to talk about Main Road. Quite frankly,
Mr Finn has plucked the low-hanging fruit; it is an easy
one for him to talk about because he knows it has been
a contentious issue for a long time. It is a matter that
was resolved back in 2004. There were at the
time — —
Mr Finn — We were going to finish it a decade ago.
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn, I know what the Kennett
government did in regard to Main Road. The Kennett
government provided a few bob for the local traders
association to do a study. That is all the Kennett
government did.
Mr Finn — It was coming along nicely.
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn, I know the history; I
know who you talk to. Do not worry, I talk to them as
well. The fact is that back in 2004 — —
Mr Finn — You’d like to just rewrite history.
Mr PAKULA — Sorry, back in 2001 there were
consultations, as I am sure Mr Finn knows, between the
former Minister for Transport in the other place,
Mr Batchelor, VicRoads, the then Department of
Infrastructure, the St Albans traders, Brimbank City
Council and the government. There were a lot of
competing views about not just the alignment, but
where the grade separation should occur, whether it
should involve the rail line going under the road or the
road going under the railway line. Studies were funded.
Mr Finn — But when did the work start?
Mr PAKULA — Just hear me out. An integrated
solution was arrived at, and it was released in 2001.
The integrated solution, which was agreed on by all
parties at the time, had a three-stage process. Stage 1
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was to grade-separate Taylors Road, a $68-million
project which is well under way and is almost finished,
as Mr Finn knows. I was out there for the sod turning. I
am not sure he was there.
Mr Finn — I was not invited.
Mr PAKULA — It does say something. But there is
a $68-million grade separation which has started, is
well under way and will be finished in 2009. What all
the modelling at the time, all of the studies and
engineers report said was that the best option for stage 2
of the integrated solution — because we were not just
thinking about a by-election on 28 June, we were
thinking about an integrated transport solution for the
western suburbs — was a Main Road bypass at Percy
Street. Stage 3 was to get under way when Taylors
Road was finished because — Mr Finn may not
understand this — the Taylors Road grade separation is
ongoing, and Taylors Road is shut.
If you try to grade-separate two of the three crossings
on the Sydenham line at the same time, and they are
about a kilometre and a half apart, if that, St Albans is
shut. Stage 2 cannot start until stage 1 is finished, and
stage 3 — Furlong Road — cannot start until stage 2 is
finished. That is a matter of logic. It is controversial
because some people in St Albans, including some of
the traders, wanted the station taken underground at
Main Road. A lot of the modelling that was done said
that up to half of the traffic on Main Road in St Albans
was through traffic, traffic not destined to remain in the
St Albans shopping centre. The decision was made to
build a Main Road bypass at Percy Street to take that
traffic out of the St Albans shopping centre, and that
plan is still on track. Stage 1 will be completed in 2009.
Planning for stage 2 is well advanced, and when that is
completed then stage 3 comes into play. In the
meantime, the government continues to work with the
traders and the residents and the council to improve the
safety at Furlong Road.
Let me just take Mr Finn to this. What makes this so
opportunistic, because as he knows the alignment and
the grade separation have been controversial for so
long, is that the plan to grade-separate Main Road was
not in the Liberal Party’s policy at the 2006 election. I
have here what I think was called a Liberal government
plan to improve country and metropolitan roads, and
here are the Liberal Party grade separation projects:
1.

Frankston bypass;

2.

Springvale Road, Nunawading;

3.

Blackburn Road, Blackburn;
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Not a lot of western suburbs there yet:
4.

North Road, Ormond;

5.

Moorooduc Highway, Frankston; and

6.

Scoresby Road, Bayswater.

There were no plans, not just for a grade separation at
Main Road, but for any grade separation in the western
suburbs in the Liberal Party policy at the 2006 election.
But it gets worse than that, because let us go through
all — —
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr PAKULA — What I am outlining is Mr Finn’s
hypocrisy and his opportunism. Let us talk about the
road projects that the Liberal Party proposed at the last
election: a clearway on Punt Road; upgrade of Clyde
Road, Berwick; Stud Road; Kelletts Road, Rowville;
Forest Road, Ferntree Gully; Scoresby Road, Ferntree
Gully; Coldstream; Mooroolbark. This is the Liberal
policy — Mooroolbark, Donvale, Donvale, Heathmont,
Rowville, Belgrave, Lilydale. Do you know how many
road upgrades were proposed for the western suburbs in
the Liberal Policy for the 2006 election? None! Not one
proposal for one road upgrade or one grade separation
in the western suburbs in the Liberal Party 2006 policy.
The absolute hypocrisy and opportunism of the Liberal
Party is exposed. Contrast that with our record — the
Kings Road duplication in Sydenham; the Boundary
Road duplication in Laverton North; the Derrimut Road
duplication in Hoppers Crossing; the Palmers Road
extension in Point Cook; the Fitzgerald Road
duplication in Laverton North — and all of that without
mentioning the Deer Park bypass, the Monash-West
Gate upgrade or the decision of the government to
commission the Eddington report to specifically look at
the transport needs of the west.
I am surprised that Mr Finn had the audacity to come in
here and to talk about Francis Street which, by the way,
is front and centre of the truck action plan in the
Eddington report.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr PAKULA — We can all read newspapers. I
have a copy here of an article by Briar Sinclair in the
Hobsons Bay Leader of 25 March 2008 about Mr Finn
and his factional colleague, Mr Mulder in the other
place, who went out to visit the Maribyrnong Truck
Action Group, and get this — this is almost too
beautiful:
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Western Metropolitan MLC Bernie Finn and opposition
transport spokesman Terry Mulder met Maribyrnong Truck
Action Group president Peter Knight at Francis Street last
Wednesday.
The Liberal Party members said that, while they had no
policy about the truck traffic on Francis Street, they wanted to
hold the state government accountable …

They come in here, they say they want to hold us
accountable and they admit in all of the local Leader
newspapers that they actually have no policy on it.
Mr Finn — Which opposition has policy mid-term?
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn says, ‘Which opposition
has policy mid-term?’. I will tell Mr Finn what sort of
opposition has policy mid-term: a good one!
That is the Liberal Party’s policy on Francis Street — it
has not got one. That is the Liberal Party’s policy on
road upgrades in the west — it has none. That is the
Liberal Party’s policy on grade separation in the
west — it has none. And Liberal members come in here
and lecture the Labor Party and tell it that it shows
contempt for the western suburbs. What a joke! I have
not even mentioned the rail upgrades, the third track at
Laverton, park-and-ride upgrades at Aircraft, Laverton,
Hoppers Crossing, Albion, Keilor Plains, Werribee,
Tottenham, Watergardens, or more services on the
Sydenham line. When we decided to trial the Early Bird
program, where did we trial it? We trialled it on the
Sydenham line. There are also more peak hour services
through Yarraville.
Mr Finn thinks he had a pretty good crack at
demolishing the government’s record. What has been
demonstrated in the discussions, particularly about
roads, particularly about transport, particularly about
hospitals and particularly about nurses, is that the
Liberal Party’s record is not something it can stand on.
All the Liberal Party can do is come in here and read
out a shopping list of things that have not been
completed.
When we talk about roads, we know the Liberal Party’s
plan was not to improve any of them. When we talk
about grade separation, we know the Liberal Party’s
plan was not to do any. It just exposes the absolute
hypocrisy of this party. It went to the election with a
total document, a Liberal Party plan to improve country
and metropolitan roads. The plan contained every
single road project that it planned to undertake if it won
government, but there was not a single dollar for the
west. Yet Mr Finn comes in here and attempts to lecture
us about Francis Street while having to concede that the
Liberal Party has no policy on the matter.
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Mr Finn — We will have a policy.
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn said, ‘We will have a
policy’. I put it to Mr Finn that he should have a policy.
If he is going to come in and criticise the government,
then he really needs to be able to indicate how he would
do things differently.
Mr Finn — We will when it matters.
Mr PAKULA — Let us wait and see. No discussion
of services in the west would be complete without
reference to A Fairer Victoria. That is a comprehensive
and integrated approach to dealing with disadvantage. It
is a document that only a Labor government would ever
come up with. It is an approach to dealing with
disadvantage that only a Labor government — —
Mr Finn — Glossy documents; more glossy
booklets!
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn should tell the people
who are going to be living in the $500 million worth of
new public housing that it is just a piece of paper. I
suggest he tell the people who will benefit from the
community services, the people who are enjoying the
Yarraville community centre that has been saved by
this government, and the people who will benefit from
all the increases in expenditure on tackling family
violence and early childhood services — all of those
things that are outlined in A Fairer Victoria — that it is
just a piece of paper.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr PAKULA — Tell it to them, Mrs Peulich.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr PAKULA — Mr Finn will talk for 38 minutes.
Giving children the best start in life, responding to
issues of family violence or boosting access to
affordable housing are things that would only ever
happen under a Labor government. We all remember
the more than half a billion dollars allocated to boost
public housing, much of which was spent in
Melbourne’s west, whether it is support for
disadvantaged groups, whether it is building stronger
communities — —
Mr Guy — We want to adjourn, hurry up!
Mr PAKULA — They are measures that by their
very nature are targeted at the most disadvantaged parts
of the state. Melbourne’s west gets a huge look in.
Mr Guy interjected.
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Mr PAKULA — I could, Mr Guy, go on. I could
talk about how the government helped to save the
Yarraville community centre last year. I could talk
about the government’s support for the redevelopment
of the Whitten Oval. As I said in the house yesterday, I
was out there last week at the launch of the new elite
learning centre. I have seen with my own eyes the
incredible community facilities that are going to be
created at the Whitten Oval, not just in terms of
recreation for young people but also in terms of a
child-care centre. All of the work of the Western
Bulldogs, particularly with African communities and all
sorts of new arrivals to our shore, has been put on the
record by the members for Western Metropolitan
Region, and the government has been absolutely front
and centre with its support for the redevelopment of
Whitten Oval.
I could go on and mention the redevelopment of the
Williamstown football ground, which will provide not
just a magnificent sporting facility but also a
community facility and function centre for the people
of Williamstown. I could mention the redevelopment of
the Werribee football ground. I could talk about — —
Mr Guy — But you will not because you do not live
near any of them, do you?
Mr PAKULA — Mr Guy wants to play the man,
because he knows that in terms of the issues that
confront the western suburbs the Liberal Party runs are
simply not on the board. I could go on and talk about
the new integrated children’s hubs in Deer Park, Altona
and Laverton. I could talk about the funding for
multicultural communities, such as the funding for the
Quang Minh temple. I could talk about the new bike
paths in Footscray. I could talk about how, with the
government’s support and the government’s
intervention, we have helped secure the new Toyota
hybrid Camry plant in Altona.
Mr Finn — I thought Kevin Rudd was taking credit
for that.
Mr PAKULA — Let me take up Mr Finn’s
interjection. He talked about Kevin Rudd taking credit.
I am happy to concede that, with the new cooperative
partnership between the Victorian state government and
our magnificent new federal government in Canberra,
the Rudd federal government and the Brumby
government have delivered not just jobs for Altona but
a whole new industry of hybrid, clean, green cars.
I could talk about the duplication of Kororoit Creek
Road, but I will not. Despite all the hot air that we
heard from Mr Finn tonight, despite all the frivolity,
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despite all the hilarity, despite all the fun that Mr Guy is
having in the chamber, the Liberal Party really has
nothing to say about Melbourne’s west. The Liberal
Party has nothing to say about what it would do for
Melbourne’s west, and no record of achievement in
delivering to Melbourne’s west. The Liberal Party’s
record in Melbourne’s western suburbs is one of
closing schools, closing hospitals, reducing the police
force, sacking nurses and downgrading services. If
members think the Liberals have learnt from that and
have turned over a new leaf, they really need to think
again, because as their policy document on roads —
their entire policy document — —
Mr Finn — You are fair dinkum running out of
steam here! You’re not going to make 38 minutes!
Mr PAKULA — If you are going to make this a
matter of honour, Mr Finn, I will find something to talk
about for the next 4 minutes. Don’t make it a matter of
honour!
As the Liberal Party document taken by the Liberals to
the 2006 election shows, in any area of government
responsibility that you want to look at, what the
Liberals had to say about Melbourne’s western suburbs
was either nothing or next to nothing.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PAKULA — The Liberal Party had nothing to
say about Melbourne’s west. As we see from their
document on roads, it is all about Nunawading,
Blackburn, Ormond — a fine place, Ormond; I grew up
there — Frankston, Bayswater, Berwick, Rowville,
Coldstream, Mooroolbark, Donvale, Belgrave and
Lilydale.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Some might suggest I
am trying to give members a bit of a break here, but the
incessant interjections from my left are now really
starting to grind on the house and on me in particular. I
suggest members take that into account. I say for
Mr Guy’s benefit that I am quite aware of his question
about where Mr Pakula may or may not live; so is the
rest of the house. Mr Guy has asked it. He is not going
to get an answer. I suggest he cease and desist.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PAKULA — In deference to the tone you have
tried to set, President, I will wrap up.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I suggest for the last
time to members on my left that if they have an
adjournment matter they want to raise, they had better
be careful, because they may not be here to raise it. Last
warning!
Mr PAKULA — I say again that I will wrap up. I
will wrap up by repeating that despite all the hot air we
have heard from Mr Finn, members of the Liberal Party
really have nothing to say about Melbourne’s west,
even though his contribution was made very eloquently,
very amusingly and very theatrically — in fact,
sometimes I wish I had a voice like Mr Finn’s! I can
say that mine is giving out, whereas I think Mr Finn
could make reading out the McDonald’s menu sound
good. It is a voice honed by 3AW and it is spectacular.
Mr Finn and the Liberals should remember an old
maxim: there is nothing wrong with having nothing to
say unless you insist on saying it.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms HARTLAND
(Western Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until next day.

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

The PRESIDENT — Order! Before we start the
adjournment, I remind the house that last night I
decided to take some time to think about whether the
adjournment matter raised by Mr Koch was in order.
To remind the house, I will read from Daily Hansard
the particular part of Mr Koch’s contribution I have in
fact decided is appropriate:
The action I seek from the minister is to request the Chief
Commissioner of Police urgently to fix the shortage of
front-line police in the Geelong, Bellarine and Surf Coast
regions and to meet whatever demands are made.

I have decided the fact that Mr Koch sought that the
minister make a request to the chief commissioner is, as
I said, in order. The main thrust of this particular matter
is okay. However, I remind members that the fact that
the house has decided to remove the inhibitor of set
speeches does not alter the fact that members debating
matters raised during the adjournment has never been
appropriate, and there is a very strong argument to put
that Mr Koch’s main contribution last night was in fact
either a debate or likely to cause a debate.
I therefore ask members to reflect on previous rulings
and understand that there is no capacity to raise matters
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in such a way that they are likely to cause debate. I will
also restate the processes for raising adjournment
matters: members should indicate the minister to whom
the matter is directed — in this instance, the member
was correct; members should give a brief and succinct
summary of the facts — in this instance, the member
was not necessarily correct; and members should set
out a request, query or complaint and suggest the action
sought.
If members comply with that, there will not generally
be a problem or an issue. However, if people draw out
adjournment contributions into long and protracted
speeches, in my view that is likely to cause debate and
will cause us all some grief.

Drought: government assistance
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — The matter I
raise tonight is for the attention of the Premier in his
role as chairman of the drought recovery task force. It
concerns funding for drought coordinators and drought
support workers in rural and regional Victoria that is
due to expire at the end of June. My request of the
Premier is that he reinstate the funding to enable the
drought coordinators and drought support workers to
continue delivery of these vital services in Victoria’s
drought-affected communities.
Only eight months ago, in October 2007, the Premier
announced that funding would be allocated for
additional drought coordinators. When making that
announcement he said:
Victoria is in the grip of the worst drought on record and the
Victorian government will do all it can to help our struggling
farmers, rural communities and rural businesses.

Perhaps the Premier and the Minister for Agriculture
believe the grip of the worst drought on record has
loosened, as many drought support workers have been
told their jobs will no longer exist at the end of June this
year.
I have news for the Premier and the minister: nothing
has changed. The drought has not broken, communities
in northern Victoria continue to battle drought
conditions and future forecasts that predict inflows into
our storages will continue to decline due to climate
change are putting communities under enormous stress.
I understand that Department of Primary Industries and
the Department of Human Services drought support
positions will be lost in areas including the Loddon
Mallee region, Echuca, Mildura and Rutherglen.
Drought support workers have put in countless hours
building networks and knowledge from which they can
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provide invaluable support to struggling farming
families and communities. If these drought support
workers’ jobs cease at the end of June, their knowledge,
contacts and profiles will be lost.
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be matched by the volunteer labour costs of improving
the facilities at the Toongabbie Country Fire Authority
station.

Police: Preston
Farming families and communities in the Northern
Victoria Region continue to do it tough financially,
mentally and physically. Drought-stricken communities
need continuity, not the stop-start approach of this state
government. I call on the Premier to act immediately to
extend funding to ensure the drought support workers
and drought coordinators can retain their positions
beyond June.

Country Fire Authority: Toongabbie
Mr HALL (Eastern Victoria) — Tonight I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services in the other place in regard to
the facilities at the Toongabbie Country Fire Authority
station. I was prompted to raise this matter upon receipt
of an email from one of my constituents, Mr Kevin
Kennedy. Kevin is the managing director of Gippsland
Group Training and is also a volunteer member with
the Toongabbie Country Fire Authority.
Mr Kennedy’s letter to me suggests that the facilities at
the Toongabbie fire station are totally inadequate and
were proved to be so with the fires of some nearly
18 months ago when the Toongabbie Country Fire
Authority branch members were heavily involved in
fighting the Gippsland fires. The facilities there are
urgently in need of an upgrade. The member for
Morwell in the other place, Russell Northe, and I
inspected those facilities and met with the CFA shortly
after those fires nearly 18 months ago and we can
verify the inadequacy of those facilities.
In his capacity as managing director of Gippsland
Group Training Mr Kennedy has made a very generous
offer of supplying all the labour component associated
with the reconstruction of facilities at the Toongabbie
fire station. He says that they are looking at a
$100 000 upgrade of those facilities, with half the costs
attributed to labour and half to material. Mr Kennedy
has offered the services of Gippsland Group Training to
embark upon the construction of the new facilities out
there and in effect meet the $50 000 labour costs
associated with the redevelopment of those facilities.
He asks me to advise him of a source of revenue for the
material costs of $50 000, matching the local volunteer
cost to improve the facilities.
The action that I seek from the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services is to consider this request to make
available the $50 000 for the material costs which will

Mr GUY (Northern Metropolitan) — Tonight, like
Mr Hall, I raise an issue for the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services in the other house. It concerns the
level of police numbers in the Preston area. Some
people in this state may try to ignore the problems we
are having with crime, particularly around certain
activities areas in suburban areas, but local residents are
fully aware of how some of our neighbourhoods have
changed and are continuing to change — in this
instance, not for the better.
As a local resident of Preston — in the seat that I
represent, the seat that I live in, the seat that I work in,
the seat that I am very proud to represent — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr GUY — And sleep in, Mrs Peulich. I can advise
the house and the minister that violent crime and in
particular theft is becoming a huge issue in Preston.
Unruly behaviour, violence and gangs on the streets in
the activities area on High Street have made the
shopping area unsafe at night and add to the general
feeling of unease that now pervades the area after dark.
Crime has risen around the railway station area,
particularly on the Preston Market side and also in the
Safeway car park area, with car theft and assault now
an unfortunate but common feature after hours.
I know some shop traders are more and more uneasy
about opening their premises fairly early or staying
open late simply because by being in an open, lit-up
shop by themselves, they expose themselves as a target.
What is becoming a real issue is needless, wanton
vandalism. Whether it is turning over bins on
residential streets in neighbourhoods that border the
activities area, bus shelters being repeatedly smashed
up, graffiti on shop fronts, smashed windows or even
graffiti on parked cars, it is all much greater in number
than even this time last year.
A recent poll conducted by the Preston Leader
newspaper found that an astounding 39 per cent of
people living in Preston felt the suburb had become
unsafe. Unfortunately they have every right to feel that
way. We have to look at the solution to what appears to
be a growing unsavoury trend that is sullying the good
reputation of this northern suburb. In my view the
Police Association is right in saying that it is police
numbers.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I remind Mr Guy that
I made a comment earlier about debating. He is going
beyond actual facts, which he is more than welcome
and encouraged to do, but he is now offering opinions,
such as ‘in my opinion’. That is likely in my view to
cause a debate, or whatever, and it is inconsistent with
the guidelines I have already on numerous occasions
laid down, so I ask him to be succinct and to the point
and to stick with the facts.
Mr GUY — Thank you, President. It is fact that
over the last decade per capita police numbers in places
like Preston have fallen. It is a fact that Preston police
station needs more police. The Police Association say
an extra 58 police are needed. That is a good start, so in
my adjournment matter tonight I ask the minister to act
on the advice of local people, the council, traders and
the Police Association and deploy more police to the
Preston police station to lower the ever-increasing
crime rates in this suburb.

Mallacoota: community centre
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Regional and Rural
Development. The Mallacoota township in East
Gippsland is 535 kilometres from Melbourne and, as
such, is one of the more remote communities in
Victoria. As a consequence, although it is mostly
widely appreciated for its natural beauty, it is
self-sufficient, has a strong arts community and is
known for its community spirit and resourcefulness.
The qualities that the township exemplifies are manifest
in the local radio station, 3MGB, which has been
broadcasting since the early 1980s and provides a focal
point for community information and development. The
station’s reach spreads beyond Mallacoota to the
neighbouring towns of Genoa and Cann River. It began
operating out of a double-decker bus, but in recent
years has been using a flat, accommodation that it
retains on a tenuous monthly rental.
The Mallacoota Arts Centre also fills an important role
in the life of the town. The centre has a small gallery
and coordinates arts and community activities from a
run-down cottage on the outskirts of the town. A
proposal developed some years ago foresaw the two
organisations getting together and establishing a
high-profile presence in the shopping centre as the
Croajingolong centre for communications and the arts.
A local couple donated money to buy a block of land
and recently the East Gippsland shire has granted
provisional planning approval for the project. The
outstanding issue is to find the money to build it.
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The radio station educates local schoolchildren in
broadcasting by involving them in a weekly on-air
program called New Kids on the Block. The Mallacoota
Arts Council would bring its gallery to the
Croajingolong centre project and use it to organise
concert activities and as a booking office for
community activities. It could also become a learning
centre for TAFE students who visit Mallacoota to
undertake environmental studies. This is as worthy a
local community project as you would find and it has
been a singular community effort that has brought it to
this stage.
The next step, as I mentioned, is funding. My request to
the Minister for Regional and Rural Development is to
support this important project and to work with the
local community and shire to ensure it progresses to
completion.

Liquor: Toorak licences
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Consumer Affairs. I acknowledge that, by
implementing the 2.00 a.m. lockout in nightclubs and
initiating a moratorium on the issuing of any new liquor
licences within a 10-kilometre radius of the central
business district, the Brumby government is attempting
to curb alcohol-fuelled violence, and this is
commendable. But the consumer affairs website has
this to say about under-age drinking:
People under 18 years of age are not allowed to consume
liquor on licensed premises unless:
in the company of a parent, guardian or spouse (over
18 years of age) and partaking of a meal.
…
A guardian is one appointed by the court. A spouse is the
person to whom they are married.
Please note: A responsible adult (other than a spouse, parent
or guardian) cannot supply liquor to a minor.

The penalty is $6607 for the licensee, $1101 for the
server and $551 for the minor. I was perplexed to find
that in my electorate, which is also the electorate of the
Treasurer, the Toorak Lion was advertising free alcohol
and a happy hour. A couple of my constituents went in
to observe what was happening and saw obviously
under-age drinkers being given free alcohol. This was
reported to the police, who arrived almost immediately
and are to be commended for doing so, and charges
were laid. I was very perplexed to read the following in
the Stonnington Leader:
Jamie Nasser —

who is the licensee —
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has hit back at claims his bar staff knowingly served minors
alcohol at his Toorak Village pub.

He said he is being victimised because of his name and
that the drinkers looked authentic. That is not good
enough. This man is applying for a licence on the same
site, at the Trak Centre, and he was only fined $500 for
serving alcohol to minors instead of the $6607 fine for a
licensee.
The action I request is that the minister investigate this
breach of his own regulation and advise the Liquor
Licensing Commission to seriously take into
consideration Mr Nasser’s abuse of the liquor licence
regulations when it is reviewing his current application
for an extension to the existing licence in the Trak
Centre.

Water: waterways and drainage charge
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Water in the
other place. I ask him on behalf of very angry Sunbury
residents to drop his proposed waterways and drainage
tax. Last week I attended a public meeting organised by
the Essential Services Commission with the residents of
Sunbury on the issue of Melbourne Water’s proposed
waterways and drainage tax. The ESC called the
meeting to get public comment on the application and
level of the charges. I would have thought it was in the
interests of everybody, particularly the member for
Macedon in the other place, to promote this meeting, as
it is her responsibility to look after the wellbeing of her
constituents. However, this meeting was poorly
promoted and was held in a very hard-to-find venue,
almost as if it was not desirable that people attend.
Members will be pleased to know that I found the
venue and found the meeting most interesting.
The message from the meeting was loud and clear: now
is not the time or place to be slugging struggling
families with another tax on top of massive water price
hikes. The problem of water supply and price lies solely
on the shoulders of this government. Its inactivity and
lack of vision have meant that we are now in dire straits
with our very dry state, and yet all this government
seems to do is rob Peter to pay Paul. It has failed to
secure our water supply, and now communities like
Sunbury, Gisborne, Bacchus Marsh, Melton and others
have to pay the price; 118 300 residential properties,
5200 non-residential properties and 54 100 rural
properties will have to pay up to an additional $75 on
top of massive water price hikes.
Instead of listening to the concerns of her constituents,
the member for Macedon has done nothing except wag
her finger at them and tell them to pay up. Sunbury
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Residents Association, Sunbury Conservation Society
and Sunbury Chamber of Commerce are, quite rightly,
asking why there has been this neglect of the local
community.
The action I seek from the minister is for him to
provide a full explanation of where the money from
these taxes will go, including a detailed description and
costings of the works to be carried out so that the
affected communities can clearly see what they are
being asked to pay for.

Australian Childhood Foundation: funding
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for
Community Services in the other place. During a recent
visit to the Australian Childhood Foundation (ACF) a
number of alarming facts were revealed to me about the
rising number of child abuse cases presenting for the
foundation’s counselling services. There is new and
alarming evidence picking up on the impact on children
of sexual abuse and family violence trauma and the
inherent long-term ramifications.
The Australian Childhood Foundation is currently
seeing 300 children per year. Current levels of funding
from the Department of Human Services are meant to
cover the costs of delivering counselling services across
three streams: child victims of sexual abuse, children
who are victims of family violence, and children under
15 years who themselves show problematic sexual
assault behaviour.
When referrals are factored into the number of children
that the ACF is seeing, the number of children needing
counselling will swell from 300 to 500 by 30 June this
year. As at 4 June the ACF had a list of 43 children
who had been waiting for a minimum of three months,
with most waiting for five months. Exhaustive
fundraising has contributed in part to making up the
30 per cent funding shortfall. Whilst there has been
some funding allocated in the budget for family
violence, with a slim possibility of some trickling down
to the ACF, funding still is and, as it stands, will be
grossly inadequate.
The waiting list for counselling services is not an
accurate reflection of the need. The ACF’s waiting list
has potential clients drop off the list after such a long
wait. I ask the minister to urgently review the three
funding streams and, inter alia, that an allocation of
$200 000 be made in order to have the growing
demand, as is manifested in the waiting list, dealt with
immediately.
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Water: Powelltown supply
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My matter
this evening is for the Minister for Water in the other
place. Last week I had the pleasure of visiting beautiful
Powelltown, where I met with representatives of the
Powelltown Residents Water Association and in
particular its president, Mr Ian Martin. The association
is responsible for supplying the 300 residents in
110 homes in Powelltown with water. The association
has a long-term licence with Melbourne Water to
withdraw up to 163 megalitres a year from the
Learmonth Creek system, but currently only draws
approximately 80 megalitres.
The water is taken from the creek and sent to three
semi-submerged in-ground tanks which have
corrugated iron covers. There is currently no security
for the tanks in the form of a fence or secured shed. The
tanks are not far out of town and, as the minister would
be aware, Powelltown is a popular tourist destination on
the way to Mount Baw Baw during the ski season and
to Warragul and other places for the rest of the year.
This presents a potential security risk to the town’s
water supply, which has a dual purpose as it can be
used for firefighting and in times of emergency, so this
is an important issue.
The action I seek therefore from the minister is that he
meet with Mr Martin and other representatives of the
Powelltown Residents Water Association and work
with them by providing funding or technical assistance
to ensure the residents of Powelltown have a safe and
secure water supply and that their tanks are secured and
free from access by third parties, illegally or in any
other way.

Roads: South Eastern Metropolitan Region
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turning right because the signal is not green for long
enough for more than two or three cars to turn at one
time. Often, many commuters are so sick and tired of
waiting during the long delays, which can run up to
10 or more minutes, that they run the red light to make
the turn. Clearly it is not a desirable thing to occur, but
the frustration is understandable, and I call on the
minister to see what he can do to allow perhaps more
cars to turn right at that location.
The second problem area is the traffic snarls at the
intersection of Vanessa Drive and Pound Road,
Hampton Park. It has been reported to me that many
Hampton Park residents are receiving police fines for
turning left towards the freeway entrance from a
right-hand turn lane. Whilst I agree that they have done
the wrong thing — there is no doubt about that — the
local morning peak traffic, which begins at 6.00 a.m. in
that area, is horrendous and traffic is often banked right
down Vanessa Drive.
I therefore call on the Minister for Roads and Ports in
the other place to act promptly on these two sites and to
see what can be done to address these local traffic
congestion or traffic snarl problems to ensure that
commuters at least have some chance to travel on their
daily route without the frustrations associated with
these two intersections which are notoriously annoying
to drivers and commuters.

EastLink: sound barriers
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I wish to raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports in the
other place, as the minister responsible for Southern
and Eastern Integrated Transport Authority (SEITA)
and works taking place on EastLink.

Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
have a brief matter for the attention of the Minister for
Roads and Ports in the other place. I have spoken on
many occasions about concerns in relation to roads and
public transport, but there are also numerous traffic
snarls that make daily commuting to and from work
very difficult. I have received significant
communication on two of these, and I would like the
Minister for Roads and Ports to see what he can do to
address them.

I have been approached by residents of Woodview
Court, Dandenong North, which may be unknown to
the Treasurer. It is the area to the north-east of EastLink
and the Monash Freeway, and it relates to the sound
barriers which have been installed as part of the
EastLink construction works. Prior to that work being
undertaken the properties there had a chain-link fence at
the back, there were timber sound barriers on the
Monash part of the freeway of a medium height, and in
between was substantial native vegetation.

One of those problem areas is the intersection of
Springvale, Hutton and Governor roads in Waterways. I
have had a number of constituents write and telephone
me about the right-hand turn signal from Springvale
Road into Hutton Road. During afternoon peak hour in
particular there are substantial delays for commuters

Since the EastLink construction work the timber
barriers have been removed and replaced by very large
concrete sound barriers at a height of between 4.5 and
6.5 metres. As the back fence and the native vegetation
have been removed, residents of Woodview Court now
look out upon what is basically a 6-metre concrete
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structure across the back of their property, not unlike
the Berlin Wall in appearance — a huge concrete wall
backing onto the properties.
Prior to the works being undertaken the residents of
Woodview Court, Dandenong North received a letter
from Thiess John Holland committing to extensive
landscaping to both the roadside and the residential side
of the walls, with indigenous trees, shrubs and
groundcovers that, when fully established, would soften
and complement the appearance of the noise walls.
That commitment was contained in a letter dated
5 January 2007 from Thiess John Holland to the
residents.
That work has not been undertaken by Thiess John
Holland. When the residents of that area in Dandenong
North contacted SEITA seeking to have those
commitments delivered upon they were given the
brush-off. Indeed the people at SEITA to whom they
spoke indicated that it was only a matter of opinion that
a 6-metre concrete wall on the back of their properties
was a bad view for them to have.
What I seek from the minister is his commitment to
ensure that the undertaking given by Thiess John
Holland with respect to finishing the works between the
backs of the properties and the sound barriers on the
residential side is honoured, as committed to in that
letter of 5 January, to ensure that the amenity of those
people living along that boundary to the freeway is
enhanced.

Avalon Airport: international terminal
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — My adjournment
matter is for the Minister for Planning. It concerns the
federal government’s decision last week to reject a
planning application for a major development at
Avalon Airport. Avalon Airport has been a leading
contributor to Australia’s aerospace industry for over
50 years. It is home to numerous Australian and
international aerospace companies and is well placed to
become Victoria’s second international airport. Avalon
is already the main base for Jetstar Airlines’ domestic
flights to Sydney, Brisbane, Adelaide and Perth.
Airport operator Linfox was keen to start construction
of an 8000-square metre international terminal next
month to cater for low-cost carriers. The new terminal
would triple annual passenger numbers and
accommodate more than 2 million international
passengers driven by the vast economic opportunities of
the Asia-Pacific region. But the $300 million expansion
has been rejected by the Rudd government on planning
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issues and has severely set back development of
international air services at Avalon.
The refusal of the defence department to approve
Linfox’s planning application means that Asia’s biggest
low-cost airline, AirAsia, has axed plans to fly its
international arm, AirAsia X, into Avalon from later
this year. It was anticipated that this carrier would have
provided a daily non-stop service to Kuala Lumpur,
connecting with a huge network within Asia and
onwards to Europe.
Not surprisingly, Geelong’s business and tourism
leaders are frustrated and very angry with the state and
federal governments, particularly local federal
politicians Richard Marles and Darren Cheeseman, who
gained election on the basis of having the ear of
government, but now in government — —
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, I
have been listening to Mr Koch with some interest.
Mr Koch’s comment firstly is about the actions of the
federal government on planning, so it is not a state
issue. Now it has moved to his comments on the
inaction of federal MPs on lobbying the federal
government on planning. I draw your attention to the
fact that this is not a matter for the adjournment for a
Victorian minister. It is a commentary on a federal
planning minister and the action of two federal MPs.
Mr D. Davis — On the point of order, President, I
understand that the state Minister for Planning has a
responsibility for some aspects of planning in and
around the airport.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The fact is that the
member needs to demonstrate how the matter is the
responsibility of the state minister to whom it was
addressed. The member’s reference to federal members
is in my view starting to get into that area we discussed
earlier about debating and has nothing to do with the
state minister. I ask the member to restrict his
comments and matter to the area of responsibility of the
state minister.
Mr KOCH — Avalon has had the planning support
of the City of Greater Geelong. It is one of the only
areas of federal Crown land over which state planning
powers exist, and it is on those grounds that I bring it to
the attention of this house and our planning minister.
The action I seek from our planning minister,
Mr Madden, is for him to call on the federal
government to overturn the defence department’s
refusal to grant planning approval, which again stalls
the development of Victoria’s second strategically
located international airport at Avalon.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I advise Mr Koch that
the state minister has no responsibility to do what he
asks. He is simply asking the minister to do something
that the federal minister has responsibility for, and
therefore I rule it out of order, which I have done
previously with other matters in this regard.

Responses
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — In opening, I was
intrigued by Mrs Peulich asking a minister to ‘see what
he can do’. There were 10 matters for ministers, and I
will refer those 10 matters to the relevant ministers.
Mr D. Davis interjected.
Mr LENDERS — No, Mr Davis’s matter will be
referred. But through you, President, I am interested
that Mrs Peulich has asked a minister to ‘see what he
can do’. I think that is quite quaint. I will refer all
10 matters to the relevant ministers.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house now stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 10.21 p.m.
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Thursday, 12 June 2008
The PRESIDENT (Hon. R. F. Smith) took the chair
at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Budget estimates 2008–09 (part 2)
Mr PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) presented
report, including appendices, together with minutes
of evidence.
Laid on table.
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Motion agreed to.

DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION
COMMITTEE
Membership
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — By leave, I move:
That Mrs Coote be a member of the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee.

Motion agreed to.
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Ordered that report be printed.
Mr PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

In so doing, President, I want to indicate to the house
that this document is part 2 of the budget estimates
process. It is, as Mr Rich-Phillips indicated in relation
to part 1, a summary of the matters raised in the
hearings. The hearings were conducted extremely well.
The report also contains all the transcript, and later this
year there will be another report with appropriate
analysis.
The purpose of having this report tabled so soon is so
that a report can be put before the Parliament in a
timely way rather than the Parliament having to wait
many months to find out what occurred during the
budget estimates hearings.
I want to place on record my thanks for the
extraordinary amount of work done by Valerie Cheong
and her team, not only during the hearings but in
pulling this report together so quickly. All of us on the
committee know just how much work was done by
Valerie and the committee. We all owe her and her
team a debt of gratitude. On that basis I commend the
report to the house.
Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, 24 June
2008.

Numurkah District Health Service:
redevelopment
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — Numurkah
District Health Service is still waiting for stage 2 of its
redevelopment. Unfortunately the project has been
excluded from funding announcements made by the
current government, whose Minister for Health appears
to have turned his back on the health service’s funding
need.
On at least three occasions in the past nine months I
have invited the minister to visit Numurkah and meet
with the hospital’s administration to discuss its funding
requirements. The minister is yet to accept my
invitation and has not yet responded directly to my
persistent request. While stage 1 of the hospital’s
redevelopment was completed years ago, the facility
has been looking for some time to commence stage 2 of
the redevelopment, which would include the
construction of a new acute-care hospital, theatres,
administration building and a new 30-bed, low-care
aged facility. This would be in addition to the
demolition of the old acute section, theatres and
administration areas and the relocation of the
community health section to the site of the existing
aged-care facility.
The hospital is currently housed in a building that is
50 years old. It is an aluminium structure imported to
Numurkah from Bristol in England to house nurses. It
was never intended to be used as a hospital, meaning
that the hospital was not a purpose-built facility. As you
would expect, the current building, due to its age and
because it was not purpose built, is very difficult to
maintain. It is also hard for the Numurkah District
Health Service to rationalise committing funds for its
maintenance when a new building is what is really
required.
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The Numurkah community deserves a health service
comparable to those Melburnians have come to expect
and the state government must provide funding to
enable the hospital’s redevelopment to progress in an
acceptable time frame.

Fishing: shark numbers
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Shark
populations are plummeting world wide. According to
the Australian Marine Conservation Society, Australia
is home to more than 300 species of sharks and rays
and around 77 of them are threatened with extinction.
The society is campaigning to stop the targeted fishing
of Australian sharks. As a contribution to shark
protection, some commercial fisheries have banned the
landing of sharks and others have set strict bycatch
limits. However, commercial shark fishing is still
extensive across Australia.
There is deep concern that shark finning is the
economic driver of the shark fishing industry world
wide. Shark finning, by which fins are cut off live
sharks which are then left to die, is banned in Australia.
However, every year Australia imports thousands of
kilograms of dried shark fins from countries that have
not banned shark finning.
I am not sure whether members of this house ever eat
shark fin soup but if they do I would urge them to stop.
I urge all Victorians, and indeed all Australians, to
boycott shark fin soup and other shark fin dishes as a
way of stamping out this brutal practice and to ensure
that shark populations are not further reduced.
Sharks are at the top of the food chain and play a vital
role in marine ecosystems. The Australian Marine
Conservation Society suggests, and I agree, that we
should start protecting sharks in the same way as we
protect whales and dolphins. Sharks are long-lived and
they mature and reproduce relatively late in their life
cycle. It is unbelievable that the Queensland
government would be considering allowing the
establishment of a commercial shark fishery in the
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.

Mr Barber (Northern Metropolitan):
comments
Mr PAKULA (Western Metropolitan) — I was
fascinated last Sunday to read in the Sunday Age the
musings of Greg Barber. According to Melissa Fyfe,
Mr Barber is somewhat like the dead parrot in the
Monty Python sketch, pining for the fjords. Mr Barber
instead appears to be pining for his days as a mayor of
Yarra council. According to the article, Mr Barber

Thursday, 12 June 2008

fondly remembers his days of building toilet blocks and
bike paths. When it was pointed out to him that he
chose to run for state Parliament, Mr Barber’s response
was:
Yeah, I’m starting to think about that now. Maybe I didn’t
make the right move.

Indeed! Mr Barber went on to explain that his
reassessment was caused by the depressing experience
of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. That
is interesting because, according to my diary, the first
budget estimates hearing was on 12 May and the
original interview with Dave Lennon on ABC radio
was at 9:06 a.m. on 18 April.
Perhaps he just misspoke, but given Mr Barber’s
success in neutering his internal enemies and endorsing
his allies for Yarra council, maybe he is preparing for a
hero’s return. In the spirit of bipartisanship, affection
and with apologies to Smokey Robinson, let me say to
Mr Barber, ‘If you feel like giving Yarra council a
lifetime of devotion, I second that emotion’.

Tertiary education and training: funding
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to
express some concern about the government’s report on
skills shortages, particularly in relation to the TAFE
sector. Discussions I have had with people involved in
this TAFE sector suggest there is a great deal of
concern about the efficacy of this report and some of its
assumptions and indeed what is claimed to be some of
its exaggerations. It would seem to me that certainly
whilst skills shortages in our economy are a very
serious issue, there is a clear attempt by the government
by way of this paper to reduce its funding commitment
or at least to avoid committing to any growth in TAFE
sector funding going forward, and that the government
is seeking to siphon off the responsibility for TAFE
funding — and therefore for skills training — to
students themselves.
The introduction of a higher education contribution
scheme system for TAFE students to me is an absolute
furphy, and it continues a process I find to be
extraordinarily difficult in the context of a system that
penalises our best and brightest and leaves them with
enormous bills as they enter the workforce. We need to
ensure we are able to train people and skill up Australia
without an impost on those students and an
unreasonable impost on the training institutions. Indeed,
we need the government to meet its commitments.
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Public internet access program: grants
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — I wish to take
this opportunity to encourage community organisations
that provide or intend to provide public internet access
to apply for a public internet access program grant by
Friday, 27 June, the closing date. Grants of up to $7500
are available to community organisations to purchase or
upgrade computers and software, pay for internet
connections and cover costs associated with other
relevant equipment. This program is designed to bring
all the benefits of the internet to people who currently
have difficulty accessing it, particularly senior
Victorians, recent migrants, those outside the education
system, people who are unemployed and people with a
disability.
We know that many members of the political classes
use the internet to great effect for political purposes;
however, there are many other people in the community
who do not enjoy similar access, and this program is
designed to help overcome barriers to access. The
program is one way that the Brumby government is
working to ensure that all Victorians, no matter what
their circumstances, have the opportunity to get online
to access information that is meaningful and relevant to
them.

Planning: residential zones
Mr GUY (Northern Metropolitan) — I was going to
pay tribute to the counting abilities of George Seitz, the
member for Keilor in the other place, but instead I want
to talk about a residents meeting in Notting Hill where
locals expressed outrage over Labor’s planned new
residential zones, which will mandate high-density
high-rise development and remove third-party appeal
rights. The proposal is draconian and typifies this
government’s arrogance and heavy-handed approach to
planning in Victoria.
The Notting Hill residents association is concerned that
the existing urban character of the suburb will be lost
under the new residential zones proposal. Given that
residents are close to Monash University, they fear they
will be zoned a go-slow zone. But ‘go slow’, according
to Labor, means a minimum height of three floors or
more — with the destruction of existing housing, to be
replaced with apartments. So much for ‘go slow’.
Notting Hill residents are not alone in their distaste for
the new residential zones proposal. Right across
Melbourne people are becoming more and more
outraged over the plans to remove third-party appeal
rights; even the Labor members for Mordialloc and
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Essendon in the other place have spoken out against
their own minister’s plans.
In my own area of the northern suburbs, many are
concerned at the loss of existing leafy areas and other
heritage streets. Even local councillors such as
Darebin’s Marlene Kairouz want to protect what we
have. This councillor says on the council web page:
I believe we need to preserve our leafy areas and protect our
heritage and environment.

I could not agree more with this councillor. If she were
ever to become a Labor member of Parliament, she
would join the members for Mordialloc and Essendon
on a growing list of Labor MPs who recognise that the
planning minister’s new residential zones document is
flawed.

Whitten Oval, Footscray: development
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I am an
unashamed supporter of the mighty Bombers, the
Essendon Football Club, but within my electorate there
is another great club, the Bulldogs, also known to many
locals as the Footscray Football Club, home to the late
great Teddy Whitten after whom the oval is correctly
named. But today this great site within the heart of my
electorate is being transformed into an amazing new
development, one which has transformed it into a
spectacular community asset that Ted Whitten could
never have imagined, and I say so with deep respect for
the great man.
Sport and physical development will continue to be at
the very core of the Whitten Oval, but there will be
much more. There will be state-of-the-art plunge pools
for the players, a modern children’s centre,
much-needed community meeting rooms and more. But
while this government has played an important role in
this development, it is the vision, dedication and
commitment of the football club that I most particularly
wish to acknowledge. Without them and their
deep-hearted commitment to the community of the
western suburbs of Melbourne, the ground may have
been lost to developers, just as the Waverley ground
was lost. It is my sincere hope that, in time, other
grounds such as Windy Hill and those in other
electorates may mirror the great development that is
now and will be the Whitten Oval.

Australian Labor Party: Kororoit candidate
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I offer my
sincere condolences to a number of my constituents
who are members of the Labor Party in the electorate of
Kororoit. It seems that overnight a candidate has once
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again been foisted upon them from outside that
electorate. It never ceases to amaze me the lengths to
which the ALP will go to show their contempt for the
people of the western suburbs. But to drag in a
latte-sipping blow-in from Darebin is exceeding even
the ALP’s usual standards of contempt. Maybe we
should all chip in and buy her a Melway so she can find
her electorate of Kororoit, or perhaps Mr Pakula could
loan her his.
My sympathies also go to the good ratepayers of
Brimbank who saw this by-election as a golden
opportunity to rid their council of Natalie Suleyman.
The bozo bit the dust on this occasion. There is wailing
and gnashing of teeth throughout Brimbank this
morning, I can assure you. The ALP has much to
answer for. Labor will pay for its arrogant disregard for
Melbourne’s west at the ballot box, and it will only
have itself to blame. In the meantime we await Labor’s
eventual launch of its campaign for its blow-in, and
presumably her slogan will be ‘George rules, okay?’.

Geelong: leadership program
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I had the
pleasure of representing the Minister for Community
Development in the other place, Peter Batchelor, in
launching the Leaders for Geelong program on 30 May
2008. A community support grant of $180 000 was
provided by the Brumby Labor government to the
Committee for Geelong towards the Leaders for
Geelong program, Growing Geelong’s Future Leaders
Today project.
The Leaders for Geelong program offers potential and
emerging leaders within the Geelong region an
intensive two-year program involving interaction with
today’s leaders and practical experience in team-based
community leadership through participation in
community-related projects. The project benefits local
government, business and community agency
employers, along with the general community of the
Geelong region. Participation in the program is open to
nominated regional representatives who are, in the
main, drawn from the Committee for Geelong
membership; however, two positions in the program are
made available for community participants at a reduced
cost.
The leadership program is being run across three to four
years with each group of participants involved in a
two-year program with a new program beginning each
year. At the event I announced the participants for the
third intake. The first group of 20 participants will
graduate on Thursday, 10 July 2008; the second group
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of 26 participants in July 2009; and the current group of
26 participants in July 2010.
I take this opportunity to wish all the participants well
on their journey to developing leadership and
implementing programs in their local communities and
look forward to meeting many of them in their varied
roles in the coming years.

Toyota Australia: hybrid car
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
congratulate Prime Minister Rudd and Premier Brumby
for securing Toyota’s announcement that it will build
the hybrid Camry at its Toyota plant from next year.
This decision will secure many thousands of jobs for
Victorian workers in the strategically important
automobile industry and add $150 million annually to
our economy. The Victorian automobile industry
employs over 37 000 people and generates exports
worth $3 billion a year. This decision also gives
Australian consumers the choice of purchasing a locally
built green car and is a boost to the environment.
As someone who has been driving a Toyota Prius
hybrid for about 18 months, I am pleased that this
option will also be available to government fleet
vehicles, and the Victorian government has already
committed to purchasing 2000 hybrid Camrys over two
years. It is not common for me to do advertorials during
my members statements, but the decision I have made
is one that I encourage other members to follow.
Hybrid vehicles are very fuel-efficient, and of course
they make a contribution to reducing our total
greenhouse gas emissions.

Australian Labor Party: Kororoit candidate
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I would like
to congratulate new ALP candidate Marlene Kairouz
for winning preselection for Kororoit. I am sure she will
be a great candidate for the ALP, a great member of
this government and a great representative for her
electorate. I would like to put on record that she will
have my 100 per cent support. There have been media
reports about my union, which I love, being tied to an
Independent’s campaign, but I think the media reports
might be wrong, because being an affiliated union of
the ALP, the Electrical Trades Union, Victorian branch,
would have to go through a state council process to do
that.
Once again, I put my full support behind Marlene. I am
sure she will be fantastic, and I look forward to working
with her to further Victoria as a great place to live,
work and raise a family.
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STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Sustainability and Environment: report 2006–07
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — I am pleased to
have the opportunity to make a statement on the
Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE)
annual report. In so doing I want to address issues
relating to the forestry and timber industries in
particular.
Mr Lenders — Not firewood supplies?
Mr P. DAVIS — Not firewood supplies; they are a
minor part of the broad scope of the need to provide the
timber and forest industries resource security. The
minister who has responsibility for that deficient
statutory authority, being VicForests, should take
particular note of the difficulty the industry is facing,
presumably as a result of the lack of ministerial
oversight of that authority creating incredible
uncertainty in the industry.
Mr Lenders — This is the Department of
Sustainability and Environment you are talking about,
not the Department of Treasury and Finance.
Mr P. DAVIS — The whole thing is linked, and I
thank the Treasurer for the interjection. Indeed I have
had a conversation with a member of cabinet, who shall
remain unnamed because it probably would not be fair
to name him in this place, who has indicated his general
agreement with me that we have a disconnect between
the function of DSE in producing timber — that is,
managing our forest estate for hardwood timber
production — and the agency which the Treasurer is
responsible for in relation to the organisation of the sale
of timber and the therefore confusing mess that industry
is in now. In particular the harvest and haulage sector
has virtually daily changes in the tender documentation
it is expected to complete and the basis on which the
tenders are required. There have been discussions on
foot in regard to tendering matters for more than a year
without any satisfaction being derived by the harvest
and haulage contractors.
In addition to that, the sawmill operators have a lack of
resource security, but there is a glimmer of light on the
horizon because the federal government recently
released the Australia’s State of the Forests report, a
five-yearly report which provides information for the
stakeholders involved in forestry management and the
use of our forests. Forests are used for more than timber
production and there are many activities other than
forestry in the sense of the production of forest
products, but it is an important component of the role of
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government because forestry and forest-product
industries now account for $19 billion annually and
support more than 120 000 direct jobs. Most of those
jobs are in regional Australia. It is an incredibly
important aspect of the forest management function that
the Department of Sustainability and Environment has
responsibility for and that is not well recognised,
perhaps, by the government.
I note that Australia has a $2 billion trade deficit
remaining and therefore we need to be working
assiduously to maximise the yield from our available
forests for timber production. Victoria’s forestry
industry generates around $3 billion annually or around
37 per cent of our national timber industry. This report
highlights the improving status of the management of
our forests on a national basis. When the Victoria’s
State of the Forests report is released it will attest to that
as well, just as has the recently released Environment
Protection Authority’s report titled Environmental
Audit — Timber Production on Public Land 2007
which was released only last week. It comments on the
performance of the timber industry in relation to its
obligations in managing forestry operations.
I was pleased to note that this independent audit of
logging practices for compliance with the code of forest
management — the code of practice for timber
production — has given a significant endorsement to
the timber industry for its professional activity. Indeed,
it has identified that it is generally highly consistent
with the code of practice and that the environmental
outcomes from forestry management operations are
quite satisfactory, and improving year by year. We have
a further report which has recently been made available.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Auditor-General: Services to Young Offenders
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
some comments on the Victorian Auditor-General’s
report Services to Young Offenders. In 2000 this
government introduced its juvenile justice reform
strategy, A Balanced Approach to Juvenile Justice in
Victoria. The aims of the strategy were to divert young
offenders from entering the youth justice system, to
better rehabilitate high-risk offenders, and to reduce the
likelihood of reoffending amongst those released from
custody through better pre-release transition and
post-release support programs.
In Victoria young offenders aged between 10 and
20 years can, instead of going through the jail system,
be placed on community correction orders or undertake
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various programs and diversion services. These
programs are administered by the Department of
Human Services and the Department of Justice. DHS
and DOJ also provide a wide range of rehabilitation
programs for young offenders who are in custody and
on community-based orders.
Non-government organisations are also funded through
DHS to provide a range of transitional and post-release
services. Our government is very proud of the work
being done to assist juvenile offenders and we are very
serious about the health and wellbeing of all our young
people. The government recognises that a
lock-them-up-and-throw-away-the-key approach to
justice for young Victorians is not an appropriate
solution in all instances, and is not the best outcome for
our society as a whole. Many of these young people
need assistance from government to get their lives back
on track. This report details the extent of the
Department of Human Services and the Magistrates
Court of Victoria diversionary and rehabilitative
services that are provided to young offenders. While the
report does make some findings around areas where
there is still work to be done, it also identifies the great
amount that has already been achieved in this area.
Overall the report found that among the staff and
agencies providing youth justice services a high level of
commitment and effort is going into achieving
improved outcomes for young offenders. DHS was
found to have good practices with respect to needs
identification, case management and the reintegration
of young offenders back into the community. The
report found that the Magistrates Court of Victoria’s
delivery of the criminal justice diversion program is
being very well managed.
The report makes some recommendations about the
development of outcome-based performance
measurements to assist in assessing rates of
reoffending. It suggests that the client relationship
information system, or CRIS, which is a data
management system, does not currently provide
sufficient analytical data to management on the
effectiveness of interventions and services in
rehabilitating young offenders and reducing rates of
reoffending. It suggests that better data collection could
only help to continue to improve on the good work that
is being done in this area. It could assist government
with a whole-of-government response in this important
area.
The government is committed to diverting young
offenders away from entering the youth justice system,
to rehabilitating high-risk young offenders and to
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reducing the likelihood of reoffending among those
who have been released from custody.

Public Transport Competition Act: statutory
rule 42
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I am
pleased to rise and make a comment on statutory
rule 42 under the Public Transport Competition Act
1995. The Liberal Party strongly believes in
competition. It is the party that initiated the great
reforms to increase competition in both Victoria and
Australia during terms of coalition governments at state
and federal levels.
I want to pick up on a comment made by Mr Barber
during debate on the gas industry bill earlier this week.
He said you need to regulate for efficiency. I made a
comment on that statement during the debate on that
bill, but I think it warrants another comment. That
statement underpins one of the differences in ideology
between the Liberal Party and the Greens, and I would
suggest many members of the Labor Party. You cannot
regulate for efficiency; efficiency comes through
innovation, through competition, through an open
market process that encourages players in the market to
be more efficient and therefore deliver their services or
systems more productively for the provider and the
consumer.
With regard to public transport competition, we saw the
introduction of privatisation in the public transport
system during the term of the Kennett government.
Despite the rhetoric those policies have been followed
to some degree by this government. But the great
failing and misunderstanding of the Labor Party and the
government is their inability to provide the necessary
infrastructure for that competition to take place in a
productive fashion. Perhaps that is best demonstrated in
the public transport system with regard to the rail
system.
We have a rail system in Victoria that is at breaking
point, that is at crisis point. Any indicator demonstrates
that. The rail system has reached overcapacity. The
system cannot cope with the increasing demand that it
is experiencing that is partly a product of population
growth and the clogged road network. The road
network has failed to keep pace with population
growth, which means that commuters are forced on to a
public transport system that has failed to meet their
needs, which may be due to the lack of adequate car
parking at rail stations. The car park at the Berwick
railway station is an excellent example of this: the
government refuses to commit during this term of
government to providing desperately needed additional
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car parks at the Berwick railway station. Other
examples include the car park at the Pakenham railway
station, which has the same need for additional car
parking services, and level crossings.
At the extremity of the Pakenham line, at Officer,
Beaconsfield and Pakenham, there has been enormous
population growth. This means that intersections such
as those at Clyde Road in Berwick, McGregor Road in
Pakenham and Cardinia Road in Pakenham are in
desperate need of grade separation. If services are to
become more frequent, there needs to be grade
separation so that trains can go up and down the line
without causing enormous traffic jams around those
roads that are becoming busier because of the
population increases in and around those areas.
The other area of great concern regarding the
infrastructure of the public transport system is the
number of fatalities that have occurred on the rail
system. Victoria has the highest number of fatalities of
any state, according to the Australian Transport
Statistics 2007 yearbook. That is a terrible situation and
a great tragedy for those whose loved ones have been
killed. It reflects a system that is at breaking point; it
has not had the necessary infrastructure spending to
keep it safe and to make sure those services can be
delivered in a safe fashion. That is a terrible indictment
of this government, which has failed to provide
appropriate infrastructure to allow genuine competition
in a safe fashion for the people of Victoria.

Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development: report 2006–07
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
a statement on the annual report of the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development for
2006–07. During the reporting period the department
was involved in a number of key initiatives. One of the
ongoing initiatives was the Australian synchrotron.
Another involved Invest Victoria and Tourism Victoria
successfully negotiating and lobbying the
Singapore-based Tiger Airways to establish an
Australian operation.
The department facilitated international investment and
local industry growth in information and
communications technology, which is commonly
known now as ICT. The department is supporting
highly skilled ICT workforce skills development as
well.
There was also the launch of the Maintaining the
Advantage — Skilled Victorians statement, and along
with that statement was $241 million, over a four-year
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period, dedicated to increasing productivity and
workforce participation. The other major initiative
undertaken by the department at that time was the
establishment of the Victorian Office of the Workplace
Rights Advocate. It provided free telephone and online
advice about the new industrial relations system which
was introduced by the former federal government. It
provided Victorians with an ability to receive
independent advice on industrial relations.
Regional development in Victoria continued to grow,
with a $502 million action plan for growth in provincial
Victoria. During the reporting period we also had the
government’s 10-year tourism and events industry
strategy launched in October 2006. The benefits
achieved were well documented and that strategic plan
encourages employment and investment in this key
area, particularly in regional Victoria. Of course we
also saw the Time to Thrive policy, which provided a
very practical $98 million package of innovative
initiatives to reduce red tape, boost the skills base and
help small businesses grow. Overall, all those initiatives
meant that the department worked in partnership with a
whole range of organisations and communities right
across Victoria.
This happened against the backdrop of a relentless
drought environment and an increase in the value of the
Australian dollar, but at the same time we did manage
to have increased employment and population growth
and business investment right across Australia. The
department should be congratulated on the role it
played through that period.
Whilst we did see significant growth in our key
industries, it should not be forgotten that regional
Victoria had a very difficult time during the reporting
period of this report. Residents and businesses endured
drought and also battled devastating bushfires and
flooding in the north-east and the west. The department
responded to these challenges and developed and
delivered $138 million of initiatives for environmental,
community and business recovery in bushfire-affected
regions, and $146 million in drought assistance
packages for farmers, businesses and communities.
That is not to say that it forgot that the importance of
skills and skills shortages issues needed to be
addressed. It also kept on working on a whole range of
issues of globalisation and competition, rapid
economic, social and technological change and the shift
in balance of world economic growth.
All in all the department needs to be commended in the
way it has approached the year. Ms Pulford and I met
with a regional CEO as recently as yesterday. He
confirmed that a number of regional councils absolutely
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applaud this government for having a one-stop shop in
regional development where they can come to talk
about their problems and get their problems fixed.

Office of the Public Advocate: community
visitors
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — I have
pleasure today in speaking on the report of the Office of
the Public Advocate entitled Community Visitors
Annual Report 2007 — Mental Health. At the outset I
would like to put on the record my commendation for
all those in our community who volunteer as
community visitors. They do an extraordinary job,
giving up time voluntarily, and they do it with the very
best interests of our most vulnerable citizens at heart.
They are truly to be commended.
Mental health is an issue within our community that
fortunately has been spoken about at length in the wider
community. I have to suggest that organisations such as
beyondblue, run by the former excellent Premier, Jeff
Kennett, have gone a long way to raising the issue of
mental health and the problems that it has for most
families in our community. The statistics show that
most families will be affected in some way or other by
mental health, so aspects of this report were particularly
worrying because of the ramifications found by
community visitors but also for all of us who may know
of friends, families, neighbours or constituents with
mental health issues.
One of the most concerning aspects was the shortage of
beds. The report states:
The shortage of acute beds remains a key finding that has
been reported by the board to the minister since 2003.

That reporting started four years ago, and we have had
four budgets since then. I can see the Treasurer in this
chamber at the moment, and I hope he is able to take
this on board and have a closer look when he is
preparing next year’s budget to make quite certain that
the need for acute beds for mental health patients is
actually addressed.
Also there are no facilities for extended care beds in the
Hume and Barwon South West regions and patients are
inappropriately accommodated in adult acute inpatient
units waiting for secure extended beds. Some patients
remain in acute units for more than eight months. Being
housed inappropriately for eight months is just not
acceptable.
There is also a shortage of professional allied health
staff, and we are very aware of the shortage of staff. We
have heard today about skills in some of the reports that
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have been talked about this morning, and I would
suggest that a working party be established as a matter
of urgency to look into increasing the numbers of
professional allied staff in the mental health sector. It is
also worrying, given that these people are not at all
well, that there are delays in maintenance and cleaning.
The executive summary of the report says:
Significant delays in maintenance have been a disturbing
trend reported by the board in some of the state’s major
metropolitan hospitals providing mental health services.

If people are suffering from a mental health issue, then
the least that we can do as a community is to make
certain that their surroundings are clean and well
maintained. That is one aspect of their life about which
they can have some certainty.
Another issue that the community visitors were
concerned about, and which was described in the
executive summary, was the shortage of low-cost rental
accommodation:
The board calls on the government to address the shortage of
low-cost rental accommodation in both the private and public
sector to ensure that options are available for patients on
discharge.

There is no point whatsoever in a patient in the hospital
system being given assistance so that they are well
enough to go back into the community only to find that
there are no places for them to go, because at that
vulnerable stage they could fall back into the same
situation that put them into a need for an acute bed in
the first place. It is vitally important that this follow-up
stage is well funded, and that people can be secure in
knowing that they will have opportunities to live in
self-supported accommodation with the sort of support
that they need.
I would have to say that the coalition under Mary
Wooldridge, the shadow Minister for Mental Health in
the other place, has come up with some marvellous
initiatives for mental health, and they need to be looked
at. She is reported as saying in a media release dated
3 June 2008:
The Victorian Liberal Nationals coalition today announces
three measures which contribute to future reform and
integration of the mental health system:
a mental illness research fund …
central coordination of inpatient mental health beds …
pathways to participation — an integrated education and
employment program with the objective of increasing
the workforce participation rate of Victorians living with
a mental illness, from the current 29 per cent to 50 per
cent by 2020.
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Auditor-General: Patient Safety in Public
Hospitals
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak about the 2008 Auditor-General’s Patient Safety
in Public Hospitals report. When people are admitted or
taken to hospital, for whatever reason, usually the
patient and certainly the families of that patient feel
profound relief that they are in the best place possible
for whatever ails them. Families know that their loved
one will be receiving professional and expert medical
care, and in the vast majority of cases that is true.
However, human nature being what it is, accidents or
incidents are bound to happen. The issue is how we
handle them and how we minimise them in the future.
The last annual report recommended that a monitoring
system be established to firstly quantify and then
develop a comprehensive risk management system in
consultation with health-care providers. I fully endorsed
that, because if accidents are preventable we have a
duty of care to ensure that we do everything in our
power to mitigate and lower the current incident levels.
I understand from the report that the estimated number
of incidents amounts to approximately 10 per cent of
the overall number of patient intakes. This is still too
high. We must not be complacent.
Health authorities are striving as far as humanly
possible to provide a safe and secure hospital
environment for patients and employees alike. No-one
should be subjected to drunken brawlers or drug-crazed
individuals in the casualty or emergency departments,
which happens on a regular basis in our Victorian
hospitals.
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components at any level of government, but particularly
in relation to accountabilities and reporting at probably
the closest level to the community, which is local
government. Councillors in most cases dedicate many
more hours of work than the community would be
aware of, and I am the last one in the world to be
council-bashing. I served as a councillor for many years
on the Macedon Ranges Shire Council, and I
understand the dedication and the time required to
perform the role of councillor properly.
Unfortunately there seems to be a lag between the work
done by the body politic of the council and the
reporting performed by the organisation of the council.
In the Auditor-General’s report he starts off by saying:
Local government collects over $5.7 billion in revenue
annually and manages assets valued at more than $47 billion.

This is a huge amount of responsibility to communities.
In business terms it is not only a substantial role but
also a substantial business if you look at the number of
employers and the amount of bottom-line
accountability involved. The report continues:
Accountability for the management of these assets and for the
delivery of services is fundamental to good governance. The
accountability chain includes providing relevant and
appropriate performance information to ratepayers and
residents.

Clearly there is a lag between what is expected and
what has occurred. The Auditor-General made a
number of recommendations, which were that:
All councils critically review the performance information in
their annual reports to ensure it is:
relevant and appropriate;

We do not underestimate the seriousness of patient
safety or the urgent need to establish a proper risk
management strategy and an effective patient safety
system that will allow us to collect data and properly
monitor a definitive clinical incident register. Armed
with the proper information we will then be able, in
consultation with the professional health services
providers, to devise a comprehensive plan that will see
patients entering hospital safe in the knowledge that
they are in a safe place, a place of recuperation which
will hopefully see them return healed to their families
and loved ones. I commend the report to the house.

Auditor-General: Performance Reporting in
Local Government
Mrs PETROVICH (Northern Victoria) — I rise
today to speak on the Auditor-General’s report,
Performance Reporting in Local Government.
Transparency and accountability are important

presented in a comprehensive form.
Regulations be issued establishing minimum standards for the
form and content of performance statements.
All councils document and approve performance reporting
policies and standards.
Councillors and council staff involved in performance
reporting are given appropriate training on performance
measurement and management.

This is a large part of the problem. We have a
significant problem in that the format in which reports
are presented to the community is not easily understood
or accessible. When you look at the role of councillors
and the level of work they have to do, there is probably
not adequate training for them currently.
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Some of the key findings are:
Most councils’ non-financial performance data is of limited
relevance to ratepayers and residents, the principal users of
that data …
Most councils are not providing enough appropriate
information to users about the performance measures they
have adopted. This means that users are not able to
meaningfully assess councils’ performance …
The performance measures —

and KPIs (key performance indicators) —
reported can be reliably measured. However, this must be
considered in the context that many performance measures
are neither relevant nor appropriate.

This is not a good state of affairs. It is very easy.
Councillors often bear the brunt of what is in effect
poor legislation and the result of cost shifting by state
and federal governments. They have a very difficult job
to perform. This is not made any easier by the fact that
the legislation that requires councils to establish targets
is not adequate. There is no requirement for these
targets to be capable of measurement or for them to be
limited to single quantifiable amounts or duration.
I note that none of the 10 councils surveyed in this
report has been divulged, which may be good or bad,
but it is not particularly transparent. It is clear that
levels of ambiguity now allow this inadequate reporting
to be achieved. There are a number of
recommendations, and there are significant areas that
could be improved on.
Communities have a right to know how their rates are
being spent. They have the right to know what is being
expended on wages, vehicles and accountabilities. With
rates rising at a rate of 6 per cent per annum it is
important that ratepayers are getting performance and
value for money. KPIs need to be met and projects,
costings and performance evaluations of the
organisation should be presented in a simple, concise
format that allows all ratepayers access to that
information.
If we are to be truly open and accountable we must not
treat the constituents at any level of government with
contempt by not listening to them and by making
decisions in isolation with little or no consultation or
proper reporting.

Lower Murray Water: report 2006–07
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — Today I wish to
speak on the 2006–07 report of Lower Murray Water
(LMW), also known as the Lower Murray Urban and
Rural Water Authority. I wish to thank the chair,
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Michael Tilley, and all the members of the board,
together with chief executive officer and now managing
director, Ron Leamon, and all the staff for their work at
Lower Murray Water
LMW’s area of operation extends from Kerang to the
South Australian border, taking in the municipalities of
Mildura, Swan Hill and Gannawarra. LMW provides
the region with urban water and wastewater services,
treatment and effluent disposal services, river quality
water to stock, garden and irrigation customers, and the
collection and disposal of subsurface irrigation drainage
water. It is an area of operations that includes
14 townships with around 60 000 customers as well as
more than 3600 customers in irrigation districts, so it is
a sizeable area.
LMW recognises that how water resources are
managed impacts on the social and economic wellbeing
of the region as well as on the environment. I am
pleased to say that the Brumby Labor government also
recognises the importance of managing Victoria’s water
resources responsibly. That is the reason Labor has a
clear water plan and is getting on with the job of
building vital water projects right across the state to
provide a secure water future for the people of Victoria,
no matter where they live.
The LMW 2006–07 annual report lists many
achievements for the authority and the communities of
the region, and I shall refer to a few of those in the time
that I have. They include capital works projects such as
the Mildura West water treatment plant, extensive
earthworks in the Red Cliffs irrigation district, the
initiation of the Robinvale irrigation system
replacement project, the progressive introduction of
urban water restrictions, culminating in stage 4, and the
development of the new state water register.
In addition to those, there has been a new dedicated
4-kilometre trade waste main constructed from Neqtar
Wines to existing sewers in Irymple, a water supply
pipeline to the Thurla industrial park and freight gate
centre near Mildura, which is 5.9 kilometres in length,
and the replacement of ageing mains in Langtree
Avenue in Mildura itself. As well as that, there were
mains replacements in Swan Hill and in the Kerang
area. In addition there is the replacement of some
470 mechanical meters with new solar-powered
electronic water meters. Some 270 new metres have
been installed in the time covered by this report.
The final achievement I refer to, which is by no means
the least achievement, is the preparation of a draft rural
customer charter which was developed during the first
half of 2007 to set service standards and obligations that
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Lower Murray Water aims to meet for all its
customers — a very important development. I
acknowledge the work of all those involved in
delivering those achievements and many others besides.

derailed. It is also in a very sad state in terms of
timeliness and cost overruns. Obviously, with the
change of government, considerable momentum was
lost in the commitment to this project.

In conclusion I refer to the provision of some $560 000
by the Brumby Labor government to Lower Murray
Water to construct a new sewerage scheme at Nichols
Point near Mildura to help protect the Murray River and
Kings Billabong. This funding was provided through
Labor’s $42 million Country Towns Water Supply and
Sewerage program, an initiative that is part of the
government’s Our Water Our Future plan.

The original scope of CJEP encompassed five projects
with a further three added later. The project sponsor is
the Secretary of the Department of Justice, with the
day-to-day accountability for project management
resting with the department, with a steering committee
having oversight for its implementation.

On behalf of the Minister for Water in the other place, I
had great pleasure in announcing this funding at Kings
Billabong with representatives from Lower Murray
Water and the community. I congratulate Lower
Murray Water and community representatives for
proposing this new sewerage scheme at Nichols Point,
which will improve public health and help to protect the
Murray River and Kings Billabong. The new sewerage
scheme will be complemented by a new management
plan for Kings Billabong Wildlife Reserve that has
recently been completed by Parks Victoria and the
Mallee Catchment Management Authority, and I wish
to acknowledge their efforts as well as the local
community’s contribution to that plan.

Auditor General: Implementation of the
Criminal Justice Enhancement Program (CJEP)
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
would like to report on the Auditor-General’s
Implementation of the Criminal Justice Enhancement
Program (CJEP) report. The program is a complex,
major information technology project auspiced by the
Department of Justice. This integrated information and
communication technology platform is designed to
support the participation of law enforcement agencies
engaged in the administration of criminal justice in
Victoria. This includes agencies such as the Victoria
Police, the Office of Public Prosecutions, Victoria
Legal Aid, the County Court and Corrections Victoria.
The aim of the integrated platform is to streamline
systems and processes with improvements coming by
way of minimising transaction costs and providing
improved access, quality and timeliness of information
not only to the agencies but also to legal practitioners,
the courts and the public.
The project commenced in October 1998 with a
$14.5 million budget and was meant to be completed
by November 2000. Unfortunately, with the change of
government in 1999, we can see that the project
completely lost its way. We might even say that it was

The Auditor-General has found that CJEP has not been
implemented on time or — guess what? — on budget.
What a surprise! A major element of what is known as
E*Brief, the electronic brief-disclosure project, will not
be operating now until 2009. Think about this: an
information technology project started in October 1998
which will not be delivered until 2009. Based on my
experience in the information technology industry, we
could probably talk about almost two generations of
technology passing in the life cycle of this project. This
means four other projects already delivered cannot be
utilised because of this delay. For a project with such an
elongated project life cycle it is probably largely
obsolete before full completion and implementation.
The project managers would have problems securing
staff with the relevant skills over such an extended
period of technological development. The
Auditor-General’s team point to this. At May 2008 cost
overruns amounted to $39.9 million, and there are
estimates by Victoria Police that a further $4 million
will be required to complete the outstanding E*Brief
project.
As the program continued to exceed the time frame for
completion, extended from 2000 to 2002, a further
$15.4 million was found to accommodate the scope
changes. In addition, the project was further augmented
by the department’s own budget — I am sure this is to
cover up a whole lot of embarrassment. In May 2003
progress was reported. The scope and hence the
funding was widened with a fresh completion date of
March 2004. This new target date was not achieved.
The Auditor-General reveals that the delays and
inevitable cost overruns are mainly due to an
underestimation of the complexity, magnitude and level
of cross-agency involvement required; an inadequately
developed business case; inadequate specification of
system requirements; and delays and issues related to
contractor performance. To me it seems like the people
by whom this project has been auspiced were asleep at
the wheel and had no project management
responsibilities.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Pennicuik) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Kangan Batman Institute of TAFE: report 2007
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — The
Minister for Skills and Workforce Participation in the
other house recently released a discussion paper entitled
‘Securing our future economic prosperity’. This paper
is about training, upgrading skills and developing the
workforce for future needs. Kangan Batman TAFE is
one of the educational institutions within my electorate
that is already moving in this direction. Indeed, I am
impressed with the quality of education that Kangan
Batman TAFE offers over a vast range of areas and
with just how hard its staff and management are
working to train and better prepare people for the future
workforce needs of our state. Along the way Kangan
Batman TAFE has won major recognition, such as the
2007 award for Victorian training provider of the year
in the vocational education and training sector. This is
awarded to only the very best. This amazing TAFE
college is already working on delivering what Victoria
needs in a number of key industry areas and has
established high standards in teaching and training to
guarantee that its graduates are accepted in their
industries without hesitation.
Some of the TAFE’s campuses fall within my
electorate and others are in various other electorates,
such is the diversity of this top-class TAFE facility.
Staff at these campuses are training people for the
automotive industry, the strong and highly regarded
Australian fashion industry, the expanding aviation
industry, business, information technology, furniture,
health, sport and fitness and much more, including the
training industry itself. The full range of what Kangan
Batman TAFE offers is very extensive and caters for
almost every industry sector — every area where we
need skilled workers for the future growth and
prosperity of Victoria.
Certainly this TAFE is well managed and administered,
as its report clearly shows and as the Auditor-General
agreed in his own assessment of Kangan Batman
TAFE. This is an achievement in itself, given how
many other bodies have run into economic difficulties
over recent years. So I congratulate the executive team,
the board of directors and indeed the staff who have
collectively worked together as a great team to deliver
an outstanding training institution for the people of
Victoria.
That is not all. As with the amazing Victoria
University, this TAFE has a strong and growing
community program and is seeking to grow it even
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further in addition to seeking to train and upskill
indigenous and mature-aged Australians. It is a mark of
honour and respect for others that transcends all
religions or faiths and all elements of decency to note
that the TAFE has run a number of projects to help
children and adults in poor nations in some of whose
communities education is barely known. Recipients of
those projects include the Philippines and East Timor,
and we should all acknowledge the good hearts and
commitment to helping others shown by Kangan
Batman staff and management.
Kangan Batman TAFE has certainly grown and
changed greatly since 1925 when it first opened its
doors under another name — and, of course, as a much
smaller training facility. Today it is a TAFE centre of
excellence that is increasingly bringing itself to the
attention of industry across Australia and across our
international neighbours. Victoria needs many
thousands of trained, skilled people to ensure that we
are able to provide the future economic prosperity to
which we are entitled. While we cannot compete with
India and China in terms of labour size and the cost of
production, we excel in quality training and in the high
level of skills and expertise that are so much a part of
Victoria.
Vocational education and training has received well
over $1 billion from the Bracks and Brumby Labor
governments, and the value of such an investment is
evident in quality institutions such as Kangan Batman
TAFE.

Auditor-General: Piping the System —
Incorporating the Wimmera–Mallee Pipeline and
the Goldfields Superpipe
Mr KAVANAGH (Western Victoria) — The
goldfields super-pipe was constructed to avert the
prospect of Bendigo and Ballarat running out of
drinking water. It seems to me that there were superior
alternatives available, which included the construction
of dams or at least a weir in the Otways with a view to
using some of the 93 per cent of the most reliable water
supply in Victoria that now flows into the sea. These
options and others were rejected — largely, it seems to
me, because of a misplaced ideological opposition by
the government to new dams.
Although it has been alleged in public that the
Democratic Labor Party was trying to stop the
construction of the super-pipe, this was never the case.
The truth is that I put a lot of effort into getting the best
deal possible for affected farmers. These efforts met
with some success and the pipe was laid deeper than
was originally intended. This is important to allow
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farmers to use heavy equipment over the pipe with
confidence. Finally a much better insurance deal than
was originally intended was offered to the farmers. I
think it is fair to say that, as a result of vigilance and
frequent complaints and requests for action to ministers,
more care was expended to meet farmers’ concerns
than would otherwise have been the case.
The Auditor-General’s report Piping the System
concluded that the goldfields super-pipe has been well
managed. While this may be the case in general, there
were a considerable number of instances of
mismanagement in the installation of the pipeline by
contractors. In at least one case, to gain access to a farm
contractors simply cut the electric fences, allowing
cattle to escape and wander the district. This caused
great distress and worry to the farmer concerned and
necessitated the loss of days of work time in rounding
up his cattle. In spite of repeated, explicit demands by
farmers that construction equipment not be taken
between properties without it being thoroughly washed
down, this was not always done. Some farms were
needlessly exposed to the spread of weeds and other
contaminants onto their properties. In a similar way,
soil profiles were not always restored as they should
have been. Farmers demanded the restoration of soil
profiles and in a majority of cases this was done. In
some cases, however, it was not done and some
farmland has thus been degraded through the
replacement of topsoil with subsoil.
There was at least one oil spill on farmland. Installation
of the pipe also caused damage to pre-existing old
pipes, causing flooding of crops on at least one farm
and in another case cutting the supply of water essential
to crops. This happened when temperatures were over
40 degrees and the crops were at real risk of being
ruined. In both cases, repairs to pipes were not begun
until more than 10 hours after the damage was first
reported.
There are reasons to suspect that the amount of
compensation being offered to each farmer depends
more on the amount of noise that he makes rather than
on the real cost to the landowner. Whilst the temptation
is understandable, it is obviously bad policy.
Australia comprises many things — its spirit and its
people. Undoubtedly Australia is also the land on which
we stand. We have the responsibility to preserve and
protect our country, and this must surely include the
land that is beneath our feet. The world is experiencing
a sharp rise in food prices due to a shortfall in crop
production. I do not believe this will prove to be a
long-term crisis, but it emphasises the need to conserve
farmland. The land adversely affected in the laying of
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the goldfields super-pipe included some of the best
farmland in Victoria.
I express the hope that in implementing future projects,
including the north-south pipe, the government will
ensure that contractors act with more respect for the
land and for landowners than was shown in some
instances by those who installed the goldfields
super-pipe.

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2008/2009) BILL
Statement of compatibility
For Mr LENDERS (Treasurer), Mr Jennings tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities, I make this statement of compatibility
with respect to the Appropriation (Parliament 2008/2009) Bill
2008.
In my opinion, the Appropriation (Parliament 2008/2009) Bill
2008, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible
with the human rights protected by the charter. I base my
opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of bill
The purpose of the Appropriation (Parliament 2008/2009)
Bill 2008 is to provide appropriation authority for payments
from the consolidated fund to the Parliament in respect of the
2008–09 financial year.
Human rights issues
1.

Human rights protected by the charter that are
relevant to the bill

The bill does not raise any human rights issues.
2.

Consideration of reasonable limitations — section 7(2)

As the bill does not raise any human rights issues, it does not
limit any human rights, and therefore it is not necessary to
consider section 7(2) of the charter.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities because it does not raise a
human rights issue.
JOHN LENDERS, MP
Treasurer

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated on motion of Mr JENNINGS
(Minister for Environment and Climate Change).
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Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The bill provides appropriation authority for payments from
the consolidated fund to the Parliament for the 2008–09
financial year, including ongoing liabilities incurred by the
Parliament, such as employee entitlements, that may be
realised in the future.
Honourable members will be aware that other funds are
appropriated for parliamentary purposes by way of special
appropriations contained in other legislation. In addition,
unapplied appropriations under the Appropriation (Parliament
2007/2008) Act 2007 have been estimated and included in the
budget papers. Prior to 30 June, actual unapplied
appropriation will be finalised and the 2008–09
appropriations adjusted by the approved carryover amounts
pursuant to the provisions of section 32 of the Financial
Management Act 1994.
In line with the wishes of the Presiding Officers,
appropriations in the bill are made to the departments of the
Parliament.
The total appropriation authority sought in this bill is
$93.2 million (clause 3 of the bill) for Parliament, for the
2008–09 financial year.
This year, as part of the government’s commitment to
strengthen state parliamentary accountability, the
appropriation includes $1.8 million over four years and
$3.8 million TEI, for the live audio and video webcasting of
all sessions of the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative
Council, including question time. This is an important
initiative in e-democracy, improving the public’s access to
and understanding of the Parliament’s operations and the
legislative process.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 19 June.
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announced by the Treasurer in the budget on 6 May. It
makes amendments to the Duties Act 2000 with respect
to stamp duty, the Payroll Tax Act 2007 with respect to
payroll tax, and the Land Tax Act 2005, not
surprisingly with respect to land tax.
The Treasurer made a number of announcements in his
budget speech with respect to tax cuts of approximately
$300 million in this year’s budget. Of course, as
pointed out in the motion to consider the budget papers,
the Treasurer is also the beneficiary in this year’s
budget of windfall tax revenue of more than
$1.4 billion when you compare the budget produced for
2008–09 with the estimates that were contained in the
budget last year. So notwithstanding the tax cuts,
so-called, of $300 million, which are being
implemented through this bill, the Treasurer is still a
major beneficiary of windfall taxation revenue above
and beyond that estimated for 2008-09 when the
previous year’s budget was introduced in May 2007.
What this bill does with respect to the Duties Act 2000
is to implement the various changes that were
announced with respect to the stamp duty provisions.
One of the key changes there is to increase by
approximately 10 per cent the thresholds for the various
rates of stamp duty with respect to general duty — duty
that is levied on a principal place of residence and
where the pensioner exemption of concession applies,
and that is backdated to 6 May, being the budget date.
It also removes the requirement for first home buyers to
make an election between receiving the first home
owner bonus, which is the top-up provided by the state
government on top of the first home owner grant, which
was provided for under the commonwealth-state
intergovernmental agreement that led to the GST, and
the choice of the principal place of residence
concession. At the moment a first home buyer has the
option of one or the other. Whether they take the
principal place of residence provision or take the first
home owner bonus as a consequence of this bill, they
will no longer need to make the election between those
two options and will be eligible to receive both
entitlements.

Debate resumed from 29 May; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change).

The bill also increases the exemption level for
pensioners with respect to stamp duty. From the
passage of this bill a pensioner purchasing a property
costing up to $330 000 will not be liable for stamp duty,
and that then tapers out at a level of $440 000.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise this morning on
the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill. This bill is
the enabling legislation for the initiatives that were

The bill also makes some clarifications with respect to
the levying of stamp duty on off-the-plan purchases or
where construction of an off-the-plan property has
commenced in terms of determining what percentage of

Second reading
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a property has been constructed for the purposes of
levying stamp duty in an off-the-plan scenario. From
the passage of the legislation the Commissioner of State
Revenue will be able to apply predetermined
percentages to determine how much stamp duty is
payable where a transaction takes place after the
commencement of the construction of a property.
The bill also clarifies the duty exemption with respect
to certain transfers under a unit trust, where the
beneficiaries of the trust remain the same. It introduces
new exemptions for property purchases by special
disability trusts and makes some changes with respect
to transactions that involve a stapled entity — that is, a
unit trust or an operating company — and that follows
through from commonwealth legislation in 2007 to
allow certain corporate reorganisations.
The issue of stamp duty is an important one. Yesterday
in question time we heard the Treasurer, in response to
a question about stamp duty levied on homes at
Caroline Springs in the Kororoit electorate, duck the
question because the question was simply: is it the case
that the median house price in Caroline Springs,
$307 000, attracts stamp duty of over $11 745, and is it
also the case that that is the highest level of stamp duty
levied on a property at that price anywhere in
Australia? And the answer is clearly yes. That was not
an answer the Treasurer wanted to give. The Treasurer
did not want to concede that his stamp duty regime is
the most expensive in Australia, and those homebuyers
in the seat of Kororoit in the suburb of Caroline
Springs, buying a home at the median price of
$307 000 are paying more stamp duty than other
homebuyers in Australia buying a house at that level.
Despite the stamp duty changes that are introduced by
virtue of this bill, collections of stamp duty under the
2008–09 budget compared with the estimates for this
year, as introduced last year, are up by $879 million.
Stamp duty collections are estimated at $3.7 billion, a
30 per cent increase on the estimate of $2.8 billion that
was forecast in the 2007–08 budget.
The 10 per cent increase in the thresholds that have
been introduced by the Treasurer, which the
second-reading speech notes are the first adjustments to
the thresholds in a decade, also need to be looked at in
context, because the Australian Bureau of Statistics
house price data for Melbourne show that over the last
five years alone there has been a 53 per cent increase in
house prices across Melbourne. To adjust the threshold
by only 10 per cent in 10 years clearly shows that those
changes to the thresholds are not keeping up with the
growth in property prices in Melbourne, and as a
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consequence Victorians continue to pay the highest
stamp duty of any state in the nation.
I come back to the issue of the Caroline Springs
property which the Treasurer wanted to deflect
yesterday. The Treasurer went on a rant that if the
person buying the property in Caroline Springs at
$307 000 was a first home buyer, they would receive
the first home owners grant and also be eligible for the
first home owners bonus, which would virtually
eliminate the stamp duty they would be liable to pay. I
say to the Treasurer in response that every first home
buyer in every state in Australia is eligible for the first
home owners grant, so that $7000 under the
commonwealth intergovernmental agreement is
irrelevant to the issue of how much stamp duty is levied
by the state of Victoria, because in every state a person
buying their first home is eligible to receive that sum of
money. In the case of New South Wales and
Queensland a first home buyer purchasing a property
for $307 000 would pay no stamp duty.
Mr Drum — How much?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — No stamp duty.
Mr Drum — Exempt?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Exempt; and then they
would receive the $7000 first home owners grant. They
would be substantially better off in New South Wales
and Queensland, which have an exemption for first
home buyers purchasing properties at $307 000, and
they receive the first home owners grant. The picture
the Treasurer tried to paint, that somehow Victorian
first home buyers in Caroline Springs paying $307 000
are better off than other states, was misleading at
best — —
Mr Drum — Don’t say it; don’t say the ‘L’ word.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — It was misleading at best.
I think the Treasurer in his answer yesterday suggested
that I was selectively using figures, and I could only say
that if anybody knows about selectively using figures, it
is the Treasurer. We saw that yesterday in his answer to
that question without notice, because an examination of
the tax scales across the various states clearly shows
that the $11 745 stamp duty payable on that home in
Caroline Springs is the highest of any state. It compares
with $9328 in New South Wales, assuming it is not a
first home buyer; $9238 in Queensland, again assuming
it is not a first home buyer; $9850 in Tasmania;
$11 705 in South Australia; and $11 075 in Western
Australia. Even away from the regime of first home
buyers and the concessions, grants and bonuses that are
available, Victoria is still the most expensive state in
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Australia in which to purchase a $307 000 home, such
as would typically be found in Caroline Springs, which
is in the Assembly electorate of Kororoit.
The second issue addressed by the bill is amendments
to the Land Tax Act 2005, which provide an increase in
the general threshold for land tax exemption to
$250 000. They also reduce the top rate of land tax
from 2.5 per cent to 2.25 per cent, which applies where
the value of a property exceeds $3 million. There is no
doubt that this increase in the threshold and reduction in
the top rate of land tax is welcome, but again it is an
example of the Treasurer returning to taxpayers only a
small proportion of the windfall gain in land tax
revenue that he is budgeting to receive in the current
financial year.
I can again refer back to the estimates put forward for
2008–09 in the May 2007 budget, where land tax
receipts were estimated for 2008–09 at $796 million.
After the initiatives the Treasurer has brought forward
in this bill, the land tax receipts for the budget for
2008–09 are now $1049 million. So we have seen a
$250 million increase in the estimated land tax receipts
despite the Treasurer’s land tax initiatives that are
coming forward in the bill. We have seen a 31 per cent
increase in the estimated land tax receipts for 2008–09
on the updated figures, even after the very
modest — —
Mr Drum — Thirty per cent?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — A 31.7 per cent increase
in the estimated revenue from land tax even after
comparing the old estimates with the new estimates and
even after the initiatives that the Treasurer has brought
forward with this bill.
The other area that I would like to touch on is the
changes to the Payroll Tax Act, which also pick up the
announcements made by the Treasurer in his budget
speech on 6 May. The key initiative in the budget with
respect to payroll tax is a reduction in the payroll tax
rate, a further reduction from that already announced
previously, from 5.05 per cent to 4.95 per cent. In case
honourable members are not aware or not tuned in to
the magnitude of that change, the Treasurer has
announced a reduction in the payroll tax rate of
one-tenth of 1 per cent. The Victorian community has
reason to pause and note — I am sure the Treasurer
would hope with some gratitude — that the Treasurer is
delivering a reduction in the payroll tax rate of
one-tenth of 1 per cent via this change.
Mr Drum — Do you think we should fall down on
bended knee and pay homage?
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Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Perhaps the Treasurer is
hoping that Victorian payroll taxpayers fall on bended
knee in homage to his one-tenth of 1 per cent reduction
in the payroll tax rate as a consequence of this — —
Mr Drum — Are they going to get less next year?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Acting President,
Mr Drum asks the question: does that mean the state
will collect less tax next year? Unfortunately it does
not. It is the third example of a tax cut announced by
the Treasurer in this budget where the aggregate
revenue from the taxation measure will nonetheless
increase compared to what was estimated in the May
2007 estimates for the current financial year compared
to the latest estimates for the current financial year.
In the case of payroll tax, in May 2007 the 2008–09
revenue was estimated at $3.76 billion, and in the latest
update in last month’s budget that revenue estimate has
increased to $3.96 billion. Despite the massive
one-tenth of 1 per cent cutting of the rate, the Treasury
is expecting an extra $196 million in payroll tax
revenue compared to its estimate a year ago, or an
increase of just over 5 per cent.
It is important to note that the threshold at which
payroll tax applies remains at a payroll of $550 000.
This threshold is one that has barely changed over the
life of this government. Going back to the
government’s first budget in 2000–01, the payroll tax
threshold was $515 000. In the subsequent eight years it
has increased by only $35 000 to $550 000.
The impact of that, with rising nominal wages, is that
we have seen the size of businesses that are liable to
pay payroll tax diminish. In fact in 2001 when
threshold payroll tax was $515 000, a business needed
to employ 15.1 full-time employees earning average
weekly earnings — that is, not allowing for on-costs,
but in terms of wage income — before a business
reached the payroll tax threshold. Now, with the
increases in nominal wages, only 12.1 people can be
employed full time at average weekly earnings before a
business hits the threshold at which payroll tax is liable
to be paid.
We have seen a substantial increase in the number of
small businesses liable to pay payroll tax and anyone
who has been involved in or dealt with small business
knows that the number of businesses in that range —
employing between 10 and 15 people, and it would be
picked up having payrolls where the threshold of
payroll tax has effectively fallen from 15 employees to
12 employees — is substantial. Notwithstanding the cut
in the rate announced in this budget of one-tenth of
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1 per cent, we are still seeing substantial growth in
payroll tax revenue through the budget because as a
consequence of the threshold not being adjusted in any
substantial way over the life of this government the
proportion of businesses employing people that are
required to pay payroll tax is increasing.
Those are the main provisions of this bill. One of the
boasts of the Treasurer about state performance on
taxation generally has been about the reduction in the
level of state taxation as a proportion of gross state
product to less than that levied in Queensland. The
budget papers helpfully contain a chart showing the
relative taxation performance of the various states
expressed as a proportion of gross state product. On
budget day the Treasurer very proudly said that as a
consequence of the changes he was making, Victoria
for the first time will have a lower level of state taxation
as a proportion of gross state product than Queensland.
At that stage Victoria’s taxation revenue as a share of
gross state product (GSP) for 2008–09 was forecast at
4.6 per cent. Sure enough, the chart showed that in the
Queensland scenario Queenslanders would be paying
more than 4.6 per cent of GSP in state taxation revenue.
It was very convenient for the Treasurer to make that
statement in his budget of 6 May because the Victorian
budget was one of the first — if not the first — state
budgets to be brought down in the financial year, and
the Treasurer was able to compare his new budget
initiatives with the old budgets of the other states.
Mr Drum — He is selective, isn’t he?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Unfortunately, Mr Drum,
the Treasurer’s comparison with Queensland no longer
holds, because last week the Queensland government
brought down its 2008–09 state budget.
Mr Drum — He was telling the truth for a week, or
two weeks.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — He was telling the truth
for a couple of weeks, except that the initiatives the
Treasurer was relying on when he made his statement
about Victorian taxes being lower than Queensland’s
actually had not been implemented. Those initiatives
the Treasury spoke of and that this bill is dealing with
today have not been implemented yet. When the
Queensland government implements its new tax
initiatives we may see the status quo maintained, with
the Victorian government’s state tax revenues actually
never falling below those of Queensland as a proportion
of gross state product.
As a consequence of the tax initiatives in the budget
announced last week by the Queensland Treasurer,
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Andrew Fraser, the proportion of state taxes collected
in Queensland for the 2008–09 year will fall to 4.3 per
cent. The relativities of the Victorian taxes being higher
than Queensland’s have been restored as a consequence
of the Queensland budget for 2008–09. The Treasurer
will have to go back to scratch in looking for a state
where he can find a higher level of state taxation
relative to the Victorian level being implemented
following the passage of this legislation.
The Liberal Party does not oppose this bill that
introduces these three new initiatives. They certainly
bring welcome relief to long-suffering Victorian
taxpayers, but they fall well short of any meaningful tax
reform. Victoria has not seen any meaningful tax
reform for the last eight years following the initiatives
of the intergovernmental agreement and, as the
ever-increasing state taxation revenue demonstrates,
Victorians are crying out for meaningful tax reform that
has yet to be delivered by this Treasurer and this
government.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I am pleased to
be able to rise and contribute to the debate on the State
Taxation Acts Amendment Bill. I want to thank Gordon
Rich-Phillips for his contribution and the way he was
able to put the government’s recent budget
announcements clearly into perspective so that the
people of Victoria can see these supposed tax cuts for
what they are. This bill provides for the announcements
made in the budget to be introduced into Victoria’s
state taxation regime. While the government has made
a significant fuss about some of the supposed tax cuts
which were announced in the recent budget, it is worth
looking behind the announcements, because it can be
seen that the Victorian government will continue taking
more and more tax in each of the areas it is supposedly
cutting tax.
It takes a bit to get your head around the sheer irony of
a tax cut meaning the government takes more. The
greatest example of this has been shown to be payroll
tax. The rate has been brought down ever so slightly
from 5.05 per cent to 5 per cent and then from 5 per
cent to 4.95 per cent, and you would tend to think that
that is a genuine cut. But when you look at wages that
have increased in line with the consumer price index
and wage increases that have been increased above the
consumer price index, as was pointed out by
Mr Rich-Phillips, you find we now have a situation
where it takes three fewer employees than it did seven
years ago for businesses to reach a stage where they
have to start contributing to payroll tax. That is the
inescapable and practical truth behind what the
government has implemented and what has happened
on its watch.
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In 2001 a business needed to have more than
15 employees before it got caught up in paying payroll
tax, which is in effect a tax on employment or a tax on
jobs. You had to have a business which was large
enough to have more than 15 employees being paid the
average wage to get caught up in this tax. Despite the
increase in wages on its watch, the government has
refused to act on raising the threshold. It remains at
$550 000.
If you compare this to the situation around Australia,
you find Queensland is currently sitting at $1 million. It
is nearly double, so you can have nearly twice as many
employees in a business in Queensland as in Victoria
without getting caught up in payroll tax. You can have
twice as many in Tasmania, and three-quarters as many
in Western Australia, where the rate is $750 000, and
on it goes. South Australia is the only state that is under
Victoria. Victoria continues to promote a situation
where more and more businesses — many of them
classified as small businesses as they operate with less
than 20 employees — are going to be caught up in
paying this tax. By refusing to raise that
$550 000 threshold, as wages increase the government
will continue to catch more and more small businesses.
The increase in payroll tax is estimated at some
$360 million. Mr Rich-Phillips had a slightly different
figure, but it is in effect the same amount of tax on
businesses.
We also have an issue with land tax, which is going up
under this government. Next year’s estimates show that
there will be a 31 per cent increase in land tax revenue
collected by this government. We are expecting land
tax to increase by over $300 million just on next year’s
estimates compared to this year’s figures. There is a
huge increase in that area.
Stamp duty will also increase. We know that stamp
duty has been increasing dramatically under this
government. Housing in Victoria, specifically in
Melbourne, has gone through the roof. This is no
surprise to anybody. We have a government that is
trumpeting initiatives such as the first home buyers
scheme. Mr Rich-Phillips was able to point out that
while in Victoria we are beneficiaries of the federal
government housing bonus, Victoria has its own
scheme. But for first home buyers — the people we
really should be trying to help — Victoria is the only
state that charges first home buyers stamp duty. South
Australia will now start coming into this, but at the
moment it is zero for houses up to $150 000 and then it
goes up to a small amount for the next bracket. None of
the other states charge any stamp duty at all for first
home buyers.
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The idea is that we are well off because we get this
assistance on the way through, but the reality in all of
this is that even if you are living in regional Victoria
and you get the additional $3000 — if you are a first
home buyer you get the federal government bonus and
the state government bonus — you will still probably
end up with a net loss in relation to taxes on your first
home. We are the only state in Australia that does that
to our first home buyers. First home buyers in all of the
other states will be well in the black because they will
receive the federal government assistance and they will
not be slugged by state government stamp duties. They
will receive a genuine kick-start and genuine help when
it comes to purchasing their first home.
When the Treasurer is criticised for his stance in these
areas, he tries as hard as he possibly can to find another
state that has a higher taxation regime in a particular
area. When he finally runs out of all of those options
and has no defences left, he comes up with the old
chestnut from this government and asks, ‘What do you
want us to do? Do you want us to cut services?’. There
has to be a better way for the government to defend its
taxation regime and its spending policies than to talk in
millions of dollars one minute, talk in percentages the
next minute and talk about cuts to potential income the
next minute. The way the government describes its
income streams through state taxation and its revenue
streams into the future is a bit tricky, a bit selective and
a bit below the belt.
With those few comments I advise the house that The
Nationals will be not opposing this legislation. We
welcome the changes, slight as they may be. We wish
the government would get serious about tax reform and
put in place some of the initiatives we know are
desperately needed to give industry and small
businesses a bit of a shot in the arm, as opposed to
continuing to catch more and more businesses up in the
payroll tax regime. We wish the government would get
serious about trying to assist young couples in this state
who are trying to purchase their first homes. Whether it
be in the regions or the cities, the fact is that this is the
only state that will give you money with one hand and
then take it back with the other hand through stamp
duty on first home purchases.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — This bill
contains a number of measures to reduce the rate of
stamp duty and payroll tax. That is fine as far as it goes.
Clearly if you are taxing something like employment or
property values, which are growing fast, then you are
going to be collecting more revenue. That is the point
of taxing something that is growing as opposed to
taxing something that is stagnant. That is the reason the
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Howard federal government introduced a GST — it
wanted access to a so-called growth tax.
The Greens are supportive of the bill to the extent it
reduces the rate of payroll tax. Payroll is not the sort of
thing that we wish to tax. But when Mr Rich-Phillips
calls for meaningful tax reform, we could suggest
cutting the number of poker machines in Victoria. Each
one of those poker machines is a collector for the State
Revenue Office, and reducing the number of poker
machines would cut taxes on the most vulnerable
people in Victoria.
Ostensibly the big policy initiative of this bill concerns
the changes to stamp duty and the first home buyers
bonus — in other words, it is meant to be about
housing. Housing is probably the most neglected issue
in this entire Parliament. It is almost never dealt with.
We have had little in the way of improving legislation
since I have been here. When you take out the
barracking for the land bankers that the Liberal Party
constantly engages in, you find that nobody else seems
to be coming into this chamber with solutions to our
current housing crisis. Gordon Rich-Phillips is smiling
because he knows what I am talking about. I am talking
about those developers who have bought up land either
side of the current urban growth boundary and are just
waiting to cash in on their superannuation. I can
understand why the Liberal Party has set itself up as a
lobby group for those particular groups of land-holders,
but that hardly represents a response to the serious
housing crisis in Victoria. Neither does this bill.
The bill makes small adjustments to the rates, scales
and eligibilities to stamp duty and the first home buyers
bonus. But we know, because the Productivity
Commission told us, that within the population of first
home buyers — that is, people who are eligible for
these sorts of bonuses through the federal and state
schemes — those whose incomes fit within the top two
quintiles actually represent 54.8 per cent of that
population. The eligibility for this particular grant or
saving overwhelmingly goes to those people in those
top two quintiles. It is a simple equation. You have to
be reasonably well off even to be able to buy a house
these days. These sorts of non-means-tested measures
inevitably benefit people who are relatively well off.
They do not benefit those people who are completely
locked out of home ownership, nor do they help people
who are in such dire straits that they cannot even
compete in the private rental market, which includes the
homeless, people in insecure housing and people on
public housing waiting lists.
If we wanted to make a serious attack on the housing
crisis in Victoria, then some of the sorts of things we
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would be seeing in legislation would include the
establishment of rooming house standards. The
problem with rooming houses, which has been
happening for a while, is that they are being closed
down. Fitzroy used to be the biggest area for rooming
houses. Nobody knows how many have closed down
because nobody knows how many there were
originally. But we are getting regular information about
the traditional rooming houses, which have been there
for a long time, slowly being gentrified out of existence.
Rooming houses are being replaced with a new
suburban phenomenon, where a more or less
unscrupulous and quite often unsavoury operator rents a
regular stand-alone house, and then with very limited
refitting he fits in as many people as he possibly can.
Every room gets turned into a bedroom; sometimes
strangers share bedrooms. There are no locks on the
doors. The original bathroom and kitchen facilities,
which were designed for a family, now serve whole
groups of people. There is no supervision on site. Any
behavioural issues between tenants are not dealt with.
There is a great need for standards to be established
around these sorts of black-market operations.
The government, I understand, is bringing forth some
legislation to allow greater enforceability of such laws
as there are. But that will fall a long way short of the
seven-point plan of the Tenants Union of Victoria
which is to align the definition of ‘rooming house’ in all
relevant legislation; to clarify and improve registration
conditions, which would include annual local
government inspections for health and safety; to
introduce a registration scheme for rooming house
managers which would involve a fit-and-proper-person
test; to simplify the statement of rights and duties so
that people who are going into a rooming house
understand what is involved, and often those people are
the most vulnerable people in society; to undertake
periodic sweeps to investigate compliance with and
breaches of laws such as the demanding of extra money
above and beyond the bond, the so-called ‘key money’
which is often used to take money from someone up
front; and to increase outreach activity to find and assist
people. Housing agencies know where these people are
because they are referring them to these operators.
Housing agencies are in an incredibly difficult position
when they are trying to find houses for people, because
they know that all that is available is these cowboy
outfits. Outreach is possible, but there needs to be
funding for it.
Also in the tenant union’s seven-point plan is the
introduction of mandatory minimum standards for the
use of government financial assistance. Rooming
houses have sprung up not just as a result of the
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housing shortage but also the ability to tap into
government financial assistance. We are not seeing
anything like that seven-point plan. The government
has not moved with alacrity to address that end of the
problem.
Overall there need to be housing standards, particularly
for rental housing. You need a roadworthy certificate
for your car, but the only houseworthy certificate you
need is the occupancy permit, which you get at the time
when the house is built. As the years go by there is no
ongoing requirement when you rent out a house to keep
it up to standard. I am not talking about spa pools; I am
talking about running water, a heater, a stove that
works, doors that lock and windows that have glass in
them.
Recently an associate of mine was looking at buying a
house in Broadmeadows. Because he fronted up in a
suit, nobody imagined for a minute that he was serious
about living in Broadmeadows. The real estate agent
who was running the open-for-inspection assumed my
associate was an investor. He informed this person
during the inspection, ‘Look, at the moment it is being
rented out for X, but if you got the stove working you
could probably rent it out for a bit more’. So an actual
functioning stove that allows you to cook is apparently
an extra special selling feature when it comes to renting
out a house!
Then there is the issue of rental bidding, which the state
government really needs to crack down on. In any other
area of consumer law it is, of course, unethical and
usually illegal to offer something at a certain price and
then, when the person is ready to buy, change the deal
on them. It is called bait and switch, and it needs to be
cracked down on.
What we are seeing with rental bidding — and I am just
describing this from personal experience of individuals,
particularly youngsters, whom I know — is that a
property is advertised and prospective tenants get all the
way down the track to where they think they have been
called into the office to sign the lease. All the reference
checks have been done; they are ready to move from
another house and somebody else is ready to move into
that house — there is a whole domino effect of people
who are all waiting to move because everybody is
under pressure to move. Then they are told, ‘We are
now taking bids for how much the rent is. We want to
rent this house to you. You have been pre-approved as
potential tenants. We think you are all right; now you
are bidding blind against unknown other persons for
how much you are prepared to pay’.
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That is just fine for people who have sufficient financial
resources and do not have any problems getting
pre-approved, but if you are doing that while also
having some difficulty finding a place because perhaps
you do not have a rental history, or if you are under
pressure to move — and that could be under any sorts
of circumstances that people could well imagine — and
you are being forced to bid up, there is a problem. If a
product is advertised for sale or for rent at a certain
price, that should be the price. If people are going to run
formal auctions on renting, we should regulate that. It is
totally out of control at the moment.
When I talk about those measures I have just described,
members should remember that I am talking about
properties that are certainly available to be funded
through negative gearing. The tax office is telling us
that there are hundreds of thousands of people out there
running loss-making businesses generally —
perpetually. They are running rental housing as a
loss-making business. If in fact they are running a
business they should meet certain basic standards.
There is no reason why that should not be demanded in
standards of rental accommodation, even things like
ensuring that there is insulation in the roof so you are
not paying money for heating that is going straight up
through the roof. That is the sort of thing that can be
funded out of, effectively, the federal tax stream; and
finally we may have found a way for the federal
government to get involved in the provision of housing,
even if it happens to be through the backdoor method of
negative gearing.
On the issue of public and social housing the
government is trumpeting a $500-million spend in that
area over coming years, in capital terms. However,
when we dig into what that program involves we find it
is largely catch-up refurbishment or replacement of the
existing housing stock. It is catch-up money from the
Kennett and even Cain-Kirner years of neglect of
public housing; and at the end of the exercise we will
not be much better off in terms of actual numbers of
housing units.
Finally, in addressing this housing crisis the
government has to get serious about public transport. If
members would like to examine the most affordable
suburbs in Melbourne — that is, the cheapest
housing — what they will consistently find is two
things: total lack of public transport, and also low
capital growth.
When we talk about Wyndham Vale and Caroline
Springs and the affordable suburbs, the other thing that
is quite noticeable over this period of skyrocketing
property values is that those areas have not had the
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same level of capital growth, and it is becoming purely
a function of distance from other services and the
complete lack of public transport.
People are quite capable of understanding the trade-off
to their household budget of spending less on transport
but more on housing in the inner city or close to where
their work is, or spending more on transport but less on
housing by living in the outer suburbs. Sure, that is a set
of preferences that individuals can trade off; but it is
government’s job to ensure that everybody has
excellent services and that individuals are getting a real
choice rather than just the lesser of two evils for their
particular circumstance.
There is an aspect of this bill that I am having trouble
understanding, and that is the $3000 bonus for
purchasing your first home in regional Victoria. I am
struggling to see what other government policy
objective this relates to. What we are seeing now is that
regional Victoria is booming.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Glad to hear that
you’re conceding that!
Mr BARBER — It is not a matter of concession, it
is a matter of measuring statistics — both employment
and population growth in regional Victoria are high. So
why at that point does the government decide to
provide a further subsidy to an individual just simply
for the act of living in regional Victoria rather than
metropolitan Victoria? It smacks a bit of the
Howardesque middle-class welfare, where we find out
what people are already doing and then reward them for
it.
Is it a kind of weird social engineering? Does it spring
out of the attitude that cities are evil and country areas
are where the salt of the earth live? The Greens do not
have a particular bias either way — our vote and
support base are pretty much as high in non-metro areas
as in metro areas — but I just do not know about
paying someone to go live there, effectively. It is almost
working against choice.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So you want bigger
cities?
Mr BARBER — What I want is a plan for proper
land use, both in the city and in rural and regional areas;
an infrastructure plan that goes with it, and service
planning, so that everybody gets effectively the same
basket of services, wherever they live, and the same
basic needs are being met. I struggle to understand the
rationale for offering cash back like some sort of dodgy
mobile phone dealer who says, ‘We do not have
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anything better to offer so we will give you your own
taxes back’, in this case.
Maybe it is just that the government is in trouble in
rural and regional Victoria because of its failure to
deliver on issues such as transport and health care, and
now they are sticking a pipe into their river and taking
the water away; they just thought it would make them
look as if they loved the country or something. The
Greens love everybody! We just want basic needs to be
properly attended to by the government. And no matter
how much cash the government puts in your hand, you
still cannot use it to go and buy your own train station
or your own railway line or your own GP or whatever.
The country is great — it is a great area to live. I have
just bought a bush block in Murchison, in the city of
Greater Shepparton, and I look forward to spending a
bit of time out there. I do not have a lot of spare
time — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I hope you don’t chop
down any trees!
Mr BARBER — No, in fact I chose it specifically
because it is within walking distance of the train line up
to Shepparton, which runs regularly — not as often as it
should, but it runs regularly — so I will be able to get
up there by train on the weekend, plant trees, create my
own little carbon offset and protect some valuable
wetlands along the way.
Mr Pakula — Maybe you could run for the local
council, for the City of Greater Shepparton!
Mr BARBER — In fact we are looking at getting a
Green elected to Greater Shepparton this year, in the
person of Ian Christoe.
Mr Pakula — I’m sure it will be in your faction!
Mr BARBER — There is only one faction in the
Greens, don’t you know?
Mr Pakula — Yes, I know, because you killed the
other one!
Mr BARBER — Ian Christoe. Acting President,
they are leading me there, but let me just give a plug for
Ian Christoe. He is a long-time resident of the city of
Greater Shepparton. He is an irrigation farmer himself
and a true Green, and I think that is the sort of person
we need elected to the Greater Shepparton City
Council.
Anyway, as I say, we are having trouble understanding
what is the social objective of the $3000 top-up for

STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT BILL
2280

COUNCIL

regional first home buyers as opposed to
common-or-garden, somewhere-in-the-metropolis
homebuyers. Certainly there is no reference to it in the
material that they provided to us.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You might be able to
use it to build a house on your bush block!
Mr BARBER — Mr Theophanous suggests that I
use the bonus for my bush block but I have to say that I
missed out on the first home owner grant. My partner
already had a house and so we were not eligible.
As far as the rest of the measures of the bill go — the
concessions for various charitable groups and the
clarification of payroll tax exemptions for charitable
and not-for-profits — those are certainly things the
Greens will support. We will support the bill but we
point out that this is by no means a response to the
housing crisis, the housing crisis being the
least-mentioned and in some ways most pressing issue
that members here need to be turning their minds to.
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to
speak in support of the State Taxation Acts
Amendment Bill. The bill amends the Duties Act 2000,
the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000, the Land Tax
Act 2005 and the Payroll Tax Act 2007. The
amendments will enable a number of commitments
contained in this year’s state budget to be put into
effect. The commitments include an increase to the
thresholds for the general rate of stamp duty, the
provision of the land tax exemption for homes
transferred into special disability trusts and an increase
in the concession for transactions involving the
principal place of residence, permitting first home
buyers to receive both the stamp duty concession for
the purchase of a principal place of residence and the
first home bonus. The government is also committed to
providing additional benefits through adjustments to the
first home owner grant.
The Treasurer announced $1.43 billion in tax cuts and
reduced business costs, including $422 million in cuts
to stamp duty, $490 million for a land tax cut and
$170 million in payroll tax cuts as well as the new
assistance to first home buyers amounting to a 17 per
cent saving or around $2460 on a median-priced first
home.
Part 2 of the bill amends the Duties Act to increase all
thresholds in the general duty rate scale by
approximately 10 per cent. This increase will apply to
the primary place of residence and to the pensioner
concession scales. Right now first home buyers have to
choose whether to apply for the existing stamp duty
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concession or the first home owner bonus. These
amendments will mean that first home buyers can apply
for both, provided the overall cost of the property is less
than $500 000. So, for the first time, Victorians buying
their first home will be eligible for the lower stamp duty
on the principal place of residence on top of the first
home bonus.
Changes to the tax brackets for stamp duty will provide
financial assistance across Victoria to families,
businesses and investors buying property by cutting
$422 million worth of stamp duties over the next four
years. The tax thresholds for both the home and for
commercial and investment properties will be lifted by
10 per cent. This reduction in the tax burden will make
homeownership more affordable.
The threshold for the stamp duty exemption for
pensioners and concession card holders will also be
increased by 10 per cent to make homeownership more
affordable for Victorians who do not have a lot of
money. This will be a big help to senior Victorians, for
example, who may want to sell their family home and
downsize to a smaller place. Pensioners could, for
example, buy a home for up to $330 000 and pay no
stamp duty, and those buying a property worth between
$330 000 and $440 000 would receive a commensurate
discount.
Amendments contained in part 3 of the bill relate to the
First Home Owner Grant Act and reflect the decision
announced in the budget to introduce an additional
payment of $3000 for first home buyers purchasing a
newly-built home in regional Victoria where the price
of a house is not more than $500 000. This payment is
in addition to those grants for first home buyers already
specified by the act. It is anticipated that the additional
grant for new homes in regional Victoria will benefit
approximately 1300 homebuyers next year.
The budget also introduces an additional $3 million first
home buyers bonus for regional Victoria. This will be
available to first home buyers who buy a house in
regional Victoria that is new. It means that those
eligible first home buyers in regional Victoria may
receive up to $15 000 in government assistance. That is
a strong incentive to keep young families in regional
Victoria, and it is also an encouragement to others who
may be living in Melbourne to relocate to provincial
towns and centres. The initiative is supported through
the amendments contained in this bill, and it is a further
strategy in the implementation of the government’s aim
to both grow regional Victoria and also to make
housing more affordable.
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The amendments contained in part 4 of the bill relate to
the Land Tax Act and to changes that were announced
in the budget. The bill amends the threshold for the
2009 tax year onwards, and all thresholds for land held
by trusts will be increased by 10 per cent, from a
tax-free threshold of $20 000 to $25 000. Other than the
top rate, which will be reduced from 2.5 per cent to
2.25 per cent from 2009 onwards, as I have indicated,
the rates will not be changed.
The amendments contained in part 4 of the bill also
introduce a land tax exemption for property that is used
for long-term accommodation for young people with
disabilities. These special disability trusts are a federal
government initiative that was established in 2006 and
was aimed to help families and guardians to provide for
the current and future care of their children with severe
disabilities. The purpose of the trust is to assist
immediate family members and carers who have the
financial means to do so to make private financial
provision for current and future care and
accommodation needs for a family member who has a
severe disability. This program helps to fund that kind
of alternative accommodation for those people, other
than what is already available through the aged care
programs. This includes a provision consistent with
existing similar exemptions that special land tax will
apply if the land subsequently ceases to be used for
these exempt purposes.
Part 5 of the bill amends the Payroll Tax Act 2007 to
reflect the budget announcement of a reduction in the
rate of payroll tax from the already scheduled rate of
5 per cent down to 4.95 per cent from 1 July this year.
The amendments include an exemption for non-profit
organisations that confirm they have a primarily
charitable, benevolent, philanthropic or patriotic
purpose.
The fall in payroll tax to less than 5 per cent represents
the lowest level in 34 years. The overall tax cut
amounts to $170 million and will progressively affect
around 28 000 businesses across the state. It is worth
remembering that since coming to office the
government has steadily reduced this tax from the 1999
level of 5.75 per cent to the present figure of 4.95 per
cent, and that this reduction has delivered some
$1.3 billion to Victorian business.
Finally, part 6 of the bill contains a provision that
automatically repeals this amending act on the first
anniversary of the day on which all the provisions
contained in the act are in operation, consistent with the
new processes that ensure that all amending acts
contain provisions for their automatic expiry once they
have done their job.
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The measures contained in this bill will, I believe, make
a significant material difference to Victorians. They
will pay less stamp duty and less land tax, and those
buying homes for the first time will receive further
financial support. As well, families and guardians who
care for people with disabilities will have further
support through the special disability trust to set aside
resources for their children with disabilities, and finally
employers will also benefit from the reduction in
payroll tax. This is good legislation, and I commend the
bill to the house.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — It is
with great pleasure that I rise to speak in support of the
State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2008 and indicate
that this is a very good bill that delivers on a number of
tax cuts that were announced by the Treasurer in the
recent state budget. In the Labor Party and this
government we take pride in supporting Victorian
businesses because we know that is what delivers
stronger jobs growth for the Victorian economy. We
have put in place a strong track record of supporting
businesses and Victorian workers by creating a
competitive business environment since coming to
office.
Since 1999 the Victorian Labor government has cut
over $5.5 billion in taxes, which has seen the abolition
of eight state taxes as well as significant cuts to payroll
tax, land tax and WorkCover premiums. What the
2008–09 state budget is delivering is $1 billion in tax
cuts over four years, the biggest tax cut package in a
decade. This includes new tax cuts of $422 million in
stamp duty cuts, $490 million in land tax cuts and
$170 million in payroll tax cuts.
My colleague Mr Scheffer has already gone through the
various changes in considerable detail, and I do not
propose to do likewise. The stamp duty cuts will make
a significant contribution to adding to housing
affordability in this state. The highest number of first
home buyers in Australia are in fact in Victoria. It is
important that this bill and the state budget will deliver
a significant boost to homebuyers by enabling first
home buyers to receive both the first home bonus and
the principal place of residence stamp duty on land tax
transfers concession. This reform offers progressively
rising savings on the duty payable on first home
purchases valued between $115 000 and $550 000. This
concession will be provided in addition to the Victorian
government funded $7000 first home owners grant and
the $3000 or $5000 first home bonus for established or
newly constructed first home purchases respectively.
I note that there is also the introduction of an additional
first home bonus for regional Victorians worth
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$3 million. An additional $3000 will be available to
first home buyers who buy newly constructed homes in
regional Victoria until 30 June 2009. I know Mr Barber
was dismissive in his comments about the significance
of this reform, but we want to be able to give Victorians
the option of buying a home in regional Victoria. The
government has taken a multifaceted approach of
supporting not only business growth but also residential
purchases of homes in regional Victoria, allowing all
parts of the state to benefit from its current prosperity.
While I had a lot of sympathy for many of the issues
Mr Barber raised in his contribution — I agree that
exploitation of people going into the rental market is a
significant issue that needs to be addressed, as were
some of the other issues he raised — if the Greens want
to be serious about housing affordability they ought to
play a constructive role in the planning debate.
Mr Barber had nothing to say about planning in the
whole time he talked about the issue of housing
affordability. We know the Greens have been opposed
to Melbourne 2030 and our policies of containing the
urban sprawl and the rising issue of global carbon
emissions. If the Greens want to be serious about the
issue of not only housing affordability but also
sustainability, they should get behind the Labor
government’s Melbourne 2030 policies and support its
approach on these issues.
With those words, I support this bill. It will not only
make a significant contribution to business
competitiveness in this state but also create more jobs in
Victoria. It is about making Victoria a great place to
live, work and raise a family.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Water: food bowl modernisation project
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Treasurer. I refer to the letter from
the Attorney-General tabled yesterday in the house
which advised that the final business case for the food
bowl project could not be identified and could not be
provided to the house for tabling. Why is the
Treasurer’s government spending $600 million on a
project that has no final business case?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I thank David Davis
for his question. I welcome questions at any time and
any place from Mr Davis and note that this house is
actually sitting 50 days a year and every month of the
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year other than January so that as a government we can
actually be under scrutiny.
Mr Guy — Not doing much, though!
Mr LENDERS — Mr Guy said, ‘Not doing much’,
but I would have thought starting a day with 90-second
statements, at least 12 members having the capacity to
debate reports and statements for an hour, having an
option to question ministers, having an adjournment
debate at the end of the day, debating legislation and
having seven items of opposition business on
Wednesday is a pretty good reason for Parliament to be
open to scrutiny — —
Mr Guy interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Guy’s constant,
regular interjections every day at question time are now
grating. I am warning him that further interjections
from him will result in his being removed from the
chamber for the applicable time.
Mr LENDERS — David Davis asked me a
question about the business case document that he
sought in applying for documents from the
government — documents, which I might say, the
Attorney-General on behalf of the government lodged
yesterday in this house. Firstly on those documents, the
executive government responded and lodged all the
documents bar two that Mr Davis sought. It is
interesting to note about the document Mr Davis refers
to that if he had actually read the Auditor-General’s
report correctly and identified the document in the
Auditor-General’s report that the Auditor-General was
actually referring to, the government would have
obviously considered what he wanted. But sloppy
drafting in not even being able to transcribe a document
that the Auditor-General referred to in a motion moved
in this chamber does raise a few questions.
Mr Davis asked a substantive question about the issue
of the business case that he refers to. It is always worth
reading the Auditor-General’s report before
commenting on these matters. I find it interesting
because I always actually enjoy reading
Auditor-General’s reports because he is an independent
officer of the party — an independent officer of the
Parliament — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LENDERS — An independent officer of the
Parliament, who reports on matters as an
Auditor-General should do. The opposition gets very
excited about my calling the Auditor-General an officer
of the party — because that is what they tried to make
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him! When he would not do it, they gutted him and
tried to sack him. It was not until the voters of Victoria
drew them to task in the Mitcham by-election that they
even reconsidered that.
What the Auditor-General in his report said and quite
clearly said was that the government acted hastily —
the Auditor-General did say that in his report —
because there was a big issue that the government
needed to deal with.
Mr D. Davis — After years of neglect.
Mr LENDERS — I take up Mr Davis’s interjection,
because he is correct — there was total neglect during
the years of the Kennett government. It actually did not
even have a water minister; that is how much it cared
about water. It was the Bracks Labor government that
brought in a Minister for Water to deal with this long
before opposition members had even heard the words
‘climate change’, long before they worked out they
were climate change sceptics and even before they
worked out they were supportive of climate change as
an issue.
The Auditor-General reported on that matter. Most of
the documents in the Auditor-General’s report
Mr Davis has sought through a resolution of this house
and has now received. The Auditor-General referred to
things that the government could do better, as he
always does, and this government takes heed of that. He
also refers to things that the government actually did
well, which Mr Davis always seems to forget.
The government acted because water is an issue.
Climate change is an issue that has emerged on our
radar and on the whole world’s radar in a far more
dramatic sense than it did before. Before anyone was
talking of climate change, before Al Gore had his
movie, before the opposition decided to put the words
‘climate change’ in a policy, this Labor government in
2002 established a Minister for Water with a specific
task to get a plan before any other jurisdiction in
Australia, while the government we inherited in this
state was one that did not even have a minister for
water! At least the Hamer and Thompson governments
had a Minister of Water Supply in Glyn Jenkins. The
Kennett-McNamara government could not even be
bothered; it was not an issue.
I look forward to Mr Davis’s supplementary question. I
can assure him and the house that we always welcome
Auditor-General’s reports and take heed from them.
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Supplementary question
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I can
only conclude that there is not that final case.
Apparently the Treasurer’s government deliberately did
not undertake or complete any final business case on
the food bowl project. Is he telling taxpayers his
department made no attempt to produce any detailed
economic and financial impact analysis of a project that
is the key to his water strategy?
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — The answer to
Mr Davis is a simple no, we are not telling taxpayers
that. I suggest to Mr Davis that if he wishes to enlighten
himself he should actually read the Auditor-General’s
report. He will find a comprehensive analysis of what
the government did. He will find an acknowledgement
that the government acted hastily. He will find that, and
I suggest he actually read the report before he opens his
mouth again.

Planning: Altona inland port
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Planning, the Honourable Justin
Madden. Given the Brumby Labor government’s
commitment to jobs in Melbourne’s west, can the
minister inform the house what the government is doing
to protect the Altona inland port?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
welcome the member’s question and his interest in
matters around the west and particularly matters around
logistics. I know he has a background in logistics and a
particular interest in logistics in the west as well, so I
welcome the question.
There is no doubt that prosperity in this state is
measured by jobs, and jobs are paramount in ensuring
that we continue to grow and build that prosperity. That
prosperity is built very much around maintaining ports
and the logistics around those ports, particularly inland
ports. As the member mentioned, the Altona inland port
and intermodal terminal project is of vital significance
to jobs in the west and to the greater good of not only
Melbourne but also the regions. We have to make sure
that freight works well and the logistics work well to
ensure that we can continue the economic prosperity
and job growth we are seeing right across the state.
Recently we have seen that the City of Hobsons Bay
refused two planning permit applications for the use
and development of the subject site for a modal place in
Altona — for an inland port and intermodal terminal.
That really put at risk the prospect of continued
prosperity and jobs in this state. We needed to bear in
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mind that this site was particularly important, because it
is a long-term mechanism to ensure we remove
congestion from roads, particularly around freight
congestion, which we know is a critical issue in the
west. We will see increased freight coming into this
state, and in order to maintain economic
competitiveness and take the pressure off the west in
terms of road transport, we need to make sure we
continue to reflect the need for the intermodal terminal
in Altona.
As opposed to previous ministers, who may have called
in a decision like this willy-nilly without justifying their
position, I made a submission to VCAT (Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal) on this matter — as
a matter of great state significance — to ensure that the
tribunal — —
Mr Drum interjected.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Yes, Mr Drum, I can
explain that to you outside, if you want to know the
technical implications of why you might call it in or
why you might make a submission to VCAT so that
that independent tribunal can assess it fairly and make
its judgement based on the submission made to it on
this matter. It was in relation to the merits of the project
and the full significance of this project, particularly for
prosperity and jobs in the west.
It is worth bearing in mind that it is estimated that by
2020 the city’s road freight task will have increased in
the order of about 50 per cent. That is a significant
increase, so we need to bear it in mind. This facility will
allow us to deal with those pressures and take those
pressures off the roads. It is also likely we will see a
significant increase in the number of containers handled
in the port of Melbourne by 2030. Again we have to
bear that in mind, so this is very significant.
The Melbourne 2030 audit expert group also shares our
views and acknowledges the challenges of this into the
future, and bears in mind the need and the work that has
been done — the strategy we have presented — in
relation to long-term thinking around state, local and
commonwealth governments being involved in freight
infrastructure and logistics. We need to identify the land
use and transport implications of planning road, rail, sea
and air freight corridors, linkages and routes and
improve their connectivity, thereby improving freight
movement without placing that burden on local
communities. This is the key not only to those local
communities but also to the greater city, regional,
interstate and national links as well.
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I was pleased to see that the tribunal made a decision on
the spot, supporting the proposal for an Altona inland
freight intermodal terminal. That reflects the strategic
work we have done and the representations we have
made. We will hopefully see a mode shift that will see
more of this freight connected to rail and moved by rail,
taking the congestion away from many of those local
communities in the west that may feel pressure, bearing
in mind projected demand going into the future.
It is important that this strategic relationship between
the growth, operation and amenity of the city and
economic prosperity and jobs, particularly in the west,
is built on and strategically developed, bearing all of
those things in mind, to make sure that we continue job
growth and prosperity in Melbourne, particularly in the
west, and to make sure that Melbourne and its west
continue to be great places to live, work and raise a
family.

Local government: planning powers
Mr GUY (Northern Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Planning. Given the government’s
new development activity centre policy (DAC) will
include a new activity centre zone, I ask: can the
minister inform the house whether this new zone will
require DACs (development assessment committees) to
adhere to local planning policies, prepared and paid for
by local communities or whether DACs will be given a
free hand to change and amend local planning policies
without any consultation?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
welcome this question, because it has been a long time
coming. We announced this some time ago, and I
welcome the fact that Mr Guy has finally started to tune
in to the implications of this. I would have thought in
the days following my announcement that I would have
got a barrage of questions from Mr Guy about the
technical implications of these matters. It has only taken
more than a fortnight — three weeks, in fact, or close to
that — to get a question in relation to these matters. I
am glad Mr Guy asked the question, and I welcome it
and am very happy to answer it. I can understand why
he might have been frustrated, because he was not
given the chance to ask this question sooner.
I have already had conversations with a number of
these councils, Geelong in particular and Boroondara,
around some of these technical matters. I am pleased to
be able to inform the house that they are very conscious
of working with state government and the need to work
with state government, and we are very conscious of
working with those councils to make sure that the
controls in those activity centres reflect the needs and
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aspirations of local communities but also bear in mind
the need for, in particular, housing yield in those
locations as well as jobs.
We are not reinventing the wheel, nor are we asking
local government to reinvent the wheel in terms of the
policy. As I said on those occasions when I have met
with local government and in my conversations with
the Municipal Association of Victoria and the Victorian
Local Governance Association, the role of policy
development will still rest with local government. Local
government will determine the policy and the clarity
and strength of that policy, and hence the need for it to
be clear and concise so that it can be effected and
implemented through the respective zones within that
principal activity zone.
What we currently have is an array of different zones.
The difficulty there is a lack of clarity for the
community, a lack of clarity for people who might have
a proposition about a project in those principal activity
centres, and hence the development assessment
committee will make decisions in relation to these
matters, but the responsibility for the policies and the
bringing together of the zones and the controls will still
rest with councils. I look forward to working with them
in partnership. As I have mentioned on a number of
occasions publicly through the media and in this place,
this is a partnership approach. It stands in contrast to
what we have seen under other planning ministers in
other governments who may have wanted, on a regular
basis, to call projects in and make unilateral decisions.
This is about a partnership. This is about making sure
that local and community needs are combined with the
greater needs of the state and are borne in mind when
the development assessment committees make their
decisions. Hence the representation on the development
assessment committees will be two from the local
government where the application is made, two from
state government, and an independent chair.
We believe that partnership approach will give greater
emphasis to the needs of both state and local
government, but in particular it will also mean that local
governments will have to be clear on their policies and
clear on the controls they seek in those zones. We look
forward to working with them in the future to build on
the body of work. I look forward to working
collaboratively with local government to deliver not
only the needs of local communities but the greater
needs of the state as well, bearing in mind that this will
have a direct impact on housing affordability in the
long run, job provision and managing growth going
into the future, to make Victoria the best place to live,
work and raise a family.

2285

Supplementary question
Mr GUY (Northern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for his answer. I am not sure what it was about.
I ask the minister, as a supplementary, if he could
provide a guarantee that the government will not
remove third-party appeal rights in these new activity
centre zones as it is currently proposing with new
residential zones.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
am surprised that Mr Guy has taken so long to ask this
question. I would have thought that, if this was such a
significant issue, it should have been asked a long time
beforehand.
We would not expect to diminish any of those
third-party appeal rights that currently exist in those
locations. As I have said, we will work with local
government to give clarity to the zones. What happens
currently is that there is a whole array of different
triggers, different appeal rights and different zones.
What we want is clarity to give the community
confidence that whatever happens in those areas is
supported by the immediate local community, and also
by councils. We look forward to working with them to
give greater clarity and greater strength to local
controls, but also working in partnership with local
government in the decision making so that we can
deliver more housing choices and get jobs into these
activity centres to build on the economic prosperity of
this state and make sure that we continue to make
Victoria the best place to live, work and raise a family.

Alfred Deakin lectures: program
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Innovation. Could the minister
inform the house how the Brumby Labor government is
supporting the exchange of new ideas and knowledge
through this year’s Alfred Deakin lecture series?
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Innovation) — I
thank Mr Leane for his question. I know that as a
former sparky he is interested in bright ideas, both
metaphorically and in relation to his constituency in
terms of working people being exposed to big ideas and
to big debates that will drive our social and economic
development going forward.
Indeed, in accordance with that, the Brumby
government is very supportive of the Alfred Deakin
lectures — a lecture series that we commenced in 2001
to mark the centenary of Federation and the important
leadership role that Alfred Deakin had played in
establishing this nation as no. 1, in driving many public
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policy initiatives, being very mindful of bringing the
best science and the best regulation to bear. In fact he
was one of the brightest minds in the liberal tradition in
this nation, and I am very happy to appropriate that in
the name of the Deakin lectures because our
government recognises the virtue of that leadership, that
insight and that commitment to public policy
considerations. We want to make sure that is something
our citizens are well versed in and that they have the
opportunity to engage in some of the biggest debates
that our global community is confronting. That is the
hallmark of the Deakin lecture series.
This year’s Deakin lecture series, which has been
curated by Robyn Archer, who has an outstanding track
record of curating major festivals here and around the
world, has brought together some of the best minds to
consider some of the biggest issues that our global
community is confronting. Fifty-seven lecturers will be
involved in presenting a 19-lecture series that will go
beyond being available in metropolitan Melbourne,
which will host most of those lectures. It will also travel
around regional Victoria to make sure that our regional
communities participate in a meaningful way in the
debates. Already we have had people in Ballarat,
Geelong, Wodonga and Churchill in Gippsland
participating in the regional presentation of this lecture
series.
I had the good fortune to be in the company of some of
this nation’s brightest thinkers last week to launch the
program entitled ‘From DNA to deep space’, which
covers anything in between in terms of scientific
discoveries that should be subjected to regulatory
controls and ethical considerations through to exploring
global challenges such as climate change and
international opportunities for collaborative events. In
the spirit of my colleague who is interested in
collaboration, that is also the hallmark of the
discussions taking place in the Alfred Deakin lectures.
The lecture I had the good fortune to participate in was
led by John Armstrong, philosopher in residence at the
Melbourne Business School. He teased out the scoping
of the issues that will be embarked upon in this
program. He was joined by Amanda Sinclair, also from
the Melbourne Business School; Chris Turner, a
well-established commentator on global issues who has
published a seminal work entitled Geography of Hope
dealing with issues such as food security and the rising
up of communities to deal with climate change; and
Jack Fuller, head of the sustainability leadership group.
Many of the presenters I have referred to are
home-grown speakers and well recognised
internationally as leading thinkers in their fields. We
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have drawn together a number of people from around
the globe. Just as a sample of that — and I do not want
to do a disservice to other people who will be
participating in the program — we have Austin
Williams, the director of Future Cities in the United
Kingdom; Professor Roger Brownsword from the
Centre for Technology, Ethics and Law in Society at
King’s College in London; and Dr Ajay Royyuru, the
lead scientist for the IBM geographic project in New
York. I wanted to get all the syllables in to make sure I
did justice to the important work of the renowned
speakers we have brought to Melbourne to participate
in these community debates.
These debates are being broadcast through —
Mr Scheffer will be surprised to know — Radio
National, and through the auspices of the ABC, to make
sure that leading thinking is transmitted to our citizens.
I am very pleased to say that thousands of Victorians
are participating in these community debates and this
lecture series under the Deakin leadership. It is
something that our government is committed to doing
to build on the great capacities and talents of our
citizens and to engage them in some of the biggest
issues that our planet is confronting.

Avalon Airport: international terminal
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Industry and
Trade. What financial incentive or support did his
government provide in the planned upgrade of Avalon
Airport to international standard, a crucial step for
Victoria’s west and south-west?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question in relation to Avalon Airport. As he is aware,
as Minister for Industry and Trade, one of the industries
that I am responsible for is the aviation industry. The
development of our aviation industry is absolutely
crucial from the point of view of continuing our
engagement with the rest of the world in trade, tourism
and a range of other areas. Obviously I speak to a
variety of players in that regard, including Melbourne
Airport and Avalon Airport, but all the major
international airlines as well, in seeking to attract them
to Victoria.
The issue of a second international airport for Victoria
is something the government has supported. We have
made it clear we think Victoria could have a second
international airport. Avalon Airport is one which has
been seeking approval for an application to upgrade
itself to an international airport, and that is a matter of
public record, as I am sure members are aware. That
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application is not a matter for the Victorian
government; it is a matter for the federal government to
consider in relation to a whole range of issues for an
upgrade from a domestic airport to an international one,
which include customs issues and a whole range of
security-related issues and so forth that are involved in
an upgrade to that level.
The operators of the Avalon Airport have been keen to
seek to upgrade their capability to that of an
international airport. As a result of that, as you would
expect, they have had discussions with me as minister
responsible for this area. Obviously we enter into
commercial discussions with many of these large
companies. They want to expend a significant amount
of money in creating a new international terminal there
and upgrading a range of their facilities there.
Mr D. Davis — Thirty million?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I am not going to
go into the figures on that. Our interest in Avalon is
twofold, however. We have an interest in the airport,
and if the airport is upgraded to an international airport,
then obviously that attracts another capability. If that
occurs we would also like to see perhaps the use of
Avalon increasingly for international freight out of that
area.
But beyond that, there is also an important event which
this government has fought for for many years. It is a
big biennial event in our major events calendar — that
is, the Australian International Airshow, which is held
at Avalon. It is a bit of a balancing act, having that
international airshow and maintaining a commercial
operation at Avalon at the same time. Those discussions
that have been had with my office include discussions
with the airshow operators, with Avalon Airport, with
the federal government, with the Geelong council and
with a range of players, but I can tell the house that no
firm decision of any sort in relation to a forward
program has as yet been made.
Supplementary question
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — I thank the
minister for his answer. I am very concerned that he
suggests he will be supportive if and when it gets up. I
can assure him that it will need further support than
that. As a result of Avalon now not expanding,
distressingly dashing the hopes of that region, what
financial analysis has the minister’s government done
on the loss to the region of a major airliner, AirAsia X?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — The member asks the question
on the basis of, I would suggest, a very limited
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understanding or knowledge of what is happening in
the industry. The question of international airlines
coming into Victoria is not a matter of whether or not
there is a second airport. The decision by AirAsia X as
to whether it is going to fly to Australia is not a decision
which is dependent on having a second airport. Its
decision to come or not to come to Australia and
Melbourne is a decision based on its assessment of
whether there is demand in the market for that service. I
believe that AirAsia X is looking positively at coming
to Melbourne. The option of coming to Avalon was
only ever one of two options it was looking at, and I
think it is continuing to look at that option.
With the greatest respect, there is a need to separate that
issue of attracting airlines to Melbourne from this
question of an international airport. We continue to
support a second international airport at Avalon, and
there have been significant discussions in relation to
that. I do not want to go into those discussions because,
as I said right at the beginning, if the member had been
listening, the decision about whether an international
airport can be built at Avalon is not a decision for the
Victorian government. It is first and foremost a decision
for the federal government. We have made our position
on this issue very clear to the federal government: we
would like to see a second airport. We are also
engaging in discussions, as I indicated earlier without
giving the details of them, with the operators of Avalon
as to how we can assist, assuming they can get that
okay from the federal government.
Believe me, this government is one which is active in
getting industry here and creating jobs in this state. That
is what we do, and we do it very well. That is why we
are able to announce things like Satyam, with
2000 jobs, in Geelong — because we actually go out
and get the business and bring it into the state. Since the
member has given me the opportunity — I was thinking
maybe he would ask me about the ‘Shock jobs slump’,
which is news just to hand about Australia, where there
has been a slump — —
Mr Koch — On a point of order, President, the
minister has now elected to move right away from the
basis of the question, and I ask you to bring him back to
the point.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has just
started this particular part of his answer to the
member’s supplementary question, so I am not in a
position to determine whether or not he is straying.
Mr Koch asked the question and the supplementary,
and the minister is being quite generous, in fact, with
his time in terms of the supplementary. I prefer to wait
to see how it develops before making another decision.
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I think the basis
of the member’s question is about jobs in the region of
Geelong, and I am simply pointing out that government
action is what creates jobs. I was interested to read
today, therefore, that there is an overall jobs slump in
Australia, which is of course very worrying. It says here
that ‘The country’s labour force decreased by 19 700’
in May. In fact not only did the labour force decrease
by that amount but the unemployment rate also went up
from 4.2 to 4.3 per cent. I only mention that because
when we look at what happened in Victoria, whilst
there has been a decrease in jobs around Australia, what
happened in Victoria is that there has been an increase
in the number of jobs.
While there has been a 19 700 decrease in jobs across
Australia, in Victoria jobs have gone up by 2643 — —
Mr D. Davis — On a point of order, President,
whilst I appreciate the generosity of the minister in his
answer, we are now getting into a comparison of state
and national figures that have little to do with the
south-west of the state. The minister is drawing a long
bow, and I ask that you bring him back to order.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — On the point of
order, President, obviously when I have been asked a
question about attracting an international player to
Victoria, in AirAsia X, the question of whether it comes
to Victoria compared to other states is an important
question for the economy and so a comparison across
states is also important, and I believe that the objection
is out of order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In fact that had
nothing to do with the supplementary question asked of
the minister. As I recall the supplementary question, it
was about the economic impact of not going ahead with
Avalon. I suggest to the minister that the economic
performance of Australia or Victoria in terms of
employment or unemployment is not relevant to the
economic impact on Avalon. I ask the minister to come
back to being relevant to the supplementary question.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — President, of
course I will abide by your ruling and look forward to
adding to the statistics I have just read out in other
questions that might be asked of me later. I think I have
comprehensively answered the member’s question.

South Face Road, Mount Baw Baw: opening
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — My
question is for the Minister for Environment and
Climate Change, Gavin Jennings. I ask the minister to
inform the house how the Brumby Labor government is
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investing in infrastructure to improve safety and access
to alpine regions.
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — I am glad that Ms Darveniza has
asked me a question which provides me with the
opportunity to talk about a fantastic new piece of
infrastructure — known as a road — that I had the good
fortune to open last week. The road across the south
face of Mount Baw Baw will link communities across
the Gippsland region and provide tourists with the
opportunity to traverse across the region from Noojee at
the one end to Rawson at the other, with the Mount
Baw Baw resort being the stop-off point along the way.
The road will create greater access for those who want
to come to the region.
This is a very popular location. Members of the
chamber and members of the community understand
that it is an important part of Victoria for tourism.
Notwithstanding the pressures of climate change and
the prevalence of snow, we have seen an increase in
patronage at Mount Baw Baw with people pursuing
year-round recreational opportunities. Mount Baw Baw
has had quite some success in the last three years in
increasing its summer season visitations. Changing the
profile and increasing the number of people who visit
the resort during the summer has been a significant
achievement.
This is a challenge for alpine resorts generally and has
been a significant driver of economic opportunities
through our state. It is estimated that alpine resorts
contribute somewhere in the order of $500 million
annually to gross state product. Alpine resorts are
significant contributors to regional employment, which
our government is keen to support. The opening of the
South Face Road will increase the number of people
who travel to the Gippsland region and will provide a
continuos tourist loop between Noojee, Mount Baw
Baw, Rawson and Walhalla, which previously was not
available. This road has been a long time coming. I am
pleased to say that of the 25 kilometres we pushed
through, the last 800 metres of this road — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — Yes, it was almost a quantum
leap, but work on the last 800 metres only commenced
as recently as February of this year. I am pleased to say
that this work has been completed under my watch. I
had the good fortune to inherit the work that was done
in this area as a result of the contributions from the
timber industry, the royalties that were used to invest in
this road and the significant Department of
Sustainability and Environment commitments in the
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last few years to make sure that the work was
completed. There were also government commitments
in terms of flood and drought recovery programs which
have been provided to the region and the collaborative
efforts between the Baw Baw and Latrobe shires and
the catchment management authority.
The delivery of this road has been the result of a great
engagement of all the relevant agencies and community
organisations. I was pleased to join the great
community spirit of engagement that was evident at the
opening of the road. It will make a significant
difference to — —
Mr Barber — Tell us about the frog. How is he
doing?
Mr JENNINGS — The frog, Mr Barber, is
travelling safely in the precinct. In fact I am pleased to
say — thank you for your interjection — that one of the
important features of this road has been the
environmental assessments that have gone along with
its construction. There have been 32 000 cubic metres
of material extracted, so it was a significant undertaking
engineering-wise, but very important in terms of the
monitoring of the wellbeing of the frog in the area was
that the habitat of our precious fauna was not adversely
impacted by the road. The water quality has been
subject to continual monitoring to make sure that we do
not adversely impact upon the quality of the streams
and waterways within this important catchment.
Congratulations to all who have been involved. It was
great to be part of a community event last week. It will
be great to see thousands of Victorians travelling safely
and confidently through this region in the years to
come.
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of this type in the Southern Hemisphere. It is an
enormous undertaking by this government. In
undertaking this construction we could have taken an
easier road and built it without putting an emphasis on
making it as green as we possibly could, but we did not
do that. We said that we wanted this convention centre
to set a benchmark in terms of green buildings.
The convention centre’s construction will be as green
as it can possibly be. It will be a 6-star rated
construction. But that is not good enough for opposition
members, who want to somehow denigrate that
achievement by coming in and talking about the
operation of the centre. I might add that this is not just a
phenomenal success from the point of view of
construction in this area. The construction of this centre
has already resulted in a significant number of new
conventions being booked for when the centre opens.
One of the selling points is that the convention centre is
so environmentally appropriate.
As I understand it, the question is not about the
construction of the centre, which the member agrees is
a 6-star building. What he is talking about now is the
operations of the centre. Firstly, the ongoing operations
of the centre do not come under my responsibility. I
build these centres and then I hand them over — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I build —
hopefully on time and on budget and as green as
possible — and then I give it over to the client minister,
who is responsible for the ongoing operation of the
centre. I am sure the ongoing operation of this centre
will be as green as possible.
Supplementary question

Melbourne Convention Centre: energy rating
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for Major
Projects. The minister recently made big media claims
about the Melbourne Convention Centre’s 6-star green
rating for environmental design. Can the minister
provide an assurance to the house that the Melbourne
Convention Centre will have a 6-star green rating for its
operation once completed and not just for its design?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Major
Projects) — It is interesting how the opposition
desperately wants to try to make a negative out of every
positive thing that happens in Victoria. We have
decided to build, and we are building, Australia’s
largest convention centre. It will be the largest
convention centre in Australia, and perhaps the largest

Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — It
appears it is no longer 6 stars — it is as green as
possible. Given that it appears it will no longer be a
6-star operation building, has the minister determined
what the increase in energy consumption of this
building will be on whatever star rating he is proposing
to give it?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Major
Projects) — This will be a 6-star building. It will be
constructed as a 6-star building and it will be able to
operate on that basis. We look forward to the tens of
millions of dollars of additional tourism and economic
activity that this centre will generate.
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Information and communications technology:
energy-saving initiatives
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Information and Communication
Technology. Can the minister inform the house about
any green initiatives that will create investment in the
local information and communications technology
industry?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Information and Communication Technology) — I
thank the member for her question. It may not be
evident, but the use of ICT (information and
communications technology) is one of the biggest
greenhouse gas issues that we have. An enormous
amount of carbon is produced as a result of the use of
ICT, especially computers.
Mr Barber interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Worldwide it is
about 2 per cent, which is a very significant amount.
Mr Barber — Two per cent in Victoria?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It is 2 per cent
worldwide — listen to what I say. This is an enormous
amount of carbon compared to other areas. The
government is very keen to try to reduce the amount.
Even the members of the Greens use computers, so
they are contributing at least in that area to increasing
the carbon footprint.
The Brumby government is trying to ensure that going
forward we can reduce the carbon imprint of this
particular industry. I was very pleased to be involved
with an organisation called Climate Savers Australia. It
is an initiative involving a group of consumers and ICT
organisations working together to increase energy
efficiency in computers and in new technology. I have
to say that this comes down to two sets of issues for this
industry. One set of issues relates to the hardware and
the technology that is being used.
Unfortunately much of the hardware in computers at
the moment has a significant amount of waste in
relation to energy use — probably about 50 per cent.
That is dissipated in the form of heat through the
transformers and so forth. Producing new green
computers is therefore an important part of reducing the
amount of energy consumed by those computers. The
production of greener computers costs about $30 more
per computer. This is something which will hopefully
decrease over time. Hopefully more and more people
will start choosing to buy computers which use less
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energy, because they will be a big part of the energy
consumption going forward.
The second element is behavioural — it is about
whether you turn off your computer and some
misinformation. For example, a lot of people think that
leaving your computer on screen saver is a way of
using less energy, but in fact you are using energy
while it is on screen saver. It is much better for the
computer to be put into a sleep function so that it
actually goes to sleep rather than being used the other
way. There is an educational element and a behavioural
element alongside changing the technology.
I want to mention that Climate Savers Australia is not
the only organisation working towards this. The
government has provided over $2 million to the
Byteback program, where we are buying back
unwanted and used computers in a safe and
environmentally responsible way. I want to also
indicate two other examples of local businesses that
have been involved in this green initiative. Tradeslot is
presenting the CarbonNavigator platform that combines
carbon footprinting issues and the world of
sustainability with finance and investment planning. It
is a way of reducing the carbon footprint through
technology. Another innovative Victorian company
called Envision IT has been on show speaking about
the green TravelSmart car pooling initiatives and
Envigreen, its consulting and specialist software
development service. These are very important
initiatives using technology going forward to reduce the
carbon footprint and maintain our responsibilities to the
environment.

Kew Residential Services: site development
Mr KAVANAGH (Western Victoria) — My
question is for the Minister for Planning, and relates to
stage 2 of the Kew Residential Services site
development. On 27 May the minister responded to a
question on this matter during the adjournment. He
indicated that he was almost certain that he had not
given approval for stage 2 of this development. Does
the minister stand by that reply of 27 May, or is it true
that he approved a variation to the development plan for
stage 2 on 6 February and informally approved a
stage 2 subdivision and vegetation removal permit —
no. 20070638 — on 11 April?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
welcome the member’s question. I get applications for a
whole lot of proposals and projects at any one time and
I do not pretend to remember all those matters that are
before me or that are in the department at any particular
time. Also, there are a number of matters that are done
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under delegation. Depending on the scale, the size of a
project or even the development plan in relation to a
particular project, there may be permits issued from
within the department under delegation that I may not
have signed because they are within a range.
I take the question on notice. I am happy to
double-check in relation to those matters to see, as I
mentioned earlier, whether they have my signature on
them or whether they have been done under delegation.
I am happy to give the member a response in relation to
any of those matters he referred to in his question.
Supplementary question
Mr KAVANAGH (Western Victoria) — If indeed
the minister did sign this permit, can he tell the house
that it complies with the act and schedule 2 of the
regulations which mandate registration or is the
planning permit issued to Walker Corporation invalid?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning) — I
welcome the question and its technical merits too,
because of course these sorts of matters have technical
implications for the way in which approvals are either
signed off, the way in which they are implemented or
the way in which they correspond with regulation,
legislation or, as I mentioned before, development
plans.
From time to time, projects receive a development plan
permit. Then permits are sometimes issued
incrementally within that development plan permit or
within the permit structure in relation to various
elements of those. Often they might be done under
delegation or they might be, in a sense, as of right
within that development plan. So I am happy to take
that question on notice and respond to the member in
relation to his specifics. If he has any further specifics
that he might wish me to give detail to, I am happy to
receive those from the member.

Financial services industry: growth
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question is
to the Minister for Industry and Trade. Can the minister
inform the house of any recent developments that
highlight the ongoing growth of the financial services
sector in Victoria?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question. The financial services sector is, of course, a
growth industry. It is one which has grown significantly
over a number of years. It can be shown that this is as a
result of a deliberate set of policies which were adopted
post-1999 to bring Melbourne and Victoria back to
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being a financial centre when pre-1999 that goal had
been abandoned by the previous government to one of
leaving financial services essentially up to Sydney. We
never adopted that point of view, and as a result we
now find that 7 of the top 10 industry pension funds,
which is 60 per cent of all Australian industry fund
assets, are managed out of Victoria and the Future Fund
is in Victoria, as is the Victorian Funds Management
Corporation, which is a $40 billion fund. All those
funds are now managed out of Victoria.
I might also say that one of the most important
decisions that was ever made in this country was the
decision by the Keating government to bring in
compulsory superannuation because, in bringing in
compulsory superannuation, what has developed is a
pool of savings, and that pool of savings which is now
under management in Australia has reached the dizzy
heights of $1.2 trillion. On funds under management,
Australia now has the fourth largest amount of money
under management anywhere in the world. That is a
direct result of a decision that was made by the Keating
government back then. Let me — —
Mr D. Davis — What about the Future Fund?
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The Future Fund,
which is a $60 billion fund, I am happy to say is located
in Victoria and is also adding to the Victorian economy.
We welcome that here as well.
Let me say that I was also very pleased yesterday to
announce the opening of a key new store in Melbourne,
the BankWest store, which opened in the Bourke Street
mall. Victoria’s financial services industry will receive
an additional boost as a result of the opening of that
store which is one of 50 new stores that BankWest is
opening in the state. It will result in an expansion of
retail operations which will offer full banking services
seven days a week, so it is a new, different kind of
banking product and a different way of dealing with
customers. We welcome the increased competition in
this sector and we welcome the increased jobs as well.
Supplementary question
Mr TEE (Eastern Metropolitan) — Thank you,
Minister, for that answer dealing with the ongoing
growth. My supplementary question is: how does this
growth contribute to the latest statistics showing growth
in employment in Victoria relative to other states?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for
Industry and Trade) — I thank the member for his
supplementary question, which is a very important
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supplementary question. The finance industry in
Victoria now employs 101 000 people — —
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STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT
BILL

Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It is 101 000. The
announcement by BankWest will contribute a further
700 jobs, so there will be 101 700 in the finance
industry.
I am also pleased to be able to say that Victoria is once
again outperforming the rest of the states when it comes
to jobs. The latest statistics again indicate that fact. So
whilst we have shock headlines like ‘Shock jobs slump’
coming out for the whole of Australia, with Australian
jobs decreasing by 19 700, I hasten to add that the latest
statistics also show — and I know the opposition hates
this — that 2643 additional jobs were created in
Victoria, reducing Victoria’s unemployment rate by
0.3 per cent. So Victoria’s unemployment rate has gone
down while the rest of the country’s unemployment rate
has gone up, and that is a testament to the management
of this economy under the Brumby Labor government.

Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I would like to thank
the speakers on the State Taxation Amendment Bill and
in reply to make a couple of brief comments on it,
particularly in relation to some of the comments from
Mr Drum on the legislation.
Mr Drum and Mr Rich-Phillips talked about a home in
Caroline Springs, with Mr Rich- Phillips saying that the
homeowners would be worse off than in any other state.
I just want to put on the record that no state totally
exempts first home buyers from stamp duty. Three
states have a means-testing measure, but no state totally
exempts. If we are talking of the average-price house in
Caroline Springs and we are talking about a
house-and-land package, then I concede
Mr Rich-Phillips’s point that those rates are correct. But
if we are talking about an off-the-plan package of that
amount — —

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Honourable members interjecting.

Answers
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — There are answers to
two questions on notice: 2136 and 2842.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I have
an overdue question — question 1068 — to the
Minister for Community Services in the other place,
Ms Neville. We faxed her office on 28 April.
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — There is a degree of confusion
here, President. I am not Lisa Neville, but I do represent
her in this chamber. I am not quite clear whether
Ms Hartland has contacted my office in relation to this
matter or just the minister directly.
Ms Hartland — The minister directly.
Mr JENNINGS — So in terms of my
accountability in relation to this, this is a heads-up for
me to pursue my ministerial colleague in accordance
with Ms Hartland’s wishes, and I shall do so.
Sitting suspended 1.02 p.m. until 2.12 p.m.

Mr LENDERS — We are putting it on record here.
The reason I am going on record is that some of this
information if taken out of context is incorrect.
Mr Atkinson interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Atkinson should travel to
Caroline Springs and go near the new school. I am sure
he will be travelling a lot until 28 June. He will be in
Caroline Springs and then never visit it again. What I
say to Mr Atkinson is that he should look at some of the
off-the-plans in Caroline Springs. For that house-land
package of $130 000 for a home, for the land equivalent
in Caroline Springs in terms of stamp duty a
homebuyer would be better off than in New South
Wales, Queensland or Western Australia. I am just
putting it on the record.
The other thing I will put on the record in conclusion is
that Mr Drum in particular made the comment about
the $7000 assistance from the federal government. Just
for the record and to assist Mr Drum before he speaks
on this again, yes, there was a $7000 component — a
first home buyer’s grant — set by the commonwealth
government when the goods and services tax legislation
came in. It was part of an offset for the GST. He is
correct, that was the case. But that has been taken over
by the states where the states pay the $7000. The
criteria are still set by the commonwealth, but I point
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out, for Mr Drum’s benefit, that $7000 is paid by the
Victorian Treasury out of the Victorian appropriation
from the consolidated fund.

protected by the charter. I base my opinion on the reasons
outlined in this statement.

Just for the record, a first home buyer in regional
Victoria buying a new house will receive $15 000 in
assistance, which no-one else in the country gets, and it
is paid for in total by the Victorian Treasury. A
first-time homebuyer in Caroline Springs with a new
home will receive the $12 000 assistance which is
totally paid for by the Victorian Treasury. And for a
principal place of residence person, wherever they are,
the $7000 assistance outside those categories is totally
paid for by the taxpayers of Victoria. President, I just
want to put those on the record.

The objectives of the bill are to amend the Gambling
Regulation Act 2003 (‘act’) to:

I thank all speakers for their support for this bill. It is
good legislation. It actually carries out the budget
commitments to reduce land tax, reduce payroll tax,
reduce stamp duty and to enable the payment of a
$3000 contribution towards the cost to a first home
buyer of a new home in regional Victoria.

Overview of bill

(a) create a wagering and betting licence authorising the
conduct of wagering on horseracing, harness racing and
greyhound racing and the conduct of approved betting
competitions;
(b) create a keno licence authorising the conduct of keno
games;
(c) permit the extension of a gaming operator’s licence; and
(d) provide for the appointment of additional deputy
chairpersons and commissioners to the Victorian
Commission for Gambling Regulation (‘the
commission’).
Human rights issues
1.

Human rights protected by the charter that are
relevant to the bill

Motion agreed to.

Section 13: privacy and reputation

Read second time.

A person has the right —

Third reading

(a) not to have his or her privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered
with; and

Motion agreed to
Read third time.

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT
(LICENSING) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister
for Planning) on motion of Mr Lenders.
Statement of compatibility
For Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Planning),
Mr Lenders tabled following statement in
accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities, I make this statement of compatibility
with respect to the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Licensing) Bill 2008.
In my opinion, the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Licensing) Bill 2008 (‘the bill’), as introduced to the
Legislative Council, is compatible with the human rights

(b) not to have his or her reputation unlawfully
attacked.
The bill amends the act to establish a new regulatory regime
for the grant of a wagering and betting licence and a keno
licence by the minister. Upon request by the Secretary,
Department of Justice (‘the secretary’), the commission will
investigate and inquire into registrations of interest in a
licence and applications for a licence and will report the
results of its investigations to the secretary.
A number of the proposed provisions will allow the minister,
the secretary or the commission to require an applicant for a
licence to provide relevant information regarding the licence
application and details of their ‘associates’.
Further, the investigatory powers of the commission under the
bill include asking for photographs, fingerprints and palm
prints et cetera from an interested person (as defined in the
bill) and the commission will also refer these records and
information, registration of interest and licence application to
the Chief Commissioner of Police for inquiry.
The proposed sections to be inserted into the act, which
engage the right to privacy, are as follows:
1.

Proposed section 4.3A.3 provides for the minister,
by notice, to call for registrations of interest in the
grant of a wagering and betting licence, which will
require information to be provided by a registrant
(who is not a natural person). The information that
may be required is not specified in the bill and
hence the question may arise as to whether it
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includes personal information of natural persons
(for example the details of the directors of the
registrant). Proposed section 6A.3.3 makes similar
provision in relation to a keno licence.
2.

Proposed section 4.3A.5 provides for the minister,
by notice, to call for applications for the grant of a
wagering and betting licence, which will require
information to be provided by an applicant (who is
not a natural person). The information that may be
required is not specified in the bill and hence the
question may arise as to whether it includes
personal information of natural persons. Proposed
section 6A.3.5 makes similar provision in relation
to a keno licence.

3.

Proposed section 4.3A.17 provides for the minister
to be able to request any information or documents
from the licensee in connection with its request for
approval of a transfer of the licence. Proposed
section 6A.3.17 makes similar provision in relation
to a keno licence. The bill provides that a licensee
must be a corporation.

4.

Proposed section 4.3A.25 provides for the licensee
to notify the commission of a person becoming an
‘associate’. The definition of ‘associate’ in the act
includes a natural person. Proposed
section 6A.3.25 makes similar provisions in
relation to a keno licence.

5.

Proposed section 4.3A.36 provides for the
secretary to be able to request any information or
documents from an applicant in connection with an
application or registration of interest. Proposed
section 6A.3.36 makes similar provision in relation
to a keno licence.

6.

Proposed section 4.3A.37 provides for an
interested person (if the secretary has asked for
information from the interested person under
proposed section 4.3A.36) to update any changes
that occur in the information provided in or in
connection with an application or a registration of
interest. Proposed sections 4.3A.38 and 4.3A.39
provide for the provision of updates to licence
applications or transfer applications. Proposed
sections 6A.3.36, 6A.3.37, 6A.3.38 and 6A.3.39
are similar provisions in relation to a keno licence.

7.

8.

Proposed section 10.4.7B provides for the
commission, on the request of the secretary, to
carry out all investigations and inquiries that the
secretary considers necessary to enable the
secretary to report to the minister on an application
or registration of interest or to enable the minister
to consider the application or the registration of
interest.
Proposed section 10.4.7C provides for the
commission to require an interested person to
consent to have his or her photograph, fingerprints
and palm prints taken by the commission if it is
satisfied that it is necessary for the purposes of an
investigation or inquiry under proposed
section 10.4.7B.
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9.

Proposed section 10.4.7D provides for the
commission to refer to the Chief Commissioner of
Police a copy of an application or registration of
interest and any photograph, fingerprints and palm
prints obtained under section 10.4.7C. The
secretary may also request the commission to refer
any other information regarding an application or
registration of interest to the Chief Commissioner
of Police and the commission will be required to
comply with this request.

10. Proposed section 10.4.7E provides for the
commission to be able to request any further
information or records from an interested person
for the purposes of the investigation and any
authorities and consents the commission requires to
enable it to obtain information (including financial
and confidential information) concerning the
interested person from other persons. Proposed
section 10.4.7F requires an interested person, if a
request has been made pursuant to proposed
section 10.4.7E, to update that information.
While all the above provisions may engage the section 13
right, they do not limit the right to privacy because the
interferences with privacy are proportionate and not unlawful
or arbitrary.
The interferences with privacy are not unlawful as they are
provided for in the bill and occur in precise and circumscribed
circumstances. The interferences with privacy are not
arbitrary because of the safeguards provided in the
amendments and other relevant legislation. In addition, the
minister, the secretary and the commission are all subject to
the provisions of the Information Privacy Act 2000 in relation
to their collection and handling of personal information.
The act also currently provides important safeguards against
the disclosure of personal information. Sections 10.1.30 to
10.1.32 of the act are ‘secrecy’ provisions which regulate the
confidentiality of personal information and make it an offence
for a person to disclose the information without the
authorisation of the minister or the person to whom it relates
or as specifically permitted by the act.
In all the cases where information is required from an
interested person, while the legislation will not be prescriptive
on what type of information can be requested, a request will
be confined to information which is relevant to the application
or which relates to the applicant or the licensee’s/applicant’s
associates. If any of that information is personal information
relating to a natural person, then the section 13 right may be
engaged.
However, the abovementioned requirement can be justified as
it is integral to the maintenance of the high probity standards
required of gambling service providers that the minister, the
secretary and the commission have the necessary information
to be able to conduct probity checks on potential licensees
and/or their associates and to enable the proper consideration
of a licence application. These provisions will reinforce the
objective of ensuring licence applications are granted to
applicants who conduct their businesses honestly and free
from criminal interference and exploitation. In any event, the
proposal will not limit the right as the requirement is lawful
and is not arbitrary.
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Similar provisions currently exist throughout the act,
affording the minister and the commission the power to
require additional information with respect to licence
applicants and their associates. These provisions are
prescribed in legislation and are consistent with the objectives
of ensuring licence applications are granted to applicants who
conduct their gambling businesses honestly and free from
criminal influence and exploitation. Accordingly, the right to
privacy is not limited in these circumstances.
Proposed sections 10.4.7C and 10.4.7D may constitute
interference with the bodily privacy of a person but the
legislation specifies the circumstances under which
interferences with this privacy may be permitted. Further, the
decision to interfere with the privacy will be made on a
case-by-case basis in accordance with the merits of each case.
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commission with any authorities and consents required by it
for the purpose of enabling the commission to obtain
information concerning the interested person from other
persons. Refusal to comply with this requirement may lead to
the minister refusing to consider the application or issue the
temporary licence.
Proposed section 10.4.7O provides that if the commission
requires information from an interested person under
proposed section 10.4.7N and a change occurs in that
information before the application is granted or refused or the
minister decides not to issue the temporary licence, the
interested person must forthwith provide the commission with
written particulars of the change. A maximum penalty of
60 penalty units applies for non-compliance.

This right to freedom of expression includes the right against
forced expression. A number of proposed sections provide for
the provision of information.

While all the above provisions may engage the section 15
right, they do not limit the right to expression because the
interferences with the right are not unlawful. Special duties
and responsibilities are attached to this right and the right may
be subject to lawful restrictions reasonably necessary for the
protection of public order. The requirement to provide
information is reasonably necessary to ensure compliance
with the act.

Proposed section 4.3A.3 of the act provides that the minister
may refuse to consider a registration of interest further if the
registrant fails to satisfy a requirement made under, or
specified in, the section, one of the requirements being the
information to be provided by the registrant. Proposed
section 6A.3.3 makes similar provision in relation to a keno
licence.

The scheme of the act is such that it generally prohibits
gambling and activities related to gambling, unless authorised
under the act. Therefore, the right to conduct a gambling
activity is not an absolute right but is subject to a strict
regulatory regime. To that end, entry into gambling industry
is by choice and an understanding that the participant will be
subject to that regulatory regime.

Proposed section 4.3A.5 provides that the minister may refuse
to consider the application for a licence further if the applicant
fails to comply with a requirement made under the section,
one of the requirements being that the application contains the
information as required by the minister. Proposed
section 6A.3.5 makes similar provision in relation to a keno
licence.

Further, for all the provisions, except proposed
section 10.4.7O, there is no criminal sanction against an
interested person if he or she fails to provide the information
requested. The only consequence of not providing the
information is that an application may not be considered
further or may be refused. Ultimately, it is a choice exercised
by the interested person to ensure that the application is
considered and it is not a restriction imposed on any absolute
right to participate in a lawful activity.

Section 15: freedom of expression
Every person has the right to freedom of expression.

Proposed section 4.3A.22 provides that the minister may
refuse to consider a request for an amendment of a licence if
the applicant fails to comply with a requirement made under
the section, one of the requirements being that the licensee
provides any further information as required by the minister.
Proposed section 6A.3.22 makes similar provision in relation
to a keno licence.
Proposed section 10.4.7E provides that the commission may
require an interested person to provide the commission with
any information that is relevant to an application or
registration of interest, any records relevant to the
investigation and permission to examine, take extracts from
and make copies of the records, give authority to a person to
comply with these requirements and provide the commission
with any authorities and consents required by it for the
purpose of enabling the commission to obtain information
concerning the interested person from other persons. Refusal
to comply with this requirement may lead to the minister
refusing to consider the application for registration of interest.
Proposed section 10.4.7N provides that the commission may
require an interested person to provide the commission with
any information that is relevant to any investigation of a
transfer application or temporary licence, any records relevant
to the investigation and permission to examine, take extracts
from and make copies of the records, give authority to a
person to comply with these requirements and provide the

Section 20: property rights
A person must not be deprived of his or her property other
than in accordance with law.
A deprivation of property is in accordance with law where the
deprivation occurs under powers conferred by legislation and
the law is precise and not arbitrary.
The amendments to the act contemplate that the licensee
ensure, where it is within its power to do so, that a person
(which may include a natural person) ceases to be an
associate of the licensee if the commission refuses to grant its
approval to that person becoming an associate of the licensee
(proposed section 4.3A.25 for wagering and betting
provisions and proposed section 6A.3.25 for the keno
provisions).
The definition of associate in the act includes a person who
holds a ‘financial interest’ in the gambling business of the
licensee. Requiring such an associate to ‘disassociate’
themselves from the licensee’s business may involve them
having to dispose of a property right. If that associate is a
natural person the section 20 property right may be engaged.
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While the above provisions may engage the section 20
property right in the above circumstances, they do not limit
the right because the deprivation is authorised by law, is in
accordance with law and is therefore not in any way arbitrary.

the release of an information paper and four issues
papers;

Conclusion

the conduct by Mr Peter Kirby of public consultations
on the review of gaming machine licence arrangements
after 2012 and the release of his report in October 2006;
and

I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities because it raises human
rights issues but does not limit human rights.
HON. JUSTIN MADDEN MLC
Minister for Planning

Second reading
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I inform the house
that there were nine amendments, essentially technical
amendments, to a series of clauses in the bill that were
passed in the Legislative Assembly. I move:
That the second-reading speech be incorporated into
Hansard.

Motion agreed to.
Mr LENDERS (Treasurer) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
In 2004 the government took the decision to formally review
Victoria’s existing gambling licences to deliver the best value
to Victorians.
This government has conducted the most significant review in
Victoria’s history of the regulatory structure and associated
arrangements for the state’s major gambling licences. On
10 April this year the government announced new industry
structural arrangements for wagering and betting, keno and
gaming machines after 2012.
Under the new arrangements, keno will be offered as a single,
10-year licence. A single, 12-year licence will also be offered
for wagering and betting.
Approved venue operators will be able to bid directly for
10-year gaming machine entitlements, which will authorise
them to possess and operate gaming machines.
This bill implements the regulatory arrangements for the keno
licence and the wagering and betting licence. The government
will introduce a separate bill to Parliament that will
implement the regulatory arrangements for the post-2012
venue operator structure for gaming machines.
To the extent necessary, the legislation which implements the
range of government decisions for the next gaming machine
industry structure may apply from the date of the
announcement of the government’s decisions on the future
regulatory arrangements for gaming machines on 10 April
2008.
At all times the gambling licences review process has been
characterised by openness and transparency with —

an invitation for public submissions;

consultations with other submitters regarding wagering
and betting, Club Keno and funding of the racing
industry post-2012.
In addition to all this, the government established the
independent review panel in 2007 to report on the probity of
the processes followed during the review. The government
also committed to tabling in Parliament the independent
review panel’s reports and has done so.
This government has always been and continues to be
committed to adhering to the highest probity standards for the
review process. This is evident from the most recent report of
the independent review panel that was tabled in both houses
of Parliament on 10 April 2008.
The report of the independent review panel has verified that
the government’s processes that supported its decisions for
the regulatory structures and associated arrangements for the
provision of gaming machines, wagering and betting and
keno after 2012 met the high standards of probity,
transparency and accountability, as promised by this
government.
The Gambling Licences Review Steering Committee will
now be commencing the competitive licensing processes for
the keno licence and the wagering and betting licence. When
each of those processes is complete, and the government has
announced the awarding of these licences, reports of the
independent review panel regarding the probity aspects of the
licensing processes will again be tabled in both houses of
Parliament. An appropriate level of probity will be also
applied to the grant of entitlements to operate gaming
machines after 2012.
The government recently announced a suite of significant
new problem gambling measures. In future legislation to be
introduced into Parliament, the government will restrict
access to cash in gaming venues by prohibiting all automatic
teller machines in all gaming venues by the end of 2012,
subject to any reasonable exceptions for venues in regional
Victoria where access to an ATM in a gaming venue is vital
for the local community.
ATMs will also be banned within 50 metres of an entrance to
the Melbourne casino gaming floor. With this announcement,
Victoria will be one of the first states to have banned ATMs
from gaming venues.
The government has also announced that in future legislation
it will move to double the penalties for any gambling provider
that allows a minor to gamble. From a minimum penalty of
$1100, fines will be increased to a possible maximum of over
$13 000. This shows how seriously the Brumby government
takes the issue of allowing minors to gamble.
Finally, in a groundbreaking announcement, this government
has made a commitment to introduce a requirement that, by
2010, all new gaming machines must have a mechanism that
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allows a person to preset time and loss limits before they
commence play. This commitment places Victoria at the
forefront of the fight against the harm caused by problem
gambling.
I will now turn to the provisions of the bill.
The bill before the house will amend the Gambling
Regulation Act 2003 to put in place the legislative provisions
to support the competitive licensing processes for the keno
licence, the wagering and betting licence and the related
governance arrangements for the licence-awarding processes.
Having introduced competition to the Victorian lotteries
market for the first time, the government, through this bill,
will open up keno and the wagering and betting licence to
competition for the first time in the state’s history.
Further, the new licensing regimes will continue to ensure
that the highest standards of probity exist in the Victorian
gambling industry. The processes set in place by this bill are
designed to meet the objective of the act of ensuring that
licences are granted to applicants who conduct their gambling
businesses honestly and free from criminal influence and
exploitation.
The bill will also build upon this government’s commitment
to implement responsible gambling measures throughout the
industry by requiring the new wagering and betting
licence-holder and keno licence-holder to have in place a
responsible gambling code of conduct, which will be
approved by the Victorian Commission for Gambling
Regulation. The requirement to have a code of conduct will
also be a condition of the licence and repeated breaches of the
code will be one of the grounds for the instigation of
disciplinary action against the licensee. These measures will
ensure that the new licence-holders will be required to
provide their gambling products in a manner that fosters
responsible gambling.
Further, the wagering and betting and keno licences will, like
the public lotteries licences issued in 2007, reinforce the
government’s commitment to responsible gambling
conditions.
These are only some of features of the government’s ongoing
and overarching commitment to implement measures that
assist and protect problem gamblers and those at risk of
becoming problem gamblers, their families and the wider
community.
One of this government’s principles to guide future gambling
policy and legislation is to ensure that the legitimate financial
benefits of gambling (both public and private) are transparent,
appropriately recognisable and fairly distributed to the
Victorian community. To this end, all Victorians will receive
the benefit of these new licences, as the bill provides that
Victorian taxes on keno and wagering and betting will go to
the Hospitals and Charities Fund to support Victoria’s public
health system.
To further ensure that gambling service providers operate in a
competitive environment, the bill does not impose
cross-product ownership restrictions on who can hold the
wagering and betting licence and the keno licence post 2012.
Similarly, there will no longer be arbitrary restrictions on the
quantity of shares that may be held in a publicly listed keno
licensee and wagering and betting licensee. Instead, the
government will be working further on the legislative
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provisions required for the regulation of the probity of
shareholders of licensees that are associates of the licensee.
The bill also includes a process allowing for a wagering and
betting licensee or a keno licensee to transfer the licence to a
wholly owned subsidiary or another company within the
same group. This process recognises that a licensee may wish
to reorganise its company structure during the licence term
and the ability to apply for approval of a transfer of the
licence to another related entity will facilitate this. By placing
a restriction on the entities to which a licensee can transfer a
licence, the bill ensures that this process will not allow the
probity standards regulating a licensee to be compromised.
Wagering and betting licence
The bill will create a new, single wagering and betting licence
authorising the conduct of wagering on horse, harness and
greyhound racing and the conduct of approved betting
competitions on horse, harness and greyhound racing and
other approved events.
At the end of the wagering and betting licence, which will
commence in 2012, the government will have the option of
extending the licence for up to two years.
Victoria has a vibrant world-class racing industry, which is
internationally recognised. The structure of a single wagering
and betting licence will provide the greatest support for
Victoria’s racing industry to grow further.
Unlike the regulatory arrangements for the current wagering
licence, the post-2012 wagering and betting licence will not
be coupled with the future gaming machine licences. Nor will
the government put into place arrangements for the racing
industry to receive funding after 2012 from other persons
operating gaming machines. This will provide stronger
incentives for the development of the Victorian racing
industry through a realignment of the funding of the industry
with the wagering and betting products that rely on the
performance of the industry.
The implementation of a single wagering and betting licence
is an advantage for Victorians as it retains the system of one
large pool, which means better and more stable odds when
punters place a bet.
One of the act’s objectives is to promote tourism,
employment and economic development generally in the
state. To further this objective, as part of the assessment
process for the new wagering and betting licence, bidders for
the licence will be required to demonstrate a commitment to a
growing and viable Victorian racing industry.
The Victorian racing industry will not be permitted to bid for
the wagering and betting licence. As the Victorian racing
industry will be providing ongoing advice to the state in
relation to the needs of the racing industry, irreconcilable
conflicts would emerge if it was able to also bid for a
wagering and betting licence.
The tax rate for the wagering and betting licence will be
determined by the government after it has consulted with the
Victorian racing industry regarding the future financial
arrangements for the racing industry, having regard to the
government’s clear commitment that the arrangements will be
no less favourable than those currently in place. That tax rate
will be incorporated into legislative amendments scheduled
for later this year.
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Keno licence
The bill will provide for the game of keno to be provided
under a single 10-year licence, which, like the wagering and
betting licence, will be awarded after a competitive, two-stage
licensing process.
By opening up the awarding of the keno licence to a
competitive process and potentially a wider distribution to
hotels, wagering and betting outlets and clubs with full club
liquor licences, the licensee will be able to develop the keno
game to best suit player expectations and deliver more
entertainment options in Victoria in a responsible way. The
bill provides for the holder of the keno licence to apply for
variations to allow the game to be modified by regulations.
Competitive licensing processes
As stated earlier, the awarding of both the wagering and
betting licence and the keno licence will be the subject of a
competitive process, to be conducted in two stages. The
Minister for Gaming will be required to publish a notice
calling for registrations of interest. Selected registrants will
then be invited and subsequently assessed against specific
criteria. The Minister for Gaming will determine which of the
applicants best satisfy the criteria for the issue of a licence.
The criteria are based on the objectives of the act including
fostering responsible gambling, ensuring that wagering,
betting and playing keno are conducted honestly and that their
management is free from criminal influence and exploitation
and promoting tourism, employment and economic
development generally in the state, having regard to whether
the grant of an application is in the public interest.
For both stages of the competitive licensing process, the
minister will be assisted by reports and recommendations
from the Secretary of the Department of Justice, who chairs
the Gambling Licences Review Steering Committee. These
new governance arrangements for dealing with registrations
of interest in, and applications for, the wagering and betting
licence and the keno licence transparently recognise the role
of the secretary, as chair of the steering committee, in
assisting the minister in the conduct of the competitive
licensing processes.
The secretary will be able to draw on the resources and
expertise of the independent regulator, the Victorian
Commission for Gambling Regulation, for conducting
investigations and inquiries into the registrations of interest
and applications for a licence. The secretary’s report to the
minister will incorporate the advice of the commission.
In order to ensure that the commission has adequate resources
for the carrying out of its role in the post-2012 licensing
processes, the bill provides for the appointment of additional
deputy chairpersons and additional commissioners.
The independent review panel will continue to play an
important role in the competitive licensing processes for the
post-2012 keno, wagering and betting and gaming machine
licences. The independent review panel’s role in overseeing
the licensing processes will provide further transparency to
these processes, and the independent review panel will report
to the minister on whether each licensing process meets the
expected high standards of governance and probity.
Finally, the bill includes a mechanism for the minister to
extend the term of the Tatts Group’s gaming operator’s
licence, if Tatts wishes to do so. Any extension will only be
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for a period up to five months to allow the expiry date of that
licence to be brought into line with the expiry date of the
current gaming licence held by Tabcorp which expires in
August 2012. The ability to extend the Tatts licence has been
included in the bill solely to facilitate the even transition of
gaming machine and keno arrangements in 2012. The current
arrangements for licence premium payment, whereby Tatts
pays the premium for the gaming operator licence as an
ongoing tax, will continue to apply for any extended term of
the licence.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr GUY (Northern
Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Koch.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 19 June.

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

Public transport: concession cards
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — The matter I
wish to raise is for the attention of the Minister for
Public Transport in the other place, and it is about
access to concession travel on V/Line using health care
cards which have been allocated to farming families
who qualify for the federal exceptional circumstances
drought assistance. My request to the minister is that
the minister ensure V/Line provides concession fares to
all those listed on exceptional circumstances health care
cards, and not just the first person listed on the card.
I was recently contacted by a constituent who is a
farmer in Tongala and who is exceptional
circumstances declared. The constituent decided to take
her two children to Melbourne on the V/Line train as a
way of providing them with a treat. Upon presenting
the family’s drought health care card to the V/Line
ticket seller my constituent was advised that she was
not entitled to a concession fare as her name was not
the first name listed on the card; her husband’s name
was.
According to V/Line, if her name appeared first instead
of her husband’s, she would be entitled to a concession
fare. Struggling with the drought, my constituent could
not justify spending extra money on a full V/Line fare
and so had to take her children home again instead of to
Melbourne for their treat. My constituent telephoned
V/Line when she returned home to check that she had
been advised correctly. V/Line confirmed that it would
not honour the concession fare as her name was not the
first name listed on the drought health care card.
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Drought health care cards are different to the health
care cards provided for low-income earners. This is
because only one card per family is allocated as
exceptional circumstances is based on the
drought-declared family’s income, not an individual’s
income. This is just another example of the city-centric
Labor government talking up its assistance for
drought-affected farmers but then failing to deliver.
I call on the minister to ensure all V/Line staff and
ticket sellers are made aware of the drought health care
cards and ensure that all those listed on the card are
entitled to a concession fare.

Cavendish-Coleraine Road: upgrade
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Regional and
Rural Development in the other place, Ms Allan.
During the last state election campaign the government
committed to fund rural road upgrades under the
$5 million Roads to Market Farm Gate Access scheme.
The Roads to Market scheme is another example of the
government’s commitment to rural and regional
Victoria. The scheme is managed by Regional
Development Victoria and provides funds to assist
councils with the upgrade of strategic local roads.
These roads are a vital link between the farm gate and
the consumer. In particular the funding is aimed at
making roads more accessible by B-double vehicles.
Last year councils were invited to submit proposals for
funding under this program. A number of councils in
my electorate have applied for funding, including the
Southern Grampians Shire Council which applied for
an upgrade to the Cavendish-Coleraine Road. B-double
trucks play an important role in handling the freight
task in rural and regional Victoria, and I am proud to be
part of a government that has recognised this issue and
taken action. It is through funding of schemes like this
that we continue to enhance the lives of people in
regional and rural Victoria.
The action I seek today from the minister is to fund the
Southern Grampians Shire Council’s requested upgrade
to the Cavendish-Coleraine Road.
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regional development program. Moreover, this situation
would apply not only to those two centres in my
electorate but to quite a number of towns serving
remote areas of the state.
Recently the Premier announced a $68 million package
of measures spread over the next two years to support
regional growth and development initiatives. A newly
established regional and rural growth ministerial task
force, under the leadership of the Minister for Regional
and Rural Development, will oversee this program, so
in that context I present two case studies from the far
east of the state.
Firstly, the Mallacoota Business and Tourism
Association is doing excellent work to identify
development opportunities, principally those that would
foster tourism growth, which is a core sector of the
local economy. However, the association’s efforts are
somewhat limited because of a lack of resources. It is a
self-sufficient organisation relying on the support of a
very small local Mallacoota business community and
other community organisations.
Secondly, the Omeo Business and Tourism Association
has had the benefit of some funding to employ a
part-time officer. The government has provided the
funding for tourism development to offset the impact
on the Omeo district of the cessation of alpine cattle
grazing; however, this funding will cease towards the
end of this year.
I therefore propose that there would be considerable
merit in developing a program within the government’s
regional strategy framework to cater for the future
growth of centres such as Mallacoota and Omeo. In
each of these particular cases the towns are in remote
locations, they are centres of historical significance to
the state and they are established tourism destinations,
but there is so much unfulfilled potential because of the
lack of resources to pursue development initiatives and
promotion. I therefore ask that the Minister for
Regional and Rural Development establish a program
specifically to support growth opportunities for
Victorian towns that fit this general criteria.

Active Girls Breakfast program: funding
Regional and rural Victoria: tourism initiatives
Mr P. DAVIS (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Regional and Rural
Development in the other place. From discussions with
business and tourism associations at Mallacoota and
Omeo, I have come to the conclusion these centres are
missing out on significant potential development
opportunities as a result of a gap in the government’s

Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Sport,
Recreation and Youth Affairs in the other place, James
Merlino. It concerns the Active Girls Breakfast
program, which is an initiative of the Brumby
government and is aimed at curbing the prevalence of
obesity in adolescents. We know that obesity in
adolescents is a major concern. It has a whole range of
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health risks associated with it as well as the social
problems that can be associated with it. We know that if
young people have problems associated with
food-eating disorders, whether it be that they are eating
too much or not eating enough, they can stay with them
into adult life.
The Active Girls Breakfast is a fantastic initiative. The
breakfasts are about active participation and about
eating nutritious food to help maintain a healthy
lifestyle. As I said, the program is really targeted at
teenage girls at a critical stage in their lives and is
designed to enhance their self-esteem and encourage a
positive body image.
A big Active Girls Breakfast is held in Melbourne at
which motivational speakers attend, including elite
athletes as well as television personalities and people
like that who can talk about their experiences. A whole
range of role models are present. It is used as an
opportunity also to promote young women who have
achieved in athletic performance, and that is
acknowledged at the breakfast. These breakfasts have
been held in some areas of regional Victoria and I am
requesting of the minister that the Active Girls
Breakfast program be continued and that the breakfasts
be expanded in regional Victoria.
Mr Atkinson — On a point of order, President, I
have listened to the contribution made by Ms Darveniza
which to me has been a set speech discussing the
particular breakfast forums which have been conducted
by the government over quite a period. I note that the
action she requests is that the minister continue them.
That is not an action that would be allowable, in my
view, under the rules of the adjournment debate.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Set speeches are in
fact okay now, but of course debating is not. I do not
believe the member is actually debating the issue. She
is giving copious amounts of information, but I note
that she has not finished. If the action she requires is not
as it ought to be, then the matter will be ruled out of
order, but I will give her the opportunity to finish.
Ms DARVENIZA — The action I am seeking from
the minister is that the Active Girls Breakfast in rural
and regional Victoria be extended. There have been
some in the past but we want more of them in rural and
regional Victoria so that young women in those areas
are able to take advantage of these forums — that is, are
able to take advantage of meeting with role models and
hearing motivational speakers at these breakfasts.
Mr Atkinson — On a point of order, President,
unfortunately the member is still seeking a continuation
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of something that is already happening and that the
minister is already involved in, rather than making a
specific request for an action.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Atkinson and I
obviously disagree here. The request was clearly to
extend, and by inference I am assuming it is an
extension further across the state or whatever. If what is
sought is extending the activity further across the state,
I do not see it in the same context as Mr Atkinson does,
so I will allow the matter.

Water: Geelong supply
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — I raise a matter
for the Minister for Water in the other place that
concerns the future of Geelong’s water supply.
Below-average rainfall means securing an adequate
water supply is one of the most challenging issues
facing communities like Geelong, where water storages
have fallen to just 25 per cent of capacity. Not wanting
to be seen as rushing on this crucial issue, the Brumby
government has kept itself busy commissioning
expensive consultancies to write 14 different water
plans over the last five years, and it continues to
conduct reviews and release public discussion papers
that do nothing to actually source new water. While
water recycling and water-saving measures are very
worthwhile initiatives that should be encouraged, on
their own they are not going to provide enough water
for Geelong’s growing population.
The Brumby government has promised to connect
Geelong to Melbourne’s water supply at a cost of
$80 million. But in his recent review the
Auditor-General warned that the cost of this pipeline,
before it has even commenced construction, has blown
out by 50 per cent to at least $120 million. Although the
government says it will pay $20 million, Barwon Water
customers will be forced to pay more than 80 per cent,
or $100 million, of the cost of the pipeline for what is
now being called the Geelong water tax to connect
Geelong to Melbourne’s water.
This should be compared with the $180 million,
87-kilometre Ballarat to Bendigo goldfields super-pipe,
where the state government is putting in $71 million
and the federal government is putting in $90 million.
Central Highlands Water consumers will contribute the
balance of just $19 million. Geelong residents will be
paying more than 80 per cent, while Ballarat residents
will pay only about 10 per cent for a similar scheme.
Geelong has seen extensive growth since the West
Barwon Reservoir, the last major water storage project
in the region, was constructed in 1965. In the 1980s

ADJOURNMENT
Thursday, 12 June 2008

COUNCIL

Barwon Water bought land in the Otways for a new
dam. The government’s refusal to look at building a
new dam for Geelong means that, even though the
region is running low on water, Barwon Water is being
forced to impose massive increases of 60 per cent over
the next five years so that Geelong can tap into
Melbourne’s water supply. The government should
allow Barwon Water to draw more water from the
underutilised Barwon Downs aquifer and access the
vast untapped resources of the Newlingrook aquifer in
the Otways.
The action I seek is for the minister to guarantee an
affordable sustainable water supply for the people of
Geelong and their region for today and decades to
come.

Ambulance services: western suburbs
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — Again
my adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services in the other place,
Mr Cameron. I again raise a concern with
Minister Cameron regarding ambulance services and
workers who service the western suburbs. It has been
brought to my attention by the local paper and the
union that because Royal Melbourne Hospital does not
go on bypass its emergency unit is overloaded and
ambulances have to wait a considerable amount of time
to hand over their patients to the hospital.
As the minister would be aware, bypass is a system
used to divert ambulances away from hospitals when
emergency departments are at capacity. Steve McGhie,
the Ambulance Employees Association state secretary,
has stated that the hospital bypass system needs to be
seriously addressed by the state government. He said:
We know that the Royal Melbourne has had paramedics lined
up with their patients for up to an hour.

In a local Fairfax newspaper article on 27 May, reporter
Charmaine Camilleri reported what a western suburbs
paramedic said about the system. The report states:
You can only assume that six emergency ambulance
[paramedics] sitting in a hospital for hours means fewer
ambulances to respond to emergencies in the
community … half of them [ambulances] were from the west.

The action I ask of the minister is to take up the concern
of the Ambulance Employees Association and fix the
ambulance bypass problem.

Rail: travel passes
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
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Transport in the other place, Lynne Kosky. The action I
request from the minister is to ask her department to
reconsider its decision concerning the granting of a
travel pass — these are awarded to people who work in
the railways for a long time — to a Mr Angelos
Papagelis. In saying that, I appreciate that the
department needs to follow strict criteria in granting
these passes. However, I would like to ask the
department to look at the special circumstances of
Mr Papagelis, insofar as he was a rail worker on a crew
for well over 10 years. Unfortunately in 1971 he had a
very serious accident on the railways in which a part of
track landed on him severing both his legs, which were
later reattached.
Since then Mr Papagelis has been in the system as far
as WorkCover and the railway system go, and he
maintains he really still is a rail worker — he has never
gone on to do anything else. It is hard to disagree with
Mr Papagelis’s argument that his friends, who stayed in
the system for a long time, now have rail passes,
because they have been able to work, and that he would
have kept working in this crew for the same period of
time.
Having dealt with rail crews in a previous job, I know
that there are people who are very loyal to the railways.
You would easily find workers who have been in rail
crews for 50 years-plus. I think Mr Papagelis’s
argument is fair. Once again, the action I seek is for the
minister to ask the department to reconsider its
decision, taking into account the criteria it has to
follow, as far as this special case goes. This is someone
who came to this country and did a great job in terms of
our infrastructure while he physically could.

Local government: planning powers
Mrs COOTE (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Planning. The issue concerns development assessment
committees in Prahran and South Yarra. The Brumby
government recently announced the introduction of
development assessment committees (DACs), which
will take planning powers in Prahran and South Yarra
from the City of Stonnington and give them to
government-appointed committee members. These
areas of Prahran and South Yarra have their own
special character. It is people on the local councils who
know best what this character is. They know the
community best, they know what the community’s
needs are and they know what the planning issues
should be.
My concern goes basically to the processes which will
be followed in the appointment of the independent
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chairperson. The rest of the committee is to comprise
two local government nominees and two state
government nominees, so the independent chairperson
will be of major significance to many outcomes. The
people of Prahran and South Yarra deserve more details
as to the process the government will follow in
appointing the person who will be casting the fifth and,
one would imagine, casting vote on the planning
decisions that impact on their communities. My fear is
that the DACs will open the door for high-density,
high-rise housing in suburban areas, whereas that is
against the desires of the community.
One of the special features of South Yarra, and
particularly Prahran, is the terrace houses — the small
houses with a lot of local character — which are a
hallmark of this area. It would be a great shame to see
that being overrun by a so-called independent person on
a committee who has no understanding of what the
local environment and needs are.
Decisions once made by the Stonnington City Council
for the good of Stonnington will now, it seems, be
made by Spring Street for the good of government
policy. Stonnington will have government-appointed
mates with no understanding of community concerns to
oversee the development of our city as a last-ditch
effort to solve the government’s housing affordability
mismanagement. The people of Prahran and South
Yarra are not responsible for the Brumby government’s
failure to provide affordable housing to the people of
Victoria; however, they will be amongst the first to
suffer.
The action I am seeking is for the minister to explain as
a matter of urgency to the people of Prahran and South
Yarra the process which will be undertaken in selecting
the independent chairperson for the development
assessment committees to oversee planning decisions in
those communities.

Roads: South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Last night I raised with the Minister for Roads and
Ports in the other place a range of issues to do with
transportation and traffic congestion, and I do so again
today in the hope that VicRoads will facilitate the
resolution of those spots, which are causing traffic
congestion and traffic snarls. One of them involves the
Kingston roundabout that was announced by the Labor
government some time ago but whose delivery has
been very slow. I refer to the installation of traffic lights
at the intersection of Boundary and Lower Dandenong
roads. VicRoads confirmed the works would
commence some time in 2009, but this intersection has
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been identified by the Royal Automobile Club of
Victoria and the Leader news group as the intersection
causing Kingston drivers most anger.
It has been almost 12 months since VicRoads
commenced work on the Mordialloc bridge, and there
has been a budget extension of an additional $2 million.
This sort of ongoing bungling has to be stopped. I call
on VicRoads and the Minister for Roads and Ports to
look at resolving this matter more expeditiously.
In addition to that, the Chelsea rail crossing has had
some works done last year, but at the same time there
was a failure to install a left-turn lane, similar to the one
in Edithvale, to improve southbound traffic flow. It
may only be light industrial development along the
eastern side of Wells Road between Springvale Road
and Thames Promenade, but the patchwork of
roadworks over the years needs to be finalised into two
lanes each way. This is because a percentage of the
southbound traffic enters the freeway via the Thames
Promenade access, and many people use this
frequently. So I hope those two areas that are causing
some significant concern can be taken up by the
Minister for Roads and Ports with his department and
resolved at the earliest opportunity.

Water: desalination plant
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — The action
I seek this afternoon is from the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change, Mr Gavin Jennings.
It relates to the proposed desalination plant at
Wonthaggi and specifically the powerlines that are
under consideration, from Tynong, Nar Nar Goon
through Cora Lynn, Catani, Nyora, Woodleigh, Glen
Forbes and down to the desalination plant site.
I have been contacted by several constituents who have
had staff from the Department of Sustainability and
Environment knocking on their doors this week and last
week advising them that their properties are under
consideration for the proposed route of the powerlines.
The farmers who have come to see me — in particular,
Mr and Mrs John and Wilma Coleman of Yannathan,
and Mr Colin Hobson, representing the Horticulture
Peat Preservation Group — are very concerned about
the potential impact on their farming activities, on the
free movement of their stock in the situation that
significant easements are created. The rumour is that
easements of 400 to 500 metres will be required for the
powerlines, and vegetable growers who use irrigation
are concerned that they will not be able to irrigate their
crops around the proposed powerlines.
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The action I seek from the minister is to meet with
these farmers and work out a solution that ensures that,
if indeed this proposed access takes place, the absolute
minimum impact on these farmers occurs, and that the
impact on their livelihoods, their farms and their ability
to manage their farms is a factor in the environment
effects statement process, noting that these farmers in
West Gippsland are in an area that is already pressured
with increasing urbanisation which is making continued
agriculture in the area more and more difficult.

Greensborough: shopping centre
redevelopment
Mr GUY (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment issue tonight is for the Minister for
Planning and concerns the redevelopment of the
Greensborough shopping centre, known as the Green
Edge project. This is a terrific project that will revitalise
the centre of Greensborough and place that suburb
squarely as the major commercial point for
Melbourne’s north-east. Currently residents in the
north-east do not have a large commercial centre to
gravitate to for easy shopping, offices or government
services, with that role being spread between
Northland, Doncaster and Ringwood, none of which is
terribly convenient.
The Green Edge project will totally change the centre
of Greensborough. It will feature a state-of-the-art
aquatic centre, a brand-new civic centre for Banyule
and a large addition of commercial and retail space for
Greensborough. The project will be a massive addition
to the current Greensborough main street shopping
centre commercial area, as well as, as I said, to the
shopping centre over the road. It will feature
under-street commercial areas and walkways and an
open space precinct at its core. There will also be
medium-density residential properties included in the
new development, meaning that some residents in the
more than $200 million development will not have to
use a litre of petrol to buy a litre of milk.
It is worth noting that the project has the support of the
state government, although its members opposite
appear to be disinterested in it, and the current and
former federal governments and, in particular, the full
and in-principle financial support of the Banyule City
Council. The people of Banyule know this project
better than anyone else because they live, work and
raise their families right there. It is with that in mind
that I ask the minister for some action tonight.
Under the government’s recent development
assessment committee (DAC) announcement Banyule
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will have its planning powers in Greensborough centre
removed — —
Mr D. Davis interjected.
Mr GUY — Stripped indeed, and placed with an
unelected DAC, and the council will lose local control
of the project. The Banyule City Council has been the
driver of this project at a government level. It has faced
challenges with both levels of government — state and
federal — and has done its best to get this project off
the ground. The Banyule council does not deserve to
lose its planning authority over a project it has nurtured
for a number of years. It has not been a hindrance to the
process of getting the Green Edge off the ground;
rather, as I have said before, it has been the leader in
this fine example of urban renewal. The councillors
have been the people driving this project, and as I said,
they do not deserve to lose their local planning input
into the Green Edge development.
I ask the minister today to do the right thing by the
council and the Banyule community, to remove the
DAC proposal from Greensborough and to leave the
planning authority for this area solely with the Banyule
City Council, where it belongs.

Public transport: early bird fares
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) — I raise a
matter for the Minister for Public Transport in another
place. The Eastern Transport Coalition is an
organisation of a number of councils: the City of
Greater Dandenong, the City of Knox, the City of
Manningham, the City of Maroondah, the City of
Monash, the City of Whitehorse and the Shire of Yarra
Ranges. They have got together to promote transport
options for the eastern suburbs, which unfortunately
Mr Leane does not seem to find very interesting or
important. That is a pity because indeed the Eastern
Transport Coalition has done some particularly useful
work which Mr Leane might avail himself of in looking
at public transport options in the eastern suburbs.
One of the things the coalition has done recently is to
undertake a survey of public transport users. This
provides some interesting information, not all of which
I think is as valuable as we might wish in terms of
establishing public policy, because most of the people
surveyed had a reason to answer as they did, given that
they were already, for the most part, public transport
users, and therefore their views perhaps were not as
objective as one might look for in a survey.
Nonetheless, one of the issues that was pursued by the
Eastern Transport Coalition which I think is useful and
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warrants investigation by the minister is a proposal to
extend the early bird train tickets access to buses and
connecting services to those trains to allow them also to
be subject to the same incentive. As the coalition points
out, it is all very well for people to access the trains and
for the government to be encouraging people to get on
the trains as early bird passengers to relieve the
congestion that is being caused by the government’s
failure to invest significantly in the services, but this
would provide a greater incentive for more people to
avail themselves of that early bird fare, which I think is
a good initiative. I therefore ask the minister to
investigate extending the incentive to connecting
services, including buses.

Child care: police record checks
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I raise a matter for the attention of the
Attorney-General in the other place. It relates to the
identification requirements of the
working-with-children check that the attorney has
introduced.
I have been contacted by a constituent in Dandenong
regarding her 22-year-old disabled daughter who was
seeking a working-with-children check to undertake
volunteer work in an after-school environment.
Because her daughter is disabled, she does not have a
drivers licence. She lives at home with her parents;
therefore she does not have any bills that are in her
name as opposed to her parents’ name. She was unable
to meet the identity requirements for a
working-with-children check, which requires, similar to
bank accounts, 100 point identification, including one
piece of type A identification, which is either an
Australian passport, a foreign passport, an Australian
drivers licence or an Australian firearms licence, none
of which she was able to present, and therefore she had
considerable difficulty in establishing her identity for
the purpose of applying for the working-with-children
check.
Subsequently she has obtained that, but the issue that
arose is that she holds a keypass ID card. A keypass ID
card is issued by a private organisation. Victoria Police
supports the keypass ID card. It is used for access to
licensed premises, the sale of alcohol and tobacco
et cetera. It is also used as a form of identification for
people applying for an Australian passport, if they have
no other photo identification. A keypass can be used to
apply for a passport, and a passport can be used to
apply for a working-with-children check, but you
cannot use a keypass as an original document to apply
for a working-with-children check. It is quite an absurd
situation that a keypass is recognised by the
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commonwealth for a passport, but nor for a
working-with-children check.
What I seek from the Attorney-General is that he
review the identification requirements for the
working-with-children check to ensure that the keypass
scheme is included as an acceptable form of
identification. As I said, it is recognised by the
commonwealth for the issuing of a passport and
recognised by Victoria Police for other matters. Clearly
the lack of photo identification for people without
drivers licences and older people is an issue when we
are seeking to increase the number of volunteers that
are available to the community to work with children in
various capacities. Addressing the issue of making the
keypass an acceptable form of identification will
enhance the pool of volunteers that are available to the
community for that purpose.

Primary Industries: funding
Mr VOGELS (Western Victoria) — I raise an issue
for the Minister for Agriculture in the other place. It
concerns the budget for the Department of Primary
Industries. Budget paper 4 shows an output of the
following amounts for DPI: 2007–08, $513.9 million;
2008–09, $480 million, which is a 6.6 per cent drop;
and 2009–10, $435 million, which is a 9.2 per cent
drop. If DPI’s budget had remained at $513.9 million
for 2008–09 and 2009–10, it would have had a budget
of $1027.8 million over two years instead of
$480 million and $435 million, which is
$915.9 million, a decrease of $112 million.
According to the Minister for Agriculture there is no
cut in funding. We often hear the Treasurer talking
about voodoo economics, and this is voodoo
economics. The minister claims that the budget last
year was $513 million because there was funding for
the drought and equine influenza, which is not needed
this year. I am sure that farmers across Victoria would
be pleased if the minister is right and there is no
drought coming up, but in the areas I travel around in
country Victoria people are very worried at the
moment. They have sown their crops, and a lot of rain
is badly needed.
The minister also says the budget was increased due to
horse flu. The $513.9 million in the budget came out in
May 2007, and instances of horse flu did not
commence until three months after that. Unless the
minister had 20/20 vision and knew that horse flu was
going to erupt three months later, this does not stack up.
The action I seek from the minister is that since there is
$112 million less in the DPI budget over the next two
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years, can he please explain where the axe will fall; will
it be on research and development, staff cuts or a
combination of both?

Clearways: Boroondara
Mr D. DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Roads and Ports in the other place. It concerns the
ongoing and vexed issue of the government’s clearways
policy in which the government has said it will extend
clearway hours from 6.30 a.m. to 10.30 a.m. and
3.00 p.m. until 7.00 p.m. within a 10-kilometre radius
of the central business district. Many are familiar with
the stance taken by traders, and I commend those
traders on being prepared to stand up for the challenges
this will provide to their local shopping centres, their
businesses and their communities. This is not just about
business; this is about the heart of communities and
people being able to access communities through their
shopping centres at a range of times that are not
constrained in the way the government’s blanket policy
seems to be causing.
The City of Stonnington, as the house will be aware,
has pledged $100 000 for a report to measure the
impact of extending clearway hours, and the Kew
Traders Association president, Tim Warmington, said
the City of Boroondara needs to emulate that stance. I
congratulate Boroondara council on the work it is doing
at the moment, and I put on the public record that I and
my colleague Mrs Coote met with the mayor, Coral
Ross, and the chief executive officer recently to discuss
this and other matters. I note also the stance taken by
Studley ward councillor Phillip Healey and his
determination to defend traders from this excessive
policy.
At the same time I note that my colleague the member
for Kew in the other place has also been very active on
this matter with respect to the Kew Traders
Association, and I compliment him on his concern for
his local community. I note also that traders in
Glenferrie Road, Burwood village shopping centre and
elsewhere around the municipality are concerned about
the impact of this policy and are working together
cohesively. I encourage that, because this government
only listens to forceful publicity which can only be
generated in a cohesive way. As I said, the council has
commissioned a report to look at the impacts, and that
will go to council on 16 June. That is the first step for
Boroondara council in putting a clear policy that will be
informed by the facts outlined in that study.
My point today is that I would like the Minister for
Roads and Ports in the other place to join me in a tour
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to meet the traders of Boroondara in the local shopping
centres so that he can directly observe the impact on
them. This might only take him half a day. If he is
implementing this policy, it is not a lot to ask. I am
flexible and would welcome his joining me on a tour of
those trading groups.

Responses
Mr JENNINGS (Minister for Environment and
Climate Change) — It is my intention to refer all the
matters that have been raised this evening, although on
one or two matters I will leave it to the ministers’
discretion as to what the substantive issues are that they
have to respond to.
Ms Lovell raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport in the other place,
concerned on behalf of constituents about the
availability of concessions for public transport fares that
emanate from the drought health care card.
Jaala Pulford raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Regional and Rural Development in the
other place about funding to provide support to the
South Grampians community to complete the
Cavendish-Coleraine Road.
Philip Davis also raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Regional and Rural Development in the
other place relating to reviewing the criteria that apply
to the development of towns that are isolated from other
parts of the economy or the community, and he gave
the examples of Mallacoota and Omeo as warranting
special attention.
Kaye Darveniza asked that the Minister for Sport,
Recreation and Youth Affairs in the other place extend
the healthy breakfast program to make sure it is
available to young women, particularly in rural and
regional parts of Victoria.
David Koch had the matter closest to being dispensed
with today, because he asked the Minister for Water in
the other place to basically do his job in delivering
water to the people of the community. The minister is
determined to achieve the outcomes that Mr Koch has
asked him to achieve, but I will allow the Minister for
Water to respond.
Colleen Hartland raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the
other place — I think it may have been better directed
to the Minister for Health in the other place — in
relation to ambulance, conditions of ambulance and
particularly the functioning of ambulance and the
conditions that relate to bypass that currently occurs
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within the hospital system. I will let the minister make
that appreciation for himself.

will. Otherwise those matters will be dealt with by the
appropriate ministers.

Shaun Leane raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport in the other place, asking
her to review the circumstances of Mr Papagelis, who is
a railway worker of long standing but yet has been
unable to achieve a public transport card to enable him
to use public transport. I know full well the loyalty that
railway workers have demonstrated to the industry and
that they see this pretty much as a feature of their life.
This is a very significant issue, and I am sure the
minister will respond.

Mr Guy raised in a great deal of detail the benefits of a
development in Greensborough, the Green Edge project
proposal. Mr Guy showed that this is an example of
local communities, Banyule City Council in particular,
being mobilised to support the large-scale development
that has sustainability features. If this is the feature of
local planning decision making, this is very consistent
with the hopes and aspirations of my colleague, the
Minister for Planning. I am happy for the minister to
reflect on this example, in relation to it as a shining
example of development in that municipality.

Andrea Coote raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Planning, wanting to make sure that the
minister conveys — beyond, obviously, the
conversations that I am having in the local community
about this issue she has raised — the way in which the
development area committees will be established, and
provides the community with confidence that in fact
they will be established in an appropriate way that
accounts for independent sharing and for the aspirations
of local communities in terms of development issues.
Inga Peulich raised the matter — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — Exactly, I am going to get to
that because the Clerk and I have had a conversation in
the running about whether two issues can be raised on
the adjournment. We think that we might have a bit of
difficulty and that in fact Mrs Peulich may be called
upon to choose one of those two issues that she has
raised for the attention of the Minister for Roads and
Ports in the other place. Mrs Peulich might be able to
rope in a definition of the coalition of those issues but
they are two separate locations dealing with two
separate traffic-related matters.
Mr O’Donohue raised a matter for my attention, and I
am happy to look at what aspect of his matter may fall
within my responsibility. It is not absolutely clear to me
at this point in time, but I am happy to investigate
whether the people from the Department of
Sustainability and Environment who have knocked on
doors are actually acting on my behalf or on behalf of
the Minister for Water, because both of us have people
within that department who are engaging in aspects of
this consideration.
In relation to the scoping of the environment effects
statement, Mr O’Donohue would appreciate that that is
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Planning
but if, on the basis of the connections that have been
made, there are some issues that I should respond to, I

Mr Atkinson raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport in the other place, seeking
her help to extend the application of the early bird fares
to buses that connect with the train system.
Mr Rich-Phillips raised a matter for the attention of the
Attorney-General. We could probably spend a lot of
time deconstructing the chain of evidence and the
cumulative points that are required for various forms of
identification, but I am sure the Attorney-General will
reflect on the relevance of the keypass ID card.
Mr Vogels raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Agriculture in the other place and invites
the minister to come back and give him a
deconstruction à la the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee about the agriculture budget. I volunteer to
Mr Vogels from my reading of what he has described
that there is a difference between what is in the forward
estimates at the beginning of the year to what might be
the outcome at the end of the year. The examples that
Mr Vogels gave about funding that comes from drought
funding or for equine flu can end up being in the
outcome that is actually reported at budget time. They
are not necessarily mutually exclusive propositions but
I am sure the Minister for Agriculture will respond to
him.
David Davis raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Roads and Ports in the other place, seeking
his reflection, if not intervention, on the clearway
policy and the implications it has for inner-city
municipalities and strip shopping centres therein.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house now stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 3.04 p.m. until Tuesday, 24 June.
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Crime: victims support
Raised with:

Attorney-General

Raised by:

Mr Kavanagh

Raised on:

6 February 2008

REPLY:
The Victorian Government recognises the importance of supporting victims of crime through the criminal justice
process. We have introduced a number of significant reforms to ensure victims of crime are able to access a range
of counselling, practical and financial supports. These include the reintroduction and increase in State funded
compensation for pain and suffering after it was abolished by the Kennett Government and introducing legislation
to establish a Victims’ Charter which sets out obligations on criminal justice and victim service agencies in their
dealings with victims of crime.
In Victoria, the Department of Justice funds and manages a network of rural, regional and metropolitan victim
support services under the Victims Assistance & Counselling Program (VACP). They are designed to provide
support to victims close to where they live and are staffed by paid professionals who provide a broad range of both
counselling and practical support services. They also provide support throughout the criminal justice process,
including support at court and assistance to prepare Victim Impact Statements. Where there is an identified need,
VACP services also conduct support groups and one VACP in the metropolitan Southern Region has a well
established and effective homicide support group which it commenced several years ago.
Victims of violent crime can also apply for assistance from the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal. Primary
victims of crime can receive up to $10,000 in Special Financial Assistance (pain and suffering payments). This is in
addition to up to $60,000 which can be awarded for counselling, medical expenses, loss of earnings and other
expenses. Related victims of homicide are also eligible for payments from a pool of up to $50,000.
The Office of Public Prosecutions in Victoria also has a Witness Assistance Service (WAS) which provides
information and support to victims and related victims of indictable offences, including homicide, which are
prosecuted by the Office of Public Prosecutions in the County and Supreme Courts. The WAS frequently works
with the local VACP service, especially where the case is being heard in a regional centre, to ensure that victims are
fully informed about the trial process and are well supported throughout the proceedings.
Thank you for raising this issue.

Planning: Mornington Peninsula
Raised with:

Planning

Raised by:

Mr Guy

Raised on:

10 April 2008
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REPLY:
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council is responsible for the preparation and review of the Mornington Peninsula
Planning Scheme.
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council is currently preparing various strategic planning documents to vary its
planning scheme.
The involvement of the community and stakeholders of the Mornington Peninsula in the preparation of these
strategic planning studies and their implementation in the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme is an integral
component of planning and addressing local issues.

Crime: Geelong
Raised with:

Police and Emergency Services

Raised by:

Mr Koch

Raised on:

16 April 2008

REPLY:
The Brumby Government is committed to providing safe streets and homes for Victorians by ensuring Victoria
Police is highly professional and well resourced.
Since coming to office, the State Government has increased the number of police by over 1,400. Further, we have
increased funding to Victoria Police to a record budget of more than $1.75 billion in 2008-09, and funded the
construction and refurbishment of over 150 police stations across the state.
The Government’s additional support to Victoria Police is showing good results. Victoria’s crime rate has fallen
23.5 per cent since 2000-01, with Victoria now having the lowest crime rate in Australia.
However, the fight against crime is ongoing. That is why at the last election the Government committed to a further
increase of 350 sworn police by 2010, as well as an additional 50 forensic and specialist investigators. In addition to
this, the Government committed to providing additional resources and equipment to assist police in their work,
including an extra 100 police cars.
Decisions on the placement of police throughout the state are operational matters and are made by police command
on the basis of assessed need. It is important that this process is not subject to political interference. I am assured by
the Chief Commissioner of Police that the level of policing across Victoria is continuously monitored by the
respective Regional Command Officers, with a view to maintaining optimum policing effectiveness.
Victoria Police deploys first response police across its 56 Police Service Areas using a sophisticated resource
allocation model incorporating 12 characteristics of the local community that are used to predict levels of crime and
road trauma; the population of an area is just one of these. Victoria Police uses this model to ensure that police
resources are distributed equitably and according to demonstrated operational need. It should be noted that, since
1999, the number of first response officers has increased in all police regions across Victoria.
You would be pleased to know that since 2000/01, crime in the Geelong Police Service Area has fallen by 33.1%.

Yarra Ranges National Park: rangers
Raised with:

Environment and Climate Change

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

16 April 2008
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REPLY:
As you are aware, the Yarra Ranges National Park, comprising more than 77,000 ha of natural bushland, protects
outstanding conservation, water resource and recreation values. Much of this park forms the catchment for
Melbourne’s water supply.
The ‘upper Yarra’ is a generally peaceful area of the Yarra Ranges National Park; however, as with many secluded
bushland areas near cities, this area is occasionally targeted by individuals who conduct undesirable, or illegal,
activities. I acknowledge that the Yarra Ranges National Park has, in the past, suffered from vandalism of public
facilities and occasionally illegal deer hunting, but these incidents have generally been isolated, and of a minor
nature.
The Upper Yarra Valley Park management area has sufficient four wheel drive vehicles and staff to service these
issues. Along with key partners, Parks Victoria has been, and will continue to, effectively manage any issues that
arise in the Yarra Ranges National Park.
Parks Victoria staff have developed an excellent working relationship with local Police and wildlife officers. Joint
four wheel drive patrols and enforcement activities are regularly undertaken with Victoria Police and the
Department of Sustainability and Environment.
Unfortunately, the type of activity you refer to is opportunistic, and very difficult to prevent, regardless of the
amount of resources allocated, due to the large areas involved and the difficulties of being in the right place at the
right time. By nature, deer hunting is secretive and hunters are difficult to locate.
Parks Victoria will continue to work closely with Victoria Police and the Department of Sustainability and
Environment to ensure identified issues are responded to, managed, and impacts minimised. Should you have
further information regarding specific activities occurring within the Yarra Ranges National Park, please provide
this information to Parks Victoria so that it can continue to respond promptly to any issues that arise.

Solar energy: hot water systems
Raised with:

Environment and Climate Change

Raised by:

Mr P. Davis

Raised on:

7 May 2008

REPLY:
The new regional solar hot water rebates program is aimed at regional and rural households to assist them to shift to
solar when replacing their hot water system.
This initiative is particularly important for regional households that are reliant on electricity for hot water–these
households have not been eligible under the current Victorian solar hot water rebate scheme. The new rebates
program will address this gap.
The new rebates program will also significantly reduce the up front costs for households by offering rebates of up
to $2,500 for solar hot water systems, in addition to the value of Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs).
It is anticipated that some 15,000 households in rural and regional Victoria will benefit from the rebate program
over the period to end 2010/11. This will deliver ongoing benefits in terms of lower household energy bills and
reduced greenhouse gas emissions.
Three issues have been raised by the Mr Davis with respect to:
– the timing for commencement and operation of the new solar hot water rebates program
– the level of rebate available from the Government and costs for households; and
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– the program guidelines for applicants and industry.
With regard to the first issue, as noted in the Budget papers, funding for this program has been allocated over four
years commencing in 2007-08. Work has already commenced on the development of the web-based application
system that will be used to support industry delivery of the new rebates, industry consultations are also well
underway and the first training programs for regional plumbers will commence in June. A major regional
marketing program will also commence in June and rebates will be available from participating suppliers for
systems installed from 14 June.
With respect to the level of rebates, the Government has committed to providing rebates of up to $2,500. The level
of the rebate and the level of Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) will vary based on the system selected by the
household. The actual cost paid by households for a solar hot water unit will also depend on the system they
choose, noting that there is a large variation in prices from $2,500 to over $7,000 based on the type, size and
performance of systems.
By way of example, the costs and level of rebate and RECs for three electric and gas-boosted solar systems from
manufacturers that supply the volume market in Victoria would be as follows:
– For an electric boosted solar system, the full cost of a 300 litre, two collector solar electric system is around
$4,400. With the new Victorian rebate and RECs applied, the cost to the household would be in the range
of $660 to $885, (depending on whether the system is installed in southern or northern Victoria). This
compares with the current cost of between $800 to $1,100 for an electric hot water system.
– For a gas boosted solar system, the full cost of a 215 litre system with two collectors and an in-line booster
is around $4,715. The cost to the household installing this system with the rebate and RECs applied would
be between $750 to $1,065. This compares to a fully installed cost of $1,200 to $1,600 for a conventional
gas hot water system.
– The full cost of a smaller 175 litre gas boosted solar system with two collectors (suitable for a household of
3-4 people) is around $4130. The cost to the household installing this system with the rebate and RECs
applied would be between $500 to $680. This compares to a fully installed cost of $1,000 to $1,400 for a
conventional gas system of the same size.
It should be noted that the design of the rebates program, including the value of rebates to be applied to each solar
hot water system, is currently under development.
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Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 10 June 2008
Environment and climate change: dispute expenses
35.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Environment and Climate Change): In relation to the
Department of Sustainability and Environment Annual Report 2006, Note 5 — expenses, p.143:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

How many disputes arose that were not covered by insurance in 2005-06.
What was the reason for the disputes.
What were the individual amounts paid to settle those disputes in 2005-06.
What were the individual amounts in legal fees to settle those disputes in 2005-06.
What was/is the total amount of the legal settlement to the private operator of the former Seal
Rocks Life Centre.
What was/is the total amount paid in legal fees paid by the Department in the settlement to the
private operator of the former Seal Rocks Sea Life Centre.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
With reference to the figures given in Note 5 (expenses) page 143 of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment 2005–06 Annual Report relating to disputes not covered by insurance:
(1)

The records of the Department of Sustainability and Environment indicate that there were 36 disputes which
resulted in payments during the 2005-06 financial year that were not covered by insurance.

(2)

The majority of the disputes were with the Registrar of Titles and related to claims for compensation under
the system for the guarantee of land title and sections 109 to 111 of the Transfer of Land Act 1958.
The other disputes related to a land valuation matter under the Valuation of Land Act 1960, property damage
caused by a fuel reduction burn and a lease of Crown land.

(3)

It would not be appropriate to provide details of settlement amounts for a number of litigated cases because of
confidentiality clauses contained in deeds of settlement. The settlement costs of the 31 unlitigated matters
ranged from $13.20 to approximately $35,000.

(4)

Two disputes incurred legal fees of $20,195.05 and $53,500 respectively during the 2005-06 financial year.

(5)

The total amount awarded by the arbitrator to the private operator of the former Seal Rocks Sea Life Centre
was $37.3m and was published on page 68 of the Report of the Auditor General on the Finances of the State
of Victoria 2002-03.

(6)

The total amount in legal fees paid by the Department of Sustainability and Environment to the private
operator of the Seal Rocks Sea Life Centre was approximately $7.05 million.
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Corrections: prisoners — blood-borne viruses
631.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Corrections) with
reference to blood-borne viruses among Victoria’s prison population:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When did the government last carry out a review/study to determine rates of Hepatitis C Virus and
HIV/Aids among Victorian prisoners.
How was that study conducted.
According to the most recent data, what percentage of Victorian prisoners have tested positive for
the Hepatitis C Virus.
According to the most recent data, what percentage of Victorian prisoners have tested positive for
HIV/Aids.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

The Victorian Prisoner Health Study was conducted in 2002.

(2)

Participation in the study was on a voluntary basis.

(3)

Of the prisoners in the study 57.5 per cent were HCV antibody positive.

(4)

In the Victorian Prisoner Health Study three of 297 prisoners tested positive for HIV.

Planning: ministerial travel
958.

MR GUY — To ask the Minister for Planning:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

On how many occasions since November 2006 has the Minister used the service of a chartered
flight, including helicopters and light planes.
What was the total cost of these services.
What were the destinations.
What was the reason for the utilisation of a charter flight or a helicopter.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
I have used chartered flights on two occasions from November 2006 until the date this question was raised, the total
cost of which was $9,010.00.
One flight was booked for my attendance at the opening of a planning forum in Bairnsdale. The second flight was
chartered to Horsham to attend various site visits and meetings with Horsham Shire Council.

Police and emergency services: Victoria Police — transit safety division
1084.

MR KOCH — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
In relation to Victoria Police officers allocated to the Transit Safety Division on 30 June 2007, 31 July
2007, 31 August 2007, 30 September 2007, and 31 October 2007:
(1)

On each date, how many of those officers were —
(a) sworn; and
(b) unsworn members.
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(2)

On each date, how many sworn and unsworn members respectively, who were not on recreation,
sick, long service, maternity, paternity, study or WorkCover related leave —
(a) worked a shift; and
(b) were rostered to take the day off.

(3)

On each date, what was the agreed full time equivalent (FTE) establishment for —
(a) sworn; and
(b) unsworn members.

(4)

On each date, what was the actual number of FTE for —
(a) sworn; and
(b) unsworn members.

(5)

On each date, at what locations were Transit Patrol sworn and unsworn members, respectively,
stationed and how many of each type were at each location.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Since coming to office, the State Government has increased the number of police by over 1400. With the increase
in the number of front-line police in every policing area across the State, the capacity of operational members to
assist with incidents that take place on the transit system has increased.
The Government’s additional support for Victoria Police is showing good results. Victoria’s overall crime rate has
fallen 23.5 per cent since 2000-01 and the crime rate for offences on public transport has fallen by 30.9 per cent.
Victoria Police advise that, over the period June to October 2007, an average of 192 sworn members and seven
unsworn staff were allocated to the Transit Safety Division of Victoria Police. It is important to note that regular
uniformed and undercover police also have a responsibility for policing on public transport, along with transit
police, and this happens regularly.

Police and emergency services: Victoria Police — transit safety division
1085.

MR KOCH — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
In relation to Victoria Police allocated to the Transit Safety Division during the months of June, July,
August, September and October 2007:
(1)

In each month, how many sworn and unsworn members, respectively, took —
(a) sick leave;
(b) recreation leave;
(c) long service leave;
(e) WorkCover leave;
(f) maternity leave;
(g) paternity leave; and
(h) study leave.

(2)

What was the total number of days for each leave type specified in (1) taken for each month by —
(a) sworn; and
(b) unsworn members.

(3)

Were any shifts unfilled; if so, how many in each month for —
(a) sworn; and
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(4)
(5)

(6)
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unsworn members.

What was the total number of hours spent patrolling public transport services, stations, stops or
facilities in each month.
In each month, what was the total number of hours spent patrolling —
(a) railway stations or trains;
(b) trams or tram stops;
(c) metropolitan buses or stops;
(d) V/Line trains or stations; and
(e) V/Line coaches or coach stops.
In each month how many reports of gangs or groups congregating at railway stations were —
(a) received by Transit Patrol members; and
(b) physically attended by Transit Patrol members.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Since coming to office, the State Government has increased the number of police by over 1400. With the increase
in the number of front-line police in every policing area across the State, the capacity of operational members to
assist with incidents that take place on the transit system has increased.
The Government’s additional support for Victoria Police is showing good results. Victoria’s overall crime rate has
fallen 23.5 per cent since 2000-01 and the crime rate for offences on public transport has fallen by 30.9 per cent.
Victoria Police advise that, over the period June to October 2007, an average of 192 sworn members and seven
unsworn staff were allocated to the Transit Safety Division of Victoria Police. It is important to note that regular
uniformed and undercover police also have a responsibility for policing on public transport, along with transit
police, and this happens regularly.

Police and emergency services: speed cameras
1086.

MR KOCH — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services): In relation to highway fixed, intersection fixed, analogue red light, Hume Freeway
point-to-point, West Gate Freeway highway fixed, Western Ring Road highway fixed, and CityLink
highway fixed speed cameras during each of the months of July, August, September and October 2007:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

Were all cameras operating 24 hours a day, seven days a week; if not, for what periods and on
what days was each camera inoperable.
For what reason was each camera identified as inoperable in (1) turned off.
How much per hour on average did each camera generate in revenue.
How many infringement notices were issued per hour on average for each camera.
How many infringement notices were withdrawn and for what reasons.
What were the locations of the top 20 revenue generating speed cameras.
How much was generated in revenue at each of these sites.
With each type of camera how many faults were —
(a) reported; and
(b) identified.

(9)

How many requests for withdrawal of infringement notices were received.
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(10) Where is it expected that new fixed digital, point-to-point or red light cameras will be installed
between October 2007 and 30 June 2008.
ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s resources to provide this information.

Multicultural affairs: Victorian Multicultural Commission — media and communications staff
1580.

MR D. M. DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Multicultural Affairs): For
the financial year 2006-07, what was the total amount spent on advertising and promotion by the
Victorian Multicultural Commission and how many full-time equivalent staff were employed in media
and communications roles by the Commission.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For the financial year 2006-07, the Victorian Multicultural Commission spent $124,976.61 (excluding GST) on
advertising and promotion.
In this period, the Commission employed one full-time equivalent staff member in a media and communications
role.

Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1830.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2000:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2000 were:
Stonnington:

342;

Port Phillip:

397;

Glen Eira:

141;

Boroondara:

192; and

Bayside:

158.
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Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1831.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2001:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2001 were:
Stonnington:

382;

Port Phillip:

430;

Glen Eira:

163;

Boroondara:

215; and

Bayside:

170.

Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1832.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2002:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2002 were:
Stonnington:

411;
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478;

Glen Eira:

170;

Boroondara:

235; and

Bayside:

188.
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Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1833.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2003:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2003 were:
Stonnington:

444;

Port Phillip:

516;

Glen Eira:

194;

Boroondara:

264; and

Bayside:

207.

Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1834.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2004:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2004 were:
Stonnington:

462;

Port Phillip:

536;

Glen Eira:

213;

Boroondara:

281; and

Bayside:

212.

Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1835.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2005:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2005 were:
Stonnington:

475;

Port Phillip:

571;

Glen Eira:

232;

Boroondara:

302; and

Bayside:

232.

Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1836.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2006:
(a)
(b)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
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City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2006 were:
Stonnington:

507;

Port Phillip:

586;

Glen Eira:

258;

Boroondara:

319; and

Bayside:

263.

Consumer affairs: licensed outlets
1837.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed outlets were there in the following local government areas in 2007:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

City of Stonnington;
City of Port Phillip;
City of Glen Eira;
City of Boroondara; and
City of Bayside.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The requested data has been manually collated and analysed. A CD-based backup of key data for each of the years
has been used to produce data in the form of “indicative” figures only. This data is searchable via postcode or
suburb name but not by local government area (LGA). Some postcodes and suburbs appear in two LGAs. This may
lead to some inaccuracy.
The numbers for 2007 were:
Stonnington:

527;

Port Phillip:

600;

Glen Eira:

272;

Boroondara:

345; and

Bayside:

272.
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Treasurer: CPR Communications and Public Relations
1882.

MR. D. M. DAVIS — To ask the Treasurer: In table form, what was the expenditure by the
Department of Treasury and Finance in the financial years 2005-06 and 2006-07 and the period between
30 June 2007 and 31 December 2007 on CPR Communications and Public Relations, providing in each
case —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

the date on which the tender or contract was entered into;
the matter involved;
the total expenditure by the Department on that matter;
the date on which the matter was finalised; and
whether the payments in each case were the result of a formal tender, or other formal process, or
were simply awarded to CPR.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
During the financial year 2005-06 there were five instances of expenditure by the Department of Treasury and
Finance (DTF) on CPR Communication and Public Relations. Expenditure on each ranged between $2145 and
$5700, and each came as a result of a formal process through the Victorian Government Purchasing Board (VGPB)
panel. Matters included the ESS/GSO Merger, land tax, car park levy and staff presentations. All matters were
concluded by June 2006.
During the financial year 2006-07 there was one instance of expenditure by DTF on CPR Communication and
Public Relations, of $5100. This expenditure came as a result of a formal process through the VGPPB panel. The
matter related to media relations and was concluded by April 2007.
During the period 1 July 2007–31 December 2007 there were no instances of expenditure by DTF on CPR
Communication and Public Relations.

Police and emergency services: police — Ringwood and Warrandyte
1892.

MR DALLA-RIVA–To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services):
(1)

(2)

In circumstances where a police officer is absent from duties for an extended period from
Ringwood Police Station due to maternity leave, sick leave, annual leave, long service leave or
injury leave, will a relieving police officer be made available to the Station.
In circumstances where a police officer is absent from duties for an extended period from
Warrandyte Police Station due to maternity leave, sick leave, annual leave, long service leave or
injury leave, will a relieving police officer be made available to the Station.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Brumby Government is committed to providing safe streets and homes for Victorians by ensuring Victoria
Police is highly professional and well resourced.
Since coming to office, the State Government has increased the number of police by over 1,400. Further, we have
increased funding to Victoria Police to a record budget of more than $1.6 billion in 2007-08, and funded the
construction and refurbishment of 149 police stations across the state.
The Government’s additional support to Victoria Police is showing good results. Victoria’s crime rate has fallen
23.5 per cent since 2000-01, with Victoria now having the lowest crime rate in Australia.
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However, the fight against crime is ongoing. That is why at the last election the Government committed to a further
increase of 350 sworn police by 2010, as well as an additional 50 forensic and specialist investigators. In addition to
this, the Government committed to providing additional resources and equipment to assist police in their work,
including an extra 100 police cars.
Decisions on the placement of police throughout the state are operational matters and are made by police command
on the basis of assessed need. It is important that this process is not subject to political interference. I am assured by
the Chief Commissioner of Police that the level of policing across Victoria is continuously monitored by the
respective Regional Command Officers, with a view to maintaining optimum policing effectiveness.
I am also advised that Victoria Police deploys first response police across its 56 Police Service Areas using a
sophisticated resource allocation model incorporating 12 characteristics of the local community that are used to
predict levels of crime and road trauma; the population of an area is just one of these. Victoria Police uses this
model to ensure that police resources are distributed equitably and according to demonstrated operational need. It
should be noted that, since 1999, the number of front-line police officers has increased in all police regions across
Victoria.

Housing: registered housing associations
1947.

MS LOVELL — To ask the Minister for Environment and Climate Change (for the Minister for
Housing): In relation to Registered Housing Associations and the policy framework, Eligibility,
Targeting and Rent Affordability Framework for Properties Funded Under the Growth Strategy,
October 2006:
(1)
(2)
(3)

What has the minimum percentage of properties that must be allocated to public housing
applicants been set at for each of the housing associations.
Has each of the housing associations met this target.
How many actual tenancies has this equated to for each of the housing associations.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The policy of the Victorian Government is that Housing Associations shall meet a target of 50 per cent of
allocations from the public housing waiting list. The Government ensures compliance with allocation policies by
setting performance standards in accordance with the Housing Act. Compliance with the performance standards are
monitored by the Registrar of Housing Agencies. The Registrar has access to a range of interventions if compliance
is not achieved. Details relating to tenancies in respect of both public and social housing are available in the
Summary of Housing Assistance, published regularly by DHS at www.housing.vic.gov.au

Planning: spatial analysis and research branch
2009.

MR GUY — To ask the Minister for Planning: In relation to the Spatial Analysis and Research Unit of
the Department of Planning and Community Development:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Does the Unit have terms of reference; if so, what are they.
How many full-time equivalent staff are employed in this Unit.
What is the total staff remuneration for this Unit.
How much time has this Unit spent analysing the 2006 census data for Melbourne and Geelong.
Does this Unit analyse quarterly demographic statistics from the Australian Bureau of Statistics; if
not, what statistical information does it use.
Does this Unit analyse quarterly dwelling unit commencement statistics from the Australian
Bureau of Statistics; if not, what statistical information on dwelling units does it use.
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Have any external consultants been engaged; if so —
(a) who are the consultants;
(b) how much has been paid for each consultancy to date; and
(c) what is the budget for external consultants.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The Spatial Analysis and Research Branch:
– Provides advice to ministers, government agencies and local governments on demographic, housing, land
use and industrial issues through urban and regional research.
– Collects and analyses land and housing data and affordability indicators. Prepares demographic projections
for use by Government and the private sector in strategic planning and service delivery.

(2)

The Spatial Analysis and Research Branch has 21.9 full time equivalent (FTE) staff.

(3)

Total remuneration for staff in Spatial Analysis and Research Branch for 2007/08 was in the order of
$1.66 million.

(4)

The Branch does not separately monitor time spent on analysis for particular locations.

(5)

Yes.

(6)

No, Spatial Analysis and Research Branch uses the ABS Building Approvals data (ABS Cat. No. 8731.0)

(7)

No external consultants have been or are being used
(a)
(b)
(c)

Not applicable
Nil
Zero

Consumer affairs: Landmark Education Corporation
2030.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs):
(1)
(2)

How many staff from the Department of Justice have attended courses conducted by Landmark
Education Corporation.
Have any Victorian taxpayer funds been paid to the Landmark Education Corporation for courses.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
In relation to my portfolio responsibilities:
(1)

None.

(2)

No.

Gaming: Landmark Education Corporation
2031.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Gaming):
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How many staff from the Department of Justice have attended courses conducted by Landmark
Education Corporation.
Have any Victorian taxpayer funds been paid to the Landmark Education Corporation for courses.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
In relation to my portfolio responsibilities:
(1)

None.

(2)

No.

Community services: disability services — workforce planning strategy
2111.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Environment and Climate Change (for the Minister for
Community Services): In relation to disability services workforce planning: What is the Government’s
view regarding the possible development of a workforce planning strategy.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The ‘Victorian Industry Development Plan for the provision of support for people with a disability’ lists workforce
planning and development as a key outcome
Four priorities have been identified:
– Developing a planning strategy to ensure a skilled, qualified workforce.
– Meeting the individual and diverse needs of people with a disability with increased workforce flexibility.
– Creating a sector wide training and development strategy focusing on values, skills and competencies that
promote contemporary models of support.
– Promoting the industry as an attractive choice for future workers and creating opportunities for career
pathways.

Children and early childhood development: disability discrimination complaints
2137.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Treasurer (for the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development): How many disability discrimination complaints have been lodged against the
Department of Education and Early Childhood Development at the Victorian Equal Opportunity and
Human Rights Commission under the Equal Opportunity Act 1995.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Education and Early Childhood Development was established on 8 August 2007. Since that
time the Department has received nine complaints of disability discrimination under the Equal Opportunity Act
1995 lodged with the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission relating to students.

Children and early childhood development: disability discrimination complaints
2138.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Treasurer (for the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development): How many disability discrimination complaints have been lodged against the
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Department of Education and Early Childhood Development at the Human Rights and Equal
Opportunity Commission (Commonwealth) under the Disability Discrimination Act 1992.
ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Education and Early Childhood Development was established on 8 August 2007. Since that
time the Department has received nine complaints of discrimination under the Disability Discrimination Act 1992
lodged with the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission relating to students.

Children and early childhood development: disability discrimination complaints
2139.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Treasurer (for the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development): How much money has been paid out by the Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development in confidential settlements to complainants in relation to education matters
under disability discrimination legislation.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Disclosure of any information relating to the confidential settlement of matters involving the Department of
Education and Early Childhood Development under disability discrimination legislation would compromise
confidentiality and would be a breach of those settlements.

Children and early childhood development: disability discrimination complaints
2140.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Treasurer (for the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development): How much money has been spent by the Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development in defending itself against, and appealing, disability discrimination claims related to
students with disabilities.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Education and Early Childhood Development takes its responsibilities under discrimination
legislation seriously.
The Department responds to all discrimination claims which are made against it and endeavours to resolve them
without there being a need for litigation.
As such there are no specifically identifiable costs which reflect the time and resources which the Department
allocates to responding to and resolving disability discrimination complaints relating to students.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2142.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 1999.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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As at 30 June 1999 there were 30 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2143.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2000.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2000 there were 41 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2144.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2001.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2001 there were 48 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2145.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2002.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2002 there were 51 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2146.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2003.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2003 there were 51 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.
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Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2147.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2004.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2004 there were 56 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2148.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2005 there were 59 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2149.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2006.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2006 there were 66 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2150.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Chapel Street, Prahran, between Toorak Road, Prahran, and Dandenong
Road, Windsor, in 2007.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2007 there were 71 licensed venues in Chapel Street between Toorak Road, Prahran and Dandenong
Road, Windsor.
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Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2151.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 1999.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 1999 there were 9 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2152.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2000.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2000 there were 8 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2153.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2001.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2001 there were 10 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2154.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2002.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2002 there were 12 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.
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Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2155.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2003.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2003 there were 15 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2156.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2004.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2004 there were 16 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2157.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2005.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2005 there were 17 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.

Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2158.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2006.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2006 there were 16 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.
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Consumer affairs: licensed venues — Prahran
2159.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): How many
licensed venues were there in Commercial Road, Prahran, between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran, in 2007.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As at 30 June 2007 there were 15 licensed venues in Commercial Road between Punt Road, Prahran, and Williams
Road, Prahran. Commercial Road is named Malvern Road between the east side of Chapel Street and Williams
Road. The Malvern Road licences have been included in this figure.

Consumer affairs: fair payments policy
2188.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): In
relation to the Government’s Fair Payments Policy, which requires a department or agency to pay
invoices for work done by small businesses within 30 days or pay penalty interest, with respect to the
Department of Justice:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

On how many occasions has penalty interest been paid in the period since the 2002 election.
How many small businesses received penalty interest for bills not paid within 30 days in the
period since 2002.
What is the total amount of original bills received from small businesses on which penalty interest
was paid in the period since 2002.
What is the total amount of penalty interest paid in the period since 2002.
If penalty interest has been paid, on what date was the first payment made in the period since
2002.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Questions relating to the Department of Justice as a whole are the responsibility of the Attorney-General.

Gaming: fair payments policy
2194.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Gaming): In relation
to the Government’s Fair Payments Policy, which requires a department or agency to pay invoices for
work done by small businesses within 30 days or pay penalty interest, with respect to the Department of
Justice:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

On how many occasions has penalty interest been paid in the period since the 2002 election.
How many small businesses received penalty interest for bills not paid within 30 days in the
period since 2002.
What is the total amount of original bills received from small businesses on which penalty interest
was paid in the period since 2002.
What is the total amount of penalty interest paid in the period since 2002.
If penalty interest has been paid, on what date was the first payment made in the period since
2002.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Questions relating to the Department of Justice as a whole are the responsibility of the Attorney-General.

Small business: fair payments policy
2214.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small
Business): In relation to the Government’s Fair Payments Policy, which requires a department or
agency to pay invoices for work done by small businesses within 30 days or pay penalty interest, with
respect to the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

On how many occasions has penalty interest been paid in the period since the 2002 election.
How many small businesses received penalty interest for bills not paid within 30 days in the
period since 2002.
What is the total amount of original bills received from small businesses on which penalty interest
was paid in the period since 2002.
What is the total amount of penalty interest paid in the period since 2002.
If penalty interest has been paid, on what date was the first payment made in the period since
2002.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government is committed to promoting a fair and competitive environment for small to medium
sized businesses. To improve the cash flow certainty for these businesses, the Government introduced the “fair
payment clause” for contracts.
From 1 November 2004, Government Departments are required to pay suppliers within 30 days upon receipt of
correctly rendered invoice (or within any other payment period as agreed between the Department and the supplier,
which may be shorter). This policy applies to new contracts for goods and services valued less than $3 million.
If an invoice is not paid within 30 days from the date of receipt (or other payment period), and there is no dispute
regarding the invoice or the provision of goods and services, the supplier may make a claim for penalty interest on
outstanding debt.
The Department has not received any application for penalty interest payment in relation to the fair payments
policy.
Accordingly no penalty interest payments have been made.

Small business: stress leave
2263.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small
Business): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration for
each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07: What are the details of all stress related leave,
including —
(a)
(b)
(c)

the number of days taken;
the estimated cost; and
the total number of staff in the section.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of the Department’s
resources.

Water: salary levels
2282.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Environment and Climate Change (for the Minister for
Water): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration, for
the financial year 2006-07: How many public servants are paid more than the base salary rate for
Victorian Members of Parliament, indicating their —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

classifications;
salary package;
position; and
responsibilities.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Information on staff numbers and VPS classification is provided in the annual reports of departments, agencies and
authorities. Information relating to the Department of Sustainability and Environment can be found on page 56 of
the 2006-07 Annual Report.

Small business: salary levels
2303.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small
Business): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration, for
the financial year 2006-07: How many public servants are paid more than the base salary rate for
Victorian Members of Parliament, indicating their —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

classifications;
salary package;
position; and
responsibilities.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Please refer to the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development’s Annual Report for this
information.

Industrial relations: salary levels
2305.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration, for
the financial year 2006-07: How many public servants are paid more than the base salary rate for
Victorian Members of Parliament, indicating their —
(a)

classifications;
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salary package;
position; and
responsibilities.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Please refer to the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development’s Annual Report for this
information.

Environment and climate change: publications
2351.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Environment and Climate Change: In relation to each
department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration: What publications have been
produced for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07, indicating —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

how many copies were produced;
what the unit cost was, including production and distribution of the publication;
what income, if any, was derived from the publication;
what was the purpose of the publication; and
whether the publication was solely printed in Victoria; if not, why.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Given the broad nature of the question, the research required to provide this information would place an
unreasonable burden on public time and resources. However, details of major publications are included in each
organisation’s annual report of operations in accordance with the Minister for Finance’s Financial Reporting
Direction 22A issued under the Financial Management Act 1994.

Innovation: publications
2352.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Innovation: In relation to each department, agency and
authority within the Minister’s administration: What publications have been produced for each financial
year from 2000-01 to 2006-07, indicating —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

how many copies were produced;
what the unit cost was, including production and distribution of the publication;
what income, if any, was derived from the publication;
what was the purpose of the publication; and
whether the publication was solely printed in Victoria; if not, why.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
To provide details as requested would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department’s resources.
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Treasurer: women — boards, councils and committees
2390.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask The Treasurer: In relation to each department, agency or authority
within the Minister’s administration: How many women hold positions on boards, councils or
committees, indicating in respect of each board, council or committee the total number of members.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Government is committed to equal opportunity for women and increasing their representation in statutory
offices, boards, commissions, committees and advisory bodies. Further information can be found at:
www.publicboards.vic.gov.au

Environment and climate change: women — boards, councils and committees
2391.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Environment and Climate Change: In relation to each
department, agency or authority within the Minister’s administration: How many women hold positions
on boards, councils or committees, indicating in respect of each board, council or committee the total
number of members.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This information is publicly available on the Public Board Appointments Victoria website
(www.publicboards.vic.gov.au) and can also be found on the individual websites of boards, councils and
committees.

Planning: women — boards, councils and committees
2393.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning: In relation to each department, agency or
authority within the Minister’s administration: How many women hold positions on boards, councils or
committees, indicating in respect of each board, council or committee the total number of members.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information you seek is available publicly at http://www.publicboards.vic.gov.au.

Consumer affairs: women — boards, councils and committees
2420.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs): In
relation to each department, agency or authority within the Minister’s administration: How many
women hold positions on boards, councils or committees, indicating in respect of each board, council or
committee the total number of members.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The government is committed to equal opportunity for women and increasing their representation in statutory
offices, boards, commissions, committees and advisory bodies.
Further information can be found at www.publicboards.vic.gov.au.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
2334

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 10 June 2008

Small business: women — boards, councils and committees
2423.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small
Business): In relation to each department, agency or authority within the Minister’s administration: How
many women hold positions on boards, councils or committees, indicating in respect of each board,
council or committee the total number of members.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
In March 2008 the State Services Authority Public Entities web-site became available to the public. This web-site
enables every Victorian wishing to obtain information about public entities, including membership to do so. This
information can be found by accessing www.publicboards.vic.gov.au

Women’s affairs: health promotion programs
2452.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $0.8 million of funding for the provision of health promotion programs for rural women
announced on 8 May 2000:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: home visiting service
2453.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $12 million of funding for the enhancement of the home visiting service for the Maternal
and Child Health Services announced on 8 May 2000:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
How many additional home visits were conducted each year as a result of the funding.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: centres against sexual assault
2454.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to improved assistance to victims who have experienced sexual assault by reducing waiting lists
in Centres Against Sexual Assault announced on 8 May 2000:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
Was the waiting list reduced; if so, by what measure.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: juvenile justice support services
2455.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $0.75 million of funding to strengthen post-release support services for young women in
the juvenile justice system, including intensive post-release support, announced on 8 May 2000:
(1)
(2)
(3)

What were the expected outcomes of the funding.
How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: family subsidies
2456.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $16 million of funding to provide an additional fee subsidy of $150 for all 4 year olds
from low income families announced 8 May 2000:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: child-care services
2457.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $3.75 million of funding to provide capital grants to community-based child-care services
for major upgrades to existing services and the establishment of new services in growth corridors
announced 8 May 2000:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2003.
As a result of this funding, how many existing community-based child-care services received
funding for a major upgrade.
As a result of this funding, how many new services in growth corridors were funded.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.
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Women’s affairs: child-care programs
2458.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $8 million of funding for community owned, not-for-profit child care centres and
community based out of school hours programs announced 8 May 2000:
(1)
(2)
(3)

What were the expected outcomes of the program.
How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: Strengthening communities through women’s participation program
2459.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $300,000 of funding to run the program Strengthening Communities Through Women’s
Participation announced on 3 March 2002:
(1)
(2)
(3)

What were the expected outcomes of the program.
How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Municipal Association of Victoria and Victorian Local Government Association received a Community
Support Fund Grant to implement the Strengthening Communities Through Women’s Participation program on
27 July 2001.
The primary aim of the Strengthening Communities Through Women’s Participation program was “to strengthen
local communities, democratic local government and good governance by increasing the political participation of
women and achieving representation in equal numbers of women and men in Victorian local government”.
There were five expected outcomes/priority work areas for the program:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

encouraging good governance;
sustaining women in local government;
developing best practice models;
changing public attitudes; and
developing partnerships.

The full approved grant amount of $291,000 was expended by 30 June 2004.
A full evaluation was undertaken for the project. The key results were that the program:
– encouraged good governance by making considerable gains in encouraging the participation of women in local
community leadership;
– developed best practice models through the use of models to promote changing the future of politics - “doing
politics differently” at the local level; and
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– supported women to enter and continue in local government through the development of their skills and
confidence to undertake local leadership.

Women’s affairs: women’s health and wellbeing strategy
2460.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $4.4 million of funding for the Women’s Health and Wellbeing Strategy announced on
12 May 2002:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2006.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: Best Start project
2461.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $7.6 million of funding for the Best Start project announced 12 May 2002:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2005.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: free breast screening program
2462.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $5.7 million of funding for the free breast screening program announced 12 May 2002:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2006.
How many screens were conducted each year as a result of the funding.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: private rental brokerage program
2464.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $1.8 million of funding to provide a Private Rental Brokerage Program for women
announced 4 June 2002:
(1)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2005.
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How many women accessed the brokerage program.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: Women’s Information and Referral Exchange
2467.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $400,000 of funding to support WIRE and its Women’s Information Centre announced
2 August 2002:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2003.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
All of the $400,000 funding to the Women’s Information and Referral Exchange (WIRE) was expended by 30 June
2003.
WIRE was required to report quarterly to the OWP against key performance indicators as part of its funding
agreement, which were met.

Women’s affairs: Queen Victoria Women’s Centre
2468.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $363,000 of funding to revitalise the Queen Victoria Women’s Centre announced
31 October 2002:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2006.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
The Queen Victoria Women’s Centre (QVWC) received a grant from the Community Support Fund to establish a
Capacity Builder and Information Hub. The total grant was $363,662 and all of these funds were expended by
30 June 2006.
The project was independently evaluated. The key achievements of the project were the:
– establishment of three cluster groups to develop the website content;
– development of the website; and
– cabling of the building for phone and data systems.
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Women’s affairs: maternity and adoption leave
2469.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $1 million of forgone revenue to provide a payroll tax exemption for up to 14 weeks of
paid maternity and adoption leave for Victorian employers announced 27 February 2003:
(1)
(2)

How much revenue has been forgone as a result of this exemption for each year since 1 January
2003.
Has the impact of this tax exemption been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that
evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
This initiative is not my portfolio responsibility.

Women’s affairs: women’s community leadership grants
2470.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $90,000 of funding for the State Government’s Women’s Community Leadership Grants
announced 12 May 2002:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2003.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The announcement of the Women’s Community Leadership Grants on 12 May 2002 was a call for applications
with a total of $90,000 to be awarded. The successful grant recipients were announced on 25 October 2002. Given
the high calibre of the applications a total of $111,111 was actually awarded.
By 30 June 2003, all of the $111,111 funding had been expended.
An internal review of the Women’s Community Leadership Grants was undertaken in 2005. The results were that:
– the grants have provided a significant benefit to a number of women, especially disadvantaged women;
– the benefits of the grants have had a lasting legacy with many programs continuing beyond the period of the
funding from the initial grant;
– the benefits gained from the grants extends beyond the participants to include the flow on effect to other women
who either undertake subsequent programs or are mentored by the original women; and
– the skills gained from undertaking funded programs have enabled a number of women to help their communities
and other women.

Women’s affairs: women’s community leadership grants
2471.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $111,111 of funding for the Women’s Community Leadership program announced on
25 October 2002:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2003.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The announcement of the Women’s Community Leadership Grants on 12 May 2002 was a call for applications
with a total of $90,000 to be awarded. The successful grant recipients were announced on 25 October 2002. Given
the high calibre of the applications a total of $111,111 was actually awarded.
By 30 June 2003, all of the $111,111 funding had been expended.
An internal review of the Women’s Community Leadership Grants was undertaken in 2005. The results were that:
– the grants have provided a significant benefit to a number of women, especially disadvantaged women;
– the benefits of the grants have had a lasting legacy with many programs continuing beyond the period of the
funding from the initial grant;
– the benefits gained from the grants extends beyond the participants to include the flow on effect to other women
who either undertake subsequent programs or are mentored by the original women; and
– the skills gained from undertaking funded programs have enabled a number of women to help their communities
and other women.

Women’s affairs: women’s community leadership grants
2472.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In
relation to the $122,184 of funding for the Women’s Community Leadership Grants announced
27 October 2003:
(1)
(2)

How much of this funding was expended by 30 June 2004.
Has the use of these funds been evaluated; if so, what were the results of that evaluation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that/as follows:
By 30 June 2004, all of the $122,184 funding had been expended.
An internal review of the Women’s Community Leadership Grants was undertaken in 2005. The results were that:
– the grants have provided a significant benefit to a number of women, especially disadvantaged women;
– the benefits of the grants have had a lasting legacy with many programs continuing beyond the period of the
funding from the initial grant;
– the benefits gained from the grants extends beyond the participants to include the flow on effect to other women
who either undertake subsequent programs or are mentored by the original women; and
– the skills gained from undertaking funded programs have enabled a number of women to help their communities
and other women.

Innovation: ministerial staff
2508.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Innovation: In relation to each department, agency and
authority within the Minister’s administration for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07:
(1)
(2)

What is the number and cost of staff working in the Minister’s office.
What is the number of staff working in each public relations/ communications unit under the
Minister’s control, indicating —
(a) the total operating budget; and
(b) the total promotional budget.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities as the engagement of ministerial staff, including
salaries and superannuation falls within the budget of Department of Premier and Cabinet.

Small business: ministerial staff
2539.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small
Business): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration for
each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07:
(1)
(2)

What is the number and cost of staff working in the Minister’s office.
What is the number of staff working in each public relations/ communications unit under the
Minister’s control, indicating —
(a) the total operating budget; and
(b) the total promotional budget.

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

Industrial relations: ministerial staff
2541.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration for
each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07:
(1)
(2)

What is the number and cost of staff working in the Minister’s office.
What is the number of staff working in each public relations/ communications unit under the
Minister’s control, indicating —
(a) the total operating budget; and
(b) the total promotional budget.

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

Agriculture: ministerial staff
2543.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Agriculture):
In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration for each
financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07:
(1)
(2)

What is the number and cost of staff working in the Minister’s office.
What is the number of staff working in each public relations/ communications unit under the
Minister’s control, indicating —
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the total operating budget; and
the total promotional budget.

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

Innovation: advertising
2588.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Innovation: In relation to each department, agency and
authority within the Minister’s administration: What the details are of all advertising undertaken for
each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07, indicating —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

the date of approval for each contract;
the cost of each contract;
the purpose of advertisement;
the duration of advertisement;
where and when each advertisement was published or broadcast; and
to whom each contract was awarded.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Details relating to advertising for the 2006-07 financial year can be found in the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee 79th Report to Parliament–Report on the 2006–07 Financial and Performance Outcomes.
Further information can be found at www.contracts.vic.gov.au

Small business: advertising
2619.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small
Business): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration:
What the details are of all advertising undertaken for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07,
indicating —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

the date of approval for each contract;
the cost of each contract;
the purpose of advertisement;
the duration of advertisement;
where and when each advertisement was published or broadcast; and
to whom each contract was awarded.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Details relating to advertising for the 2006-07 financial year can be found in the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee 79th Report to Parliament–Report on the 2006–07 Financial and Performance Outcomes.
Further information can be found at www.contracts.vic.gov.au
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Industrial relations: advertising
2621.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration:
What the details are of all advertising undertaken for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07,
indicating —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

the date of approval for each contract;
the cost of each contract;
the purpose of advertisement;
the duration of advertisement;
where and when each advertisement was published or broadcast; and
to whom each contract was awarded.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Details relating to advertising for the 2006-07 financial year can be found in the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee 79th Report to Parliament–Report on the 2006–07 Financial and Performance Outcomes.
Further information can be found at www.contracts.vic.gov.au

Innovation: entertainment expenses
2628.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Innovation: In relation to each department, agency and
authority within the Minister’s administration for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07: What
are the details are of all entertainment expenses incurred, indicating —
(a)
(b)

total costs incurred by each section, including the Minister’s office; and
itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including the —
(i) date incurred;
(ii) cost;
(iii) number of guests;
(iv) purpose; and
(v) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of the department’s
resources.

Small business: entertainment expenses
2659.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small
Business): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration for
each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07: What are the details are of all entertainment expenses
incurred, indicating —
(a)
(b)

total costs incurred by each section, including the Minister’s office; and
itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including the —
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date incurred;
cost;
number of guests;
purpose; and
name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of the department’s
resources.

Industrial relations: entertainment expenses
2661.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration for
each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07: What are the details are of all entertainment expenses
incurred, indicating —
(a)
(b)

total costs incurred by each section, including the Minister’s office; and
itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including the —
(i) date incurred;
(ii) cost;
(iii) number of guests;
(iv) purpose; and
(v) name of service provider.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of the department’s
resources.

Agriculture: entertainment expenses
2663.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Agriculture):
In relation to each department, agency and authority within the Minister’s administration for each
financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07: What are the details are of all entertainment expenses incurred,
indicating —
(a)
(b)

total costs incurred by each section, including the Minister’s office; and
itemised details of all expenditure in excess of $500, including the —
(i) date incurred;
(ii) cost;
(iii) number of guests;
(iv) purpose; and
(v) name of service provider.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of my Department’s
resources.

Small business: Mordialloc bridge
2750.

MRS PEULICH — To ask the Minister for Industry and Trade (for the Minister for Small Business):
What assistance has the Department provided from June 2007 to May 2008 for the small business
owners and operators whose trade has been negatively impacted on by the mismanagement of the
Mordialloc Bridge reconstruction.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The issue raised falls within the portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Roads and Ports.
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Wednesday, 11 June 2008
Planning: ministerial expenses
960.

MR GUY — To ask the Minister for Planning: Since November 2006 what was the cost of all intrastate
travel, including airfares, accommodation and expenses for the Minister and ministerial staff.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The cost of intrastate travel for myself and my staff from November 2006 until September 2007 totalled $10,475.

Police and emergency services: Nepean Highway — traffic red light cameras
1262.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services): In relation to the traffic lights at the intersection of Nepean Highway and Bay Road and
Nepean Highway and Karen Street particularly as they relate to right hand turns which are monitored by
red light cameras:
(1)
(2)
(3)

What other intersections have traffic red light cameras governing right hand turns in Melbourne.
What is the monthly number of infringement notices being issued for each intersection.
How do these figures compare with the Nepean Highway and Bay Road and Karen Street
intersections.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

There are 53 intersections in metropolitan Melbourne that use Fixed Digital Safety Cameras to monitor right
hand/or left hand turning lanes. A complete list of Fixed Digital Safety Cameras is available at
www.justice.vic.gov.au/roadsafety.

(2)

I am advised that it would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s resources to provide this
information.

(3)

Intersections monitored by Fixed Digital Safety Cameras are not comparable. Each intersection experiences
different driver behaviour, different traffic flow and conditions and therefore cannot be compared.

Police and emergency services: Nepean Highway — traffic red light cameras
1263.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services): In relation to the traffic lights at the intersection of Nepean Highway and Bay Road and
Nepean Highway and Karen Street, particularly as they relate to right hand turns which are monitored
by red light cameras:
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How many motorists have received infringement notices between the red light cameras being
installed at the Karen Street, Nepean Highway and Bay Road intersection and 22 November 2007.
How much revenue has been paid to the Government between the red light cameras being
installed at the Karen Street, Bay Road and Nepean Highway intersection and 22 November 2007.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s resources to provide this information.

Police and emergency services: Nepean Highway — traffic red light cameras
1264.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services): In relation to the traffic lights at the intersection of Nepean Highway and Bay Road and
Nepean Highway and Karen Street, particularly as they relate to right hand turns which are monitored
by red light cameras:
(1)
(2)

How many motorists have applied to Civic Compliance for internal reviews of infringement
notices incurred at the Nepean Highway and Karen Street intersection.
How many motorists were successful in obtaining internal reviews of infringement notices.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s resources to provide this information.

Police and emergency services: Nepean Highway — traffic red light cameras
1265.

MRS COOTE — To ask the Minister for Planning (for the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services): In relation to the traffic lights at the intersection of Nepean Highway and Bay Road and in
particular the light sequencing which governs south bound vehicles turning right from the Nepean
Highway in a westerly direction down Bay Road which is monitored by a red light camera: How many
infringement notices were issued on the 19 March 2007.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
It would be an unreasonable diversion of the Department’s resources to provide this information.

Premier: fair payments policy
2207.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Treasurer (for the Premier): In relation to the Government’s Fair
Payments Policy, which requires a department or agency to pay invoices for work done by small
businesses within 30 days or pay penalty interest, with respect to the Department of Premier and
Cabinet:
(1)
(2)
(3)

On how many occasions has penalty interest been paid in the period since the 2002 election.
How many small businesses received penalty interest for bills not paid within 30 days in the
period since 2002.
What is the total amount of original bills received from small businesses on which penalty interest
was paid in the period since 2002.
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What is the total amount of penalty interest paid in the period since 2002.
If penalty interest has been paid, on what date was the first payment made in the period since
2002.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Government is committed to promoting a fair and competitive environment for small to
medium-sized businesses. To improve the cash flow certainty for these businesses, the Government introduced the
‘fair payment clause’ for contracts.
From 1 November 2004, Government Departments are required to pay suppliers within 30 days upon receipt of a
correctly rendered invoice (or within any other payment period as agreed between the Department and the supplier,
which may be shorter). This policy applies to new contracts for goods and services valued less than $3 million.
If an invoice is not paid within 30 days from the date of receipt (or other payment period), and there is no dispute
regarding the invoice or the provision of goods and services, the supplier may make a claim for penalty interest on
the outstanding debt.
No claim for late payment has been received by DPC from any vendor and therefore no penalty interest has been
paid.

Premier: professional development expenses
2673.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Treasurer (for the Premier): In relation to expenditure on
conferences, seminars, workshops and training courses or like events by each department, agency or
authority within the Minister’s administration for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07:
(1)

What was the name of each conference, course, seminar, workshop or like event attended
indicating the —
(a) locality and venue; and
(b) purpose.

(2)

What was the cost of each event indicating —
(a) accommodation;
(b) entertainment;
(c) meals and refreshments;
(d) travel;
(e) car hire;
(f) taxis and hire cars; and
(g) other expenses.

(3)

Was the event externally organised; if so, what was the name of the person(s), organisation(s) or
companies engaged and at what cost.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of the Department’s
resources.
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Premier: workplace bullying
2882.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Treasurer (for the Premier): In relation to each department, agency
and authority within the Premier’s administration for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07:
What are the details of bullying in the workplace indicating —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

the number of cases reported;
the number of claims resulting in WorkCover cases being established;
the total cost of these claims; and
the dollar increase in premiums for each individual department or agency due to claims for
bullying in the workplace.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of the Department’s
resources.

Premier: property sales
2922.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Treasurer (for the Premier): In relation to each department, agency
and authority within the Premier’s administration involved in the sale of properties for each financial
year from 2000-01 to 2006-07:
(1)

How many properties have been sold, indicating —
(a) whether they were sold by —
(i) selected tender;
(ii) public tender;
(iii) private sale; or
(iv) public auction.
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

(2)

the address of each property;
the valuation of each property and the name of the valuer;
what advertising costs were incurred and attributed to each; and
the sale price for each property and the terms offered.

Were there any defaults in the performance of any contracts of sale arising from those sales.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
A detailed response to this question would be too voluminous and an unnecessary diversion of the Department’s
resources.
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Premier: electorate office standards
2136.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Treasurer (for the Premier):
(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)

Are there guidelines or standards for electorate offices and, if so, when were accessibility-for-all
provisions first incorporated in electorate office guidelines or standards and when, if at all, have
they been amended subsequently.
What is the text of the requirements for accessibility of electorate offices in the guidelines or
standards that exist presently.
Given that the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (HREOC) recommends
compliance with the enhanced Australian Standard for mobility and access (AS 1428.2, the
“enhanced” mobility and access standard) in order for public and commercial premises to comply
with the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth) in providing equal accessibility for everyone,
what steps have been taken to ensure all electorate offices comply with this HREOC advice.
How many electorate offices presently comply with Australian Standard 1428.2, the “enhanced”
mobility and access standard.
Given that the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth) and Equal Opportunity Act 1995 prohibit
discrimination both in relation to access to premises as well as in relation to employment is it
being ensured that all of the electorate offices, including the toilet and kitchen area, are accessible
to everyone.
Given that the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth) and Equal Opportunity Act 1995
generally do not allow deferral of equal opportunity or anti-discrimination obligations, what steps
have been taken for electorate offices to immediately comply (rather than waiting until leases
come up for renewal or new offices are leased) and when were these steps taken.
In relation to a batch or round of access audits of electorate offices of Victorian Parliamentarians,
both past and present —
(a) when was the first time that access audits for electorate offices were carried out;
(b) when were any subsequent access audits done (for each batch or round);
(c) what number of offices were audited (in each batch or round);
(d) what was the brief or briefs for the access audit or these access audits;
(e) if there was no formal briefs, what were the terms of the agreement or request for the audit/s;
(f) what was the date of the contract, terms of agreement and/or request for the audit/s;
(g) what is the date of the report/s;
(h) what is the date of any draft reports and any preliminary or interim report/s;
(i) when was the report/s given to the Department of Parliamentary Services and/ or the
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly and President of the Legislative Council;
(j) who else were the reports made available to and when;
(k) what action was taken or will be taken as a result of the report(s) and when;
(l) are the reports available to the public, under Freedom of Information or otherwise;
(m) has a copy of the report/s been provided to the Member; and
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is an audit undertaken prior to the renewal of a lease, or occupation of the office by a new
Member; if so, are any identified deficiencies remedied.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To answer this question would require a large amount of resources and time from my Department. However, if
there is a specific issue that relates to your electorate office, questions should be directed to your relevant Presiding
Officer the Hon Robert Smith MLC.

Premier: trade union grants
2842.

MR DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Treasurer (for the Premier): In relation to each department, agency
and authority within the Premier’s administration: What are the details of all grants made to trade union
groups for each financial year from 2000-01 to 2006-07.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To provide a response for the last seven financial years from each department, agency and authority within my
administration would place a large burden on the resources of my department. However, if there is a specific issue
that you would like further information on please provide more details in any further questions on this matter.
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